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The highest faculty of man in the Maimonidean 

system is the intellect..> through v~hich man may ac­

tualize himself, achieve Divine Providence and be-

come iillillortal. Man is endovred with reason only 

potentially. However, through study and raoral 

preparation he actualizes thR notential and attains 

the true form "Man" • 

Prophecy involves this process. It is the 

highest form of cognition man may attain. Mai-

monides considere'd the prophetic phenomenon as 

an integral part of the order of Nature. It is 

not a miraculous experience. Man is in a state 

of prophecy when he has activated his reason to 

the highest degree possible. The element of Di­

vine Will in prophecy is no greater than it is in 

any natural event. Since the world operates by 

Design and not Necessity, it is possible for God 

to suspend any Natural Law. However, the suspen-

sion of the natural process will never occur, since 

the universe is the result of Divine Wisdom. There-

fore, when one is duly prepared Prophecy will in­

variably follow. The possibility of Divine Inter-

ference is only a theoretical concession to the 

demands of religion. 

In addition to the intellect, the imaginative 

faculty also plays a vital role in prophecyo Mai­

monides makes both the bearers of prophetic inspiration. 
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The imaginative faculty makes it possible for the 

intellect to achieve truths unattainable by syl-

logistic steps. However, when the imagination 

combines with the intellect and receives prophetic 

influence) it is qualitatively different from the 

normal imagination. 

Prophecy is for Maimonides the superlative 

in the cognitive process of Man. In this state 

the loftiest concepts attainable by mortals,, are 

perceived. These ideas possess a truth sui gene­

ris. During the prophetic experience the prophet 

feels an absolute certainty which stems from abso­

lute intellectual knowledge. 

Spinoza, on the other hand, relegates pro­

phecy to the realm of the imagination in its most 

negative connotation. One cannot gain wisdom or 

knowledge o~ truth from prophecy or the prophets. 

they only taught certain rules of more.l conduct 

which would establish and maintain a particular 

state and a particular form of government. Sinee 

imaginative ideqs are only reactions to partial, 

disjointed, erroneous perceptions, and since pro-

phets "WE"ee distinguished only by their extraordi­

nary imagination not by their intellect, it natu­

rally follows that prophetic knowledge is in the 

lowest category. Prophecy was significant only 

for the contemporaries of the prophets since their 

imaginative reactions (the prophetic message) were 

the result of their immediate environment and pos-
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sessed moral validity only for them.( l.e. ~ ji ~ yl., fn,f/nd<.., 

W-a.-, ~)· 
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In the Introduction to the 'Moreb, Maimonides recalls, 11 In 

our commentary on the Mishna we stated our intention to explain 

difficult problems in the Book on Prophecy and in the Book of 
, 

Harmony" ... and thoU{?h he apparently abandoned the effort due to 

a faulty methodology, the need is fulfilled by the :Moreh. 

Generally, the chief aims of the Moreh as explained in the In­

troduction are the clarification of prophetic terminology, the 

elucidation of obscure figures which occur in the Prophets and 

the explanation of prophecy in its various degrees by a method 

different from the one originally proposed for the Book on 

Prophecy and found inadequate, and consequently corrected in the 

Mor eh. 

Of particular interest in determining the place of Prophecy 

in the Maimonidean thought system is the revealing note "It was 

not my intention when writing this treatise to expound natural 

science or discuss metaphysical systems, •••• when you therefore 

notice that I prove the existence and number of intelligences or 

the number of spheres •••• or similar subjects you must not think 

that I intend merely to establish a certain philosophical propo-

1. 
,/)''J....f ,,,().:/.:/"' ?..-fV _f/~/<R }Je,.JI.) Rn;>A !.1"'"(, ?~...;)J 

,,,f/P,,,"' 

Maimonides refers here to the numerous references in his 
Commentary on the Mishna to the"Book on Prophecy" which he planned 
to write or was in process of wri~ing. He alludes to this inten­
tion in the Introduction to Zeraim as vrnll as in the Introduction 
to the tenth Perek of Sanhedrin where he speaks of the :;1ce,)///!!/-J ,,vo 

.;,i. )rn.Ji-'/. In the Eight Chapters, Maimonides writes :;i)o~ ,p,, 1 .• u-/,-/,, 

Uv:>..f oP// -Vl1-?)"(Chapt. I) and further ';)///~':> 'o.::. ,>.f ffR;) r 1'.../rY_://t 
(Chap. VII) ' 



~ ~~~~----------------------------------------............................... .. 

-2-

sit ion... From the Introduction to this treatise :rou may learn 

that its principal object is ••••• to answer questions raised in 

respect to Prophecy and to the knowledge of God ••• I have men-

tioned, explained and demonstrated the subject (natural philo­

sophy, metaphysics, etc.) only because it ••• explains some 

principle with respect to prophecy. 2 

In viewing the overall scheme of the Moreb, one is again 

struck by the centrality of the chapters on Prophecy which ap­

pear as the connecting link between the Existence and Unity of 

God and his creation, which precede the discussion of Prophecy, 
3 and Providence, Free Will and the Commandments, which follow it. 

Prophecy, insofar as it represents the connecting link between 

man and God and thus attests to His active presence in a well or­

dered though created universe, is the fulcrum of the entire 

Maimonidean System. 

2. Moreb II, 2 Note: It is perhaps of further interest in probing 
for the aim and central motivation of the Guide that though the 
subjects to be explained by 'Maimonides include as well Ji,fJ;,,,. _,fote-( 

~.:i-l'-v ,,e-7/ in addition to .,Jvy~ ...A/UJ NP" '4~>since he states,;..1iJ..>J .u :;d-"1 
.JA/.!f·1 /.:./"1JI 1117 .,./t~r //c r../l'f ln;i ·' (-r"/I /It/ .)A-J 1AI .~ {J-yA,1 ../J-1, ?'A' _uf:.7;~{2 ,>A"r Jcfi ,,,,,_,/,,/•..A >//Al 

nevertheless, it is only with reference to Prophecy that he states 
.,a~ -11~.:ir ..i,_,.,~ Mc>.N 1"·'" "". Furthermore in enumerating - - - - - - -
the essent1~'1~p~cl'.:,lems the clarification of which necessitate the 
digressions, one may find the implication that ..Ji,fm;i ,,e-r,,- 4.u4' ·' .IJ..J ,,,, 

are also treated only as introductory to Prophecy or, at any rate, 
insofar as t~ey are necessary for the proper understanding of Pro­
phecy. 

3. The chapters concerning themselves directly with prophecy are 
found in the Moreh II, 32-48. Hovrever, the first seven chapters 
of Book IlR also concern themselves in a broader sense with pro­
phecy. The thirty-first chapter of Book II of the Moreb is the 
transitional discussion from creation to Prophecy. Maimonides 
discusses in this chapter the reasons given for the observance of 
the Sabbath (Ex. xx, 2 and Deut.V, 15) and concludes that the dual 
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However, whether Prophecy· is the key to the understanding 

of the Maimonidean system as expounded in the Moreb or not, it 

undoubtedly occupies a most prominent role and its investigation 

must be of interest to any religionist to whom prophecy repre-

sents a challenging reality. For Maimonides, prophecy was not a 

historic curiosity, an event in a book without vital implications 

for his life and thought as it later came to be for a Spinoza.. 4 

Prophecy was a reality to be reckoned with; a phenomenon which 

presented disturbing problems bearing on the validity and truth 

of Judaism, inexorably intertwined with the finality of Mosaic 

Law and the authority of scriptures. 

3. (concluded) 
purpose for rest is, "(l) 'fhat we might confirm the true theory, 
that of the creation, which at once and clearly leads us to the 
theory of the existence of God. (2) That we might remember how 
kind God has been in freeing us from the burden of the Egyptians. 
The Sabbath is therefore a double blessing: it gives us correct 
notions and also promotes the well being of our bodies." Thus, 
in this chapter, Maimonides briefly summarizes his en tire pre­
vious discussion - The existence and unity of God, creation and 
not eternity of the universe. Yet, though there was creation, 
there is also order and causality for He rested on the Seventh 
fray (aimed at the .occasional ism and contingentism of the KS.lam~. 
Nevertheless, God freed Israel from the Egyptians, i.e., there 
is room for Divine intervention which permits the phenomenon of 
prophecy; negatively, at any rate. We can thus understand the 
phrase ,ce" ..)J/c-.J.,1;I Jr,e,w !/--11which presents such difficulty to Abar­
banel, as referring to the Sabbath. The order would thus be 1. 
The Existence and Unity of God. 2. Creation. 3. Sabbath, i.e., 
Order and Causality which nevertheless leaves room for God's lead­
ing Israel out.of bondage and thus the Divine contact with the 
prophets. See Abarbanel 1 s lengthy comment. cf. Moreb II, 13 -
End of first theory. Thils chapter will be more fully analyzed 
later in our study. It is also of interest that the double 
blessing of the Sabbath includes the two prerequisites for pro­
phecy. 
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Prophecy, accordingly, is a form of cognition which con­

stantly manifests itself. The 1-ue which is the essence of pro-

phecy, continuously emanates from its soui,ce and Maimonides is 

. compelled to find reasons why prophetic insight is absent in Is­

rael. He attributes it to the sad and oppressed state of the 

Jewish people in exile. The essential, intrinsic elements of 

prophecy are always present. However, conditions in exile pre­

vent the would-be bearer of the prophetic emanation, its receiver, 

from attaining the necessary prerequisites, i. e., intellectual 

and moral perfection. "In the Messianic period, may it soon com-

mence, prophecy will therefo~e again be in our midst as has been 

promised by nod. n5 

-·---------·------------- ·---·---------
4. M. Joel, §1?_1noza 1 s Theologi§e.b Politischer Traktat, p. 17. 

5. Moreh II, 36 end. The problem of whether prophecy is neces­
sarily restricted to Palestine and further, whether only the 
Jewish people are qualified to receive the prophetic ~~~ 
hinges on this discussion, and Moreh, II, 45. In his Iggeret 
Teman he argues against "the vulgar view that no non-Jew can 
be a p1,ophet." "We believe a prophet or we reject him only 
on the ground of the nature of his prophecy and not on the 
ground of his des' cent." In the Moreb II, 45, Maimonides pla­
ces all the non-Jews in the second of the Eleven categories of 
prophecy and states concerning this degree that it is not a 
degree of prophecy "properly so called", but only "a step lead-
ing to prophecytt .v'11-vr_;,,r.,"'~·1 -"':.1b1 ~pt;,,., ·)1:1u., f:J/r But even if we ac-
cept the above statement as conclusive, i.e., that a non-Jew 
cannot rise above the second degree of prophecy - it would dl.Bre­
ly indicate that the fulfillment of all 613 commandments are 
prerequisites for true prophecy and not only the ~loachism laws.-;cl 
So here again, as with the geographical limitations of Pales- ~.._ 
tine, the lack is not in an essential element but in prepara­
tion. Compare the view of Halevi in Cuzari I, 95, 115 and II, 
14. Also H. A. Wolfson, Halevi and Mai~9nides on Pronhecy, 
PP· 61, 73 f. 
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A detailed investigation of the Malmonidean theory of pro-

phecy ~ith its internal and external stresses and tensions is, 

therefore, of :nore than historic interest. Philosophic (i.e., 

the ps;{chological roots and the part of the various faculties of 

the soul) and religious (i.e., whether prophecy has an element of 

divine will or is a purely natural process determined by laws of 

necessary causality) aspects of the. phenomenon of prophecy are 
\;,\ \', 

treated by Maimonides w-ith ·b-Otl1 as. vital realities which must be 

reconciled. Halevi hardly touches upon the former• since right 

action as prescribed by law is sufficient preparation for pro-

phecy which emanates directly from God without an intermediary. 

Only the religious element of prophecy, the concept that it is a 
6 

direct act of God 1 s will is of pertinence to Halevi. 

For Spinoza, on the other hand, prophecy in its Peligious as-

pect had no reality except as a subject for ironic treatment. The 

"conclusions on the subject nm.st be drawn solely from scripture ••• 

And since there are, as far as I know, n.o prophets now alive, we 

have no alternative but to read the boa.ks of prophets departed, 

taking care the while not to reason from metaphor or to ascribe 

anything to our authors which they do not themselves distinctly 

state. 117 

6. Cuzari, I, 42: I, 79; :r, 98; II, 49; III, 23; V, 30. 

7. Spinoza, A. Theologico - Political Treatise, translated by 
by R.H. M. Elvrns, Lonaon, I905, Chap. I, p."T4; also see note 5 
p:,{4. Spinoza. is extremely zealous not to explain prophecy ex-

. . cept on scriptural bases and by insisting on its anI a• '* 1 !£.~, 
~haracter eliminates it completely from the realm of reality 

and relegates it to a problem in scripture. cf. Joel, ~~-~oza 1 s 
Theologisc~_.:._Po3:itiscber Tr~~ta!, p. 18. 



,. 
-o-

we shall have occasion to retlwn to this subject later in 

our stud:)r and drs.w the full implications of the above statement 

which is a major key in understandlng Splnoze. 1s treatment of pro-

phecy and prophets. For the moment it is sufficient to point out 

that Maimonides makes the greatest contribution of value for the 

modern religionist on the subject of prophecy, since he app1'oaches 

it from a dual point of vantage, both real and vital for his sys tern 

of thought, and reconciles the two in a manner which best demon-

strates his methodological app1 .. oach in points of tension 'betvrnen 

Judaism and philosophy. 

:Maimonides begins hi.s discussion of prophecy b;l citing three 
f 

views concerning it, co1•responding to the different opinions with 

regard to the Eternity or Non-Eternity of the Universe. 8 

-------··---·-----------
8. All quotations are from the Friedl~nder translation of the 

Guide, except when otherwise specified. Moreh IT, 32. The 
three views on creation referred to are in Moreh II., 13 and 
are: (l) "The theory of all philosophers ••• (whoJ assume that 
a certain substance has co-existed with God from eternity ••• 
(2) "Those vvho follow the laws of Tvioses ••• i.e., Everything 
except God has been brought by Him into existence out of non­
existence". (3) "This Universe has always been the same in the 
past and will be the same eternally". (Aristotelean view of 
the etei•ni ty of the Universe). The comparison of the views on 
Eterrd.ty and Prophecy presents serious difficulty since they 
apparently do not correspond either in order or content. The 
only cornmon element is the member (three opinions in each in­
stance) i:vhich is a weak comparison, indeed. In this commentary 
to the Moreb, Abarbanel attempts to reconcile this difficulty 
by finding others common elements, i.e., creatio ex hihilo 
with the view that prophecy requires no p1•evious -prepar-ation; 
the Aristotelean view on the eternity of the universe which ob­
viates miracles finds its correspondence in the philosophic view 
on prophecy, since it makes of prophecy a purely natural phenom­
enon; and f inall~r, the Platonic view of an eternally co-existing 
substance is equated with the Torah view on prophecy, since, in 
both instances, God does not create ex·hihilo but out of a pre­
viously prepared substance, hov;ever, Di vine int ervent:ton is es­
sential in both. Schem Tob, on the other hand, is satisfied that 
the comparison refers only to the number: _;,r1"~ .141.:v;;, ,o{;-n J1'"1' ,_,, 

.J,;-;'3 ,..,ere ,)/(JC!J!l )'JI!) pl .. ;,&re ,,0.7e I enhJ ,or;-(,) ... VNJ;)A 
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Fi:r:·st.: The ign::>.1'.'ant viev.:, i. e., "God selects any person 

him •:;1th a mission ••• " Second: ':1he philosophic view, i.e., "That 

prophecy is a certain faculty of men in a state of perfection, 

which can only be obtained by study •••••• if a person perfect in 

his intellectual and moral fac'J.lties and also perfect as far as 

·possible in his imaginative faculty pr•epares himself in the man­

ner which will be described , he must become a prophet; for pro-

phecy is a natural faculty of man. It is impossible that a man who 

has the capacity for prophecy should prepare himself for it without 

atte.ining it. Third: The Torah view. This view "coincides with 

the opinions of the philosophers in all points except one. For 

we believe that, even if one has the capacity for prophecy and has 

duly p1•epared himself, it may yet happen that he does not actually 

prophesy. It is in that case that the will of God (that withholds 

from him the use of the faculty)" 

8. (concluded) 

ot. Z. Diesendruck, :Maimonides 1 Lehre von der Prophet ie, p. 5. 
He fipds the solutionOf Abe.r-banel ·u.nsatTsiactory-on-tEe ·ground 
that the correspondence of the Maimonidean view of p1•ophecy 1 
1rdth the Platonic vievr on creation, as AbE~rb8.nel suggests, is 
not tenable. In the beginning of his discussion; Diesendruck 
tentativel:y suggests that r~s.irnocide::3' view is in complete agpee,­
ment •uit h the "vie'.v of the philosophe:rs'~ 3ncl, therefore, would 
hardly correapond to the Platonic theory ot1 c:eeation. Ho·,vever· 1 

later in his analyses he subscribes to Abarbanel 1 s solution, 
since h8 finally concb1des that Maimotlide!s radically differs 
frorn Aristotle in }:is prophetic theory. 
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In analyzing the first vierN we find the follo\ling ele :·•ent3 

inherent in i ~;: P:-t·ophecy is of a rniracHlohs character, ·.vhich 

stems directly from God and therefore no p1•epars.tion is necessary 

for receiving this p!'Ophe7.ic emanation, for miracles ar•e not. suspend-

ed due to the lack of prep3.ration of the object. God can change 

the nature which he created, at will, and can thu::.: choose Nhomever 

lie will , whether he be ·young or old, wise or foolish, anrJ. endow him 

with prophecy. The complete stress i'.'.1 this ..o, k J, J·1 lul :i Ji-6'1> is the , 

Divine will, the source and inspiration of prophecy, but the pre-

paration of the individual upon 1Nhom the di~1ine inspiration is to 

descend is itrJnaterial. Since prophecy is in the category of 

miracles dependent entirely on tll.~""3 will of God, He grants it to 

whomever and v1henw.rer He chooses. Another element in this view is 

that its proponents conceive of prophecy as coming directly from 

God and not through an intermediary agent which a gain obviates the 

necessity of intellectual preparation. 

Accordingly, as we shall see, Maimonides is forced to reject 

this view since he would deny the miraculous character of pro-

phecy, and also on the basis that prophecy co.mes to men thro'J.gh 

the Active Intellect which acts as t~he intermecliary. However, 

Mail21onides vrnuld accept the implication that Prophec~r comes from 

God though not quite as direcl::,ly and not in the samE: sense as thls 

naive opinion would have ~s believe.
9 

9. (see footnote page 9) 
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the perfection of the natt:n~e of man a.rid consequently a con:.plet[:Jly 

natural p:roces s at ta.inable b~c anyone qualified thrc;,:sh p:repara t ion. 

It follov.'s the same co .... u•se as any actualization of a r>otential in 

nature. F01~, if prophec:i• were not a potential in the hunan species 

it would be impossible for any indiv~dual to have attained it. 

Therefore, as in any other natural phenomenon, if there is no in-

ternal or external hindrance, i.e., defective const.itution, or 

lack of preparation, the process will reach its natural completion. 

The ultimate perfection of the species, i.e., prophecy, is, of 

course, not attained by every individual of the class, but it is 

impossible, being a part of the order of nature, that at lea.st one 

member of the species should not have attained it. And, since pro­

phecy is the ultimate in the actualization of man, it involves tlie 

perfection of all his faculties. It follows, therefore, that a 

person perfect in his moral and intellectual faculties, and also 

perfect in his imaginative faculty must attain prophecy necessarily. 

There is no element of divine interference in this view. Prophecy 

or non-prophecy depends entirely on the preparation of the indi­

vidual. Whereas, in the first view the entire emphasis is on the 

9. Moreh II, 48: "It is clear that everything produced must have 
an immediate cause which produced it; that cause again a cause, 
and so on till the first cause, viz., the Will and Decree of 
God is reached. The prophets the1~efore omit the intermediate 
causes and ascribe the production of an individual thing di­
rectly to God, saying that God has made it." cf. Mor eh II, 
34 end. also I, 72, or the revealing, opening phrase of III, 
32; v.h~(; • ., ..;vfrru:i l\ ..Al1 ':'!fi1., ..111!,-y_,;.4 µ'-".fif_:, Contrast -this to 
the view of Halevi, who ascribes the order and composition 
which are observed in animals and plants and in the spheres 
to the direct action. This view closely approximates the 
position of the Kalam. 



Divine Wi2.1 and His active participation in Prophecy, the second 

'{~" o~ 4t ~ ~~t1_1~a1 vieW ma100 L ~ a··---·- - process whose realization requires the 

+40~ 0f t~.A 1"nd4~4~1lJ.nl pre para._,... •· - - - ,_ ..... " ~'·-· ·"' • 

is tbe 

the 

,,,J;,, 11.JJ) while, in the philosophic view, it is 

):;rW·) ../\J.J·"l • 

The philosopher·' s concept of prophecy involves, therefore, the 

following features: ( 1) The state of prophecy follows by natural 

necessity if certain conditions are present. It is a natural pro-

cess. (2) The actualization of man in the superlative degree is 

achieved by the union of the Soul with the Active Intellect, the 

lowest of the ten Intelligences whose sphere of operation in the 

Sublunar world., and this constitutes prophecy, i.e., it is ef-

fected indirectly by God (as a natural px'ocess) through an inter-

10 mediary. (3) The preparation necessary for prophecy involves the 

possession from birth of a certain natural perfection, the perfection 

tD~ough training in moral and practical virtues, and the attain-

ment of intellectual perfeetiot1 by means of instruct1on. 

The third view, the one termed b:J Mairnonic1es the .!J.li~ "'O'I !.J.l-7
'-" fi"'~ 

presents many far-reaching imp1:t cations and must be analyzed in 

detail since it is a surn.mary of the religious aspect of the 1::aimoni-

dean theory of prophecy. The opening phrase that "it coincides 

with the opinion of the philosophers in all point.a except one, 

1.e., preparation is an essenti~.1 pr•erequisite fo:t· prophecjl, but 

even if one has tnct all the prepars.tory conditions God may pre-

vent him from pr•ophesying, superfie:ts.J ly, leads to the conclu-

10. Moreh I, 68; 
cf. Wolfson, 
353 - for an 

-- --~----- ----------

H
allso ~ee Cuzari I, 87; V, 2, 4, 10, 12. 

a .e~i and Maimo?;des o? Prophecy, pp.347-
outline of the pnilosopnic view of prophecy. 
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sion that essentially there is no difference between the philo-

sophers and the Torah view. For the element of divine inter­

vention is not present in prophecy but in non-prophecy. When 

one achieves the prophetic state as a result of preparation he 

follows a process inherent in nature, and its attainment is not 

the result of a specific Divine Will. Divine Intervention plays 

a rol~ only in denyin§ prophecy to certain qualified individuals. 

Maimonides therefore continues 

referring to the Divine Will which occasionally may pre­

vent prophecy. It alone is of a miraculous character, but the 

positive achievement of the prophetic state is, as in the philo­

sophic view, a wholly natural event. Thus, it would appear that 

the third view not only fails to combine the essential elements 

of the first two 1 i. e' the 1 .Jr,f- ;J, and the r~().(1,1 -1.f.J:) but adds 
11 

nothing tG the opinion of the Philosophers. 

That :Maimonides considered the miraculous element in pro-

phecy only the admission of the possibility that a natural 

causal process may be suspended by the intervention of the Di­

vine Will, becomes eminently clear from the scriptural examples 

which he cites. The incident concerning Jeroboam when "his 

hand which he put forth against him dried up, so that he could 

not draw it back to him", or when the Ainaltlans were smitten with 
12 

blindness, through the intercession of Elisha,- are interpreted 

12. I Kings XIII, 4 and II Kings VT, 18. Whether these were 
instances of Direct Divine Intervention or are cited here 
only to illustrate that the miraculous consists of the 
suspension of a natural prcrcess hinges on the Maimonidean 
theory of miracles ,which will be discussed. 
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by Maimonides as a direct Divine Interventions to st op a natural, 

causal chain. The normal use of one's hand or the poVler of vi-

sion are natural processes which, though ulti:mately traceable 
13 

to God through a chain of causes, yet, are within the order of 

nature. When there is no immediate cause to which we may at-

tribute the suspension of the normal function of the organ, it 

is then a miraculous event. So that the miracle occurs not in 

the positive act, but in its denial. Similarly, with prophecy; 

the ,,..,f/.c /'3; in its miraculous manifestation becomes a p6sitive fac­

tor when, after due preparation, natural causality demands that 

the individual prophesy and yet the expected result does not fol-

lov1. The state of prophecy remains, therefore, as in the opinion 

of the philosophers, a part of the causal nexus of nature. 

In this instance, as intthe treatment of other problems, 

Maimonides subtly reveals a major wave of his philosophical Sys-

tem. Even a superficial study of the Guide reveals that one of 

the major tasks of the work is to guard against two extreme views 

as represented by the rigid, necessary causality of Aristotelean­

ism, on the one hand, and the thoroughgoing occasionalism and con­

tingentism of the Kalam, on the other. 

----------------------------- ------------~·- ~------
13. See Note 9, also Moreh I, 69: "A certain production has its 

agens and so on and on until we arrive at a first agens 
which is the true agens throughout all its intervening 
links ••• In this sense everything occurring in the universe, 
although directly produced by nearer causes, is ascribed to 
the Creator." Note the entire chapter. 
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The Kalam denied the existence of an objective order of 

phenomena and thus SO'i..lght to eliminate any pX'inciple of causal-

ity except that of God, who 'Has constantly adjoining qualities to 

atomic substances. No object could be said to exist in its own 

right. Objectivity was reduced to Divine caprice. The analy-

sis of the propositions of the Kalan.by Maimonides amply demon­

strates that their position was absolutely untenable and uuac-
14 ceptable. In their extreme zealousness to safeguard the abso-

lute omnipotence and omniscience of God both physical science 

and common sense were deprived of tl~ assurance of an independent 

order of cohesiOn,,e.ssential for a calculable universe. Every mo­

ment was for them a new creation having no causal relationship 

with the preceding event. Creation, for the Kalam, was, there-

fore, a constant event following in each instant the direct will 

of God. Knowledge, as well as phenomena, were atomized. 

·------·---·-·-·-·---------------

14. The twelve propositions of the Kalam and their proofs 
for creatio ex nihilo, which is then followed by the 
proofs for the Existence and unity of God, are analyzed 
and refuted in the first part of the Moreh, Chap. LXXIIr 
to LXXVT. 



-14-

In acco1,dance with this principle they assert that when 

'man is perceived to move a pen, it is not he who has really 

moved it; the motion produced in the pen is an accident which 

God has created in the pen ••• There does not exist anything to 

which an action could be ascribed; the real agens is God. 

In short, most of the Mutakallemim believe that it must never be 
>Jl5 

said that one thing is the cause of another. Maimonides con-

eludes this proposition with a comment, typical of his attitude, 

"But I, together with all rational persons apply to those theories 

the words, 1Will you mock at Him as you mock at man?' for their 

words are indeed nothing but mockery." 

In discussing the method of the Kalam who prove the exist­

ence of God from Creation, and thus make Existence dependent on 

the demonstrations for Creation, Maimonides comments, "Especial-

ly when I see that the proofs of the philosophers are based on 

those visible properties of things, which can only be ignored by 

persons possessing certain preconceived notions, while the Mata­

kallemim establish their arguments on propositions which are to 

~UQ,h an extent contrary to the actual state of things as to com­

pel these arguers to deny altogether the existence of the Law of 
16 

Nature." 

15. Moreb I, 73 Proposition VI. 

16. Moreh I, 71. 

·----------·-----.~----
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A world of complete chaos, dependent on Di vine capric;e, 

would be for Maimonides an impossible monstrosity and he is 

therefore constantly on guard against the dangers inherent in 

such a world view, as will be demonstrated. 

The Aristotelean view, on the other extreme, maintains that 

the "Universe in its totality has never been different nor will 

it ever change ••• time and motion are eternal, permanent and have 

neither beginning or end; the sublunary world has always been 

the same ••• The whole arrangement, therefore, both above and here 

below, is never disturbed or interrupted and nothing is produced 

contrary to the laws or ordinary course of Nature •••• Hence it 

follows that this universe has always been the same in the past, 
1'7 and will be the same in the future." The universe is subject 

to a rigorous, unchangeable causality and orde1", which operates 

by necessity, i.e., if a certain cause exists and there is no in­

ternal or external hindrance, it must necessarily produce an ef­

fect in accordance with the order of nature. The Universe, in 

the view of Aristotle, is a closed system, not subject to genesis 

and destruction. The sublunar world, which includes the transient 

elements, merely combines successively with different forms; when 

one is removed, another is assumed, but has alvrays remained the 

same, and, more vitally, must necessarily remain so. Any change 

is logically inconueivable. 

--------·-------- ----------· ---
l '7. Moreh II, 13 Third Theory. Maimonides lists the Aristo­

telian propositions in the Introduction to Part II of the 
Moreh and devotes the following chapters to their analysis. 
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Maimonides was thus confronted by two diametrically op­

posed points of view and though his entire orientation tended 

in the direction of the philosophe1~s, their position had to be 

modified to permit a Torah view with its necessary suppositions 

or prophecy, revelation, miracles and the other phenomena im­

plied in it. The traditional Jewish position based on the idea. 

of an active God who has a positive rol~ in the world could not 

fit itself into a rigid Aristoteleanism. The solution offered 
18 

by the Kalam is indeed a "radical cure of the malady" but in ef-

fecting the cure they destroyed the entire order of the universe. 

True that their arguments involved principles "which afforded sup­

port to the belief in mil~acles and to various other doctrines," 

but "when they laid down their propositions (they) dia_ not in-

vestigate the true properties of things; first of al], they con-

sidered what must be the properties of the things which should 

yield proof for or against a certain creed; and when this was 

found, they asserted that the thing must be endowed with those 

properties ••• Properties of things cannot adapt themselves to our 

opinions but our opinions must be adapted to the existing proper­

ties. "19 

--------·--·-----·-------·- -··~--------------

18. Moreh I, 71. 

19. Ibid. 
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The elimination of the principle of causality and ascr·ibing 

every moment to a new creation offers a very easy solution and 

permits the most dogmatic religious point of view. However, the 

re.tiona.lism of Maimonides shiea. away from such an extremist posi­

tion. He did accept some of the conclusions of the Ka.lam but on 

tote.llY different ground, "without ignoring the laws of nature 

e.nd without being forced to contradict facts which have been clear-
20 ly perceived. n 

To anticipate somewhat we may summarize his position as fol-

lows: There is order and system in the universe. The world oper-

ates in accordance with natural law. In this respect Maimonides 

is in complete agreement with Aristotle. His Judaism, however, 

dictates a slight deviation, namely: that the world was created 

~ nihilo, and secondly, that there exists the possibility of 

Ddvine Intervention, if God should will it. In actuality, the 

suspension of the natural process does not occur since it is con-

trary to the Will of God. But the implications of the Torah de­

mand the admission of the possibili~ of the suspension of na­

tural law. The essential difference between the rigid Aristoti-

leonism and Maimonides, once creation has been g1"'anted, reduces 

itself to a fine point in causality ••• According to Aristotle it 

operates with absolute necessity, while to Mainonides, though once 

-- --------------·-. -------------·-·---
20. 

Ibid. end of chapter. 
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the Horld was c1•eated, it functions, in acco1~d.ance with a Natural 

r.aw, which has an intrinsj_e; nec:essit;y, J<et it is not absolute, for 

it is, in a sense, dependent on the Will of God, insofar as it is 

possible for Him to interfere. A religious orientation cannot be 

conceived without an active Deity and demands this concession, 

which is an irreducible minimum. 

Maimonides accepts the most important conclusions of the Kalarn, 

creatio ex r_ij.hJ-lo, and an active, creative God, but he does so with-

out destro;fing the order of the universe and without making of it 

an incomprehensible chaos. There was creation but it was followed 
21 

by rest. God created the world and endowed it with law in ac-

cordance with which it operates. He remains active and is not re-

duced to a mere logical principle, not as in the Ke.lam, by creating 

each moment directly and thus making knowledge impossible, but by 

positing the .£.Ossibilit;z: of His intervention, if He so desired it. 

21. See Note 3, page 2. The significance of Moreh II, 31 
which deals with the Sabbath and is referred to as 
the JJe., -Ji//{'.i~r J·&·fe., "''';is, in the light of our dis-
cussion, much clearer. Causality and Order in the Uni­
verse are possible only if the creative act is not a 
continuous one, i.e., God created for six days and then 
He rested. This is an essential principle e.nd is there­
fore the thfa•d impor·tant pr•inciple following the Exist­
ence of God and Creation. The "r·est", hO'wever, also 
contains a modification since the possibility of action 
remains. All this is implied in the chapter. 
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This modification in the Aristoletean position is many 

times explicitly stated by Maimonides and is an essential in 

understanding his approach to cPeation, mir·acles and. propbecy, 

as we shall p1~esently demonstrate. The passage "There is noth­

ing nevi under the sun"
22 

in the sense that "no new cr·ea.tion 

takes place in any way and under· any circumstances, expresses 

the general opinion of our Sages ••• Even those who understand 

the vrnrds 'new heavens and a new earth' in their literal sense, 

hold that the heavens, which will in future be for med, have al-

ready been created and are in existence and that for this reason 

the present tensEl "remain" is used and not the future "will re­

main" ••• They mean, perhaps, to say that the natural laws by which 

tbe promised future condition of Israel will be effected, have 

been in existence since the days of the creation, and in that 

they are perfectly correct." 

"When I, however, said that no prophet ever announced 1 a 

Eermanent change of any of its properties,' I intended to ex-

23 
cept miracles. For, although the rod was turned into a ser-

pent (etc.) ••• these changes were not permanent, they have not 

22. Eccles. I, 9. 

23. .11111/y,, t4' ?-+'e-1 rNot to think mistakenly that miracles do 
represent a p:erarnanent change. The implication is that 
miracles are not a change in the whole order of nature, 
for such a change is impossible. 
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become a. physical property. On the contrary, the Univer·se since 

continues its regula.r coui·se. This is my opinion; this should 

be our belief ••• our sages, however, said strange things as re-
24 gards miracles ••• that the mir·acles are to some extent also 

natural; for they say,, when God created the universe with its 

present physical properties, He made it part of these properties 

that they should produce certain miracles at certain times, and 

the sign of a prophet consisted in the fact that God told him 

to declare when a certain thing will take place, but the thing 

itself was effected according to the fixed laws of natm'e. If 

this is really the meat!J.ng of the ;eassa_s~-· referred to,, it testi­

fies to the greatness of the author and shows he held it to be 
25 

impossible that there should be a change in the laws of nature 

or a change in the will of God (as regards the physical proper-
26 

ties of things) after they have once been established." 

24. 

25. 

26. 

·---·------- ----~----

;//v1 ..o, :>.s ,0'?.-l' _,!;,Y'lJ-t 1.:wA JA~ [J' ,iJ'¥/IJ.1e J~fa 

Compare: Commentary __ ..s?_l?,.~he MJ.JJpna, Abot, X, 6. 

Following Munk 1s translation, the implication is not that 
the view of the sages contradicts what he previously sta­
ted, i. e., that there is no real change in a miraculous~ 
phenomenon, as would appear in Ibn Tibbon's, 1J7i1~, but that 
the Sages ••••• present another explanation which puts mira­
cles in the order of nature, cf. Munk Guide II, 29 p. 224. 
11 A la mani~re les docteurs se sont exprimes su.r les mira­
cles, d 1une mani~re fort extraordinaire." 

p.IJ e".3AA1 /h -..111~/1?-A _,.,p.,,,v ,1>1t 1/:)b .y..1te,t' :/MA' /..:Jrt'~ .1t;,, # 1-?/ 

Mor eh II, 29. 
'j .J -;y /,., € ?,1Vc 
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This chapter, which begins by explaining allegorically apocalyp­

tic and other passages uttered by the Pl"'Ophets, which imply 

changes of nature, leads to the following conclusions: 

l. That no prophet has ever predicted the destruc-

tion of the universe or a change in its present 

condition or a pepmanent change in any of its 

properties. 

2. That miracles also represent no permanent change 

but that l[;,, '/'!!)/~ -0[11 

3. He further cites the opinion of the Sages that mira­

cles are inher•ent in the order of nature, i.e., when 

God created the world He made it part of the natural 

properties of things that at a certain time they net 

in a way different than usual, 1.e., miraculously. 

So that, after· creation, there is no change at all 

either in the properties of things or in the Will 

of God. 

Maimonides sums up his discussion on mir'acles in the following 

words: 

"We have thus clearly stated and explained our 

opinion that we agree with Aristotle in one half 

of his theory. For we believe that this universe 

reruains with the same properties ·with which the 

Creator has endowed it and that none of these will 

ever be changed except by way of miracles in sone 

individual instances, al thou~h ~h~_CI'_ea ~or has ___ ~_he 



; 
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power to change the vrh5!le TJ--~iverse, to annihi­

late it, or to remove any of its properties.27 

The Univ-erse had, however·, a beginning and com-

mencement, for when nothing was yet in exist-

ence except God, His wisdom decreed that the 

Universe be brought into existence at a cer-

tain time ••• This is our opinion and the basis 

of our religion.1128 

We thus have a clear and explicit statement of the 

Maimonidean modification of Aristotle, as was previously 

pointed out. The universe operates in accordance with Natur-

al Law, which never changes, however, due to the fact that the 

world is a result of Divine Will, the nossibilitY.: of His Inter-
29 ference exists. This is the concession that Religion demands. 

27. 

28. 

29. 

------------ ------------- -- ----------
J y.::ir. ,,..>,/; ,,:;7,,r //i:: 17 ,"3-f,1r//r 11/...:J u:_;er .)fi_/,, 1T....Af,,..->- f,e ;i.:;/c 

,1 ,,f v /'7"..;J (/'_,y 

Mor eh, II, 29. 

Moreh II, 25: "If we were to accept the eternity of 
the world as taught by Aristotle, that everything in 
the universe is the result of fixed laws, that Na tu.re 
does not change, and that there is nothing supernatur­
al, we should be necessarily in opposition to the foun­
dation of our religion, "J ,./ ~ 1 ,~,,,,,0 a,,., ·Y'' . -I) ;:Lf-.:>/v .} ? ;1 ,._,..,.,, -'' ;) _,., ,;<-J• 

r: ....;_ r;: .. h ~ /...;r ,PP J,J-.. J//r,) /, V' ,JJ r6i) ~11/J -:!.JAl!t.) .<J7f ~ 77/ · · } ~.,~ 
• .. __,1,1 ?fl ;;A.. /.:_;y;., .1..f_;) ~tJ_,r,f? .-./;e 0 f1;>..A1JJ·,f11/J ;17/_A,., y,)-'1/ ---
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Whether Divi.ne Intervention ever· occurred, i.e., v;hether 

it is only a theoretic possibility which the Religious view is 

granted, or whether there are actually historic instances of 

such suspension of the Natural Order, is again a subtle point 

30 in the Guide. Miracles, as cornmonly defined, would, of 

course, serve as the best examples of Divine Intervention, and 

the many miraculous events in Biblical Literature would demand 

a positive reply to the question of the actuality of the Suspen-

sion of Natural Law. But they are analyzed in a manner which 

deprives them of all supernatural quality and thus z:ith all the 

"miracles", Direct Divine Intervention remains but a possibil~ty, 

and though Maimonides is often equivocal on this subject and 

uses esoteric terminology, yet, upon analysis of the various 

passages, his point of view emerges with eminent clarity. 

30. Throughout the Moreh,, there are express:i.ons which would 
lead one to the conclusion that there are no exceptions 
to Natural Law. However, they are usually followed by 
some equitocal statement v.;hich qualifies the rigidit~r of 
the natui~al order and leaves the question as to whether 
there actually was Divine Intervention open to question, 
as we shall demonstrate. One apparently unequivocal 
statement is found in Mor eh III,, 25, J:A;f/-1-; .. Vb/< _!,)Jrn 1;;r ::;.v/c 
.... 1ue-g,.- y,,v/ y1,; ,()e )le! A?...J;i~ 1e71 ~ ... ,o.J71 ),u, JJ·?;."?:i1 .. y,1...v...11/;i/Cp.1,,o/...J (1,.,;;;i re; 

... J..,A/1 ~ r J..fiA1Jll :>)..fft' .)A' ..+Ve )e;J-'l ~ ,r; I ')e;)lr.1 //Vr ,).3?1 hf.-,h ... At ,f;;;e ,t/)c fj/J 7 

r,AJ(i7.1f? l:YA1(!;<? :i...v ,c-.tf2 F s , ; I a'•' ··!/&k !.Jff'l .h.Jj'-'>/··P'~ 1(}1/7'i)·1 .. J11' A/t?;~~ 
r r /. ;. r. .!1'-*-'h ,:1/7 ~ ~. M.AJ..JJit2 nAl,b ~A , 1./11µ~ /,r '?~ /1..l?A Jtr .ut? .ffAI ,, ' ·· ew• , 5 rBc 

,'>.J J,1k,.JA1 .J;l ''" .'l..ftJ/J,) !./-'-+' ,.J~JI >Pk ,o:/4 I '' ?3•6' n 91 n n 'L!l:13"/,il,...) -41/-¥ • .., /, ------- r () ,4.}-11 / 7{'.JrJ ~,_,,,A 
r.J-!_J{' ,D-:Jli'I HY':l•"I :><'1111\ :!J..fif'..A A ? k /11:1/? .1Af'.JA:'>// c • ?/~,li..lliJ....JI ,. _,;rrl::> 
') <;~ /) ....f, 11JA~ ~ A~, , ~ ,11..f-41..11 /,/.. -'1/6//; ~" ...A-1-:i·?I _/.-/?;. :u / ) , il/S..v 

• !...l 'ft t 1~1 )l ".7/1 ,,, ,.t,., :-ilA'JJ>...f P·'!..l·;;I? ,,,...~ /t//1 .J,1v;;,~ lt..l;J../Jh// 1 ....A//r,J',v, 1 

Another such phrase is f ouna. in Eoreh III, 24: "For a 
miracle: cannot prove that v1hich is impossible, it is 
useful only as a confirmation of that nhich is possible." 
cf. 1Ii~. __ ?;"_e_:.s_~(i~-~£~_or·?J~ VII f., VIII, 3. 



?2.rst, :Lsd~icnides disposes of prop~:-1etic utterances which n:r·e-

diet a ch2.nge not effscted by any nat<-1ra.l cause by giving ther.;i 

allegoric meaning. 

Other "miraclesn, i.e., the rod was turned into a serpent, 

the water into blood, etc., uere not "permanent changes", nor 

was there involved a n change in their physical properties." 

However, they do ap:r:a. rently represent a. temporai•y change and 

thus a hiatus in the natui,al chain of causality. It is inter­

esting to note in this connection, the significant passage~ 31 

C 
e h- /). f..:J .Jf ; .. h!f,~ e /l'-11 

/ ,,.-J11t.J.::p ,(J,ft,y '1M p,Jc ,.,e., yt', , ~ ·If' /J,)e '.iJ " .AJ / /e 
r rL (J 1 (', r ,.o'lk : .. P -r~ v ,I 

)'Jl!c..I./ };/'~ .fiJ.N :V :A,.#,t; /cf! ../liJJ)I';) :i,.3 nl ~ ,tJ ·) '2f /c L C '.!/'{)~ 
fx_.A p F6 1 e ~ 1J '?'A :.P.N ~.h.lc :...:> 

7 ~ IA. 
.)[.)'.") ..AM G!P )f!v/c /cl:) c!_c.. I ,') I p ,, ,. ( r {[_ 3/? /tr Jcn&l A. :.i-

. .E:.: .J>fl""r p.3,, /cJ/ -)-J ...A1Pr '....) .. ') 

Therefore, though the change does not occur in the species as 

a whole, we would nevertheless be justified in concluding that 

indi'.ridua.l changes do take place. But when the individual 

~miracles" are treated, they are either rationalized in such a 

way that no supernatural quality is discernable, or are them-

selves placed in the order of nature as part of the original 
33. 

creation. 

--------- - ------·--- ·---------- - ---- .--- - - - - --------------·------ ---------

31. Moreh III, 32 

32. Shem Tov com:ments on this passage. ;;,C"-1-",..., .D,..,~?_,., /fi~ /h ll ;:,., . .., 
,..- (. ../11"7 ~ 0 ,,,,')3;1-1 
t"i!)Jt lftl }Y.Ji{)1 /;l.)~_;)/ /r/'l I_:) /r?.!f/,D/3"/J VO /r/,')/ ,,_:,-,') I 

33. See note 24, page 20. 
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T~1e c-,_~~_L~T,Q1,-_, Q .. D, .L..1-_,~ ~-1.J.'.•.'. 1 .~ a.L.and~-~ st4 1 l ~~ ~l0 'l) 6 ('(l ns !. ~' cc• .; " - ,, - 1-· - ~ 0 - ' :0 ..0 t.. ' .!. Llc _,_ _,_ a. v -~ ,, .) 0.. 

peopl5 at Gibeon as " ,L. .f-'k n--•1a+ dav appeareu ·-·O ,,116 
Lt.i iJ tJ ~-·-~-

the loc.gest dey-

in the summer" is a clear 
a.. 

instance of the manner in which mi-
34 

:racle is compl2tely psychologized. When, ho'i'rnver, the miracle 

------------ - -----~--------- -----~-- - .. -- --------.. ·---
34. Moreh II, 35 - f:;, '.v/~e li11-~ ;1:.f:J ,,,fJJr .11,1 /rf,1,, pJ,,,f .J..///f /fk~1 

The comparison of Mosaic miracles and miracles of other 
prophets in this chapter is a good illustration of the 
method employed by Maimonides. First, the :mjor dif­
ferences are established that, whereas, Moses performed 
his miracles in the presence of the entire people and 
before friends and enemies alike, the -.rvonders wrought by 
other prophets, or for them, were only in the presence 
of a few individuals, implying that despite the differ­
ence in the audiences before whom the miracles appear, 
they nevertheless involve in both instances an event 
outside the realm of natural causality. But as soon as 
this admission is granted it is inmediately qualified 
by positing another possibility, i.e., that it was no 
miracle at all, but only appeared as one at the moment. 
We thus see again, in this instance, that Maimonides 
constantly strives to safeguard the order of Nature, 
being interested only in the possibil~ty of its suspen­
sion, even when it is limited to individual instances. 
There is a further significant point in the statement: ;, 

t ·' .) ..1i1fi10;, J;.1-~-> ~'"11 ..... ,e.") ..J.;n .,e, /"·"~'"' .,e-v .A;,':!! ; !Je ~ ;r ''"Al>~ , /j {/ 

i.e., that the distinction bet·neen the miracles of Moses 
and those of the other prophets is the same as in their 
prophecy. Novir vre shall see that the major distinction 
in the nature of their prophecy was that the prophecy 
of all others involved the imaginative faculty, while 
Moses prophesied by pure reason alone. It would follow, 
then, that tho nature of their miracles, as well, would 
jnvolve this qualitative difference,and consequently, 
the distinction in the quantity and quality of the audi­
ence actually involves a qualitative distinction in the 
nature of the miracle. The explanation of the miracle 
at Gibeon as a psychological event would then not be 
an alternative sol~tion, but would be a further clari­
fication of the original distinction and actually charac­
terize all miracles wrought by prophets other than Moses. 
However, a full statement of this point involves an anal­
ysis of the imaginative faculty and its function in pro­
phecy. '.r.fe will, therefore, retui-•n to this point after 
that has been accomplished. This will al so ue our pro­
cedure with the :i'losaic miracles. See note 30, p.23, with 
references to the occurrence of any miracle. 



at r;:t. Sinai, there is tbe possibility that evsn those events 

did not involve a violation of the Natural order, but were 

conditions in nature fron1 the time of c2.0 eation, and tl:us, ttem-
rz.r-.. 
JV 

selves in the order of things. 

It should be noted, however, that Maimonides does not 

definitely co'nmit himself to the theory that miracles are 

themselves in the order of nature. In spite of the appeel 

which this theory has, in that it safeguards a rigid order of 

causality, which would bring him very close to an Aristotelian 

necessity, he nevertheless hesitates in definitely committing 

himself, since the p~-!.~!.~it;;:_ of intervention in individual 
36 

instances must be granted. 

Our discussion of r.iiracles leads us, therefore, to the 

following conclusions: 

l. That Goel could change the whole order of nature if 

He so willed it, but no prophet ever predicted such a change, 

nor will such a change ever occur. The nature of God and crea­

tion precludes its occurrence, although it remains within His 

37 
power. 

-----~------------ ------- --- -~·------- -·· --~·------------

35. See note 24, p. 20. 

36. Nerboni, in his hornmentary to Moreh II, 29, expresses his 
thought as follows: .r-;1; ... ~v- '-1.J·R ,.p ~·.v nl~ _,.,r; -An:' ,,s /:5 M·> '"'I'..- -"':./"/ 

1
.>!7;:.1>.Ji;; ;A</P,(-J '...?~A' ,ii/·h·? ?/J/t I" t?-t:J _,.;i,1 f,;y,y /rn> 11/r..:> rl1 -oo?JiJN.-, 

11

<>~e 
/.A//r,; JJ/;,v /j ;>?IN ,...,- " ';1.) /;\./n--1f> /....VJ /(1,, ,D/f .JJ./' >..V/t'/ 

37. See note 30, po23, and also the citation from Moreh III, 320 
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2. It is possible that God did tebporarily intervene 

in individual ins~ance~, i.e., his inte1•ference in pa1 ... ticular -
cases, had it occurred or if it vt6re to happen in the future, -
would not involve a cha1J.€e in the Natural Order 1 and thus no 

change in Eis will. But, even with this :r1odification, the ten-

dency is to psychologize the miraculous events, or, as a third 

38 
alternative, place them within the 01·der of nature. 

The Maimonidean view of miracles is a clear instance of 

his methodology. It is a comp:POL1ise position between the Kalam 

and Aristotle, coming as close as possible to the philosophic 

view_, yet, satisfying the minimum essentials of a religious 

orientation. His attitude to the Kalam and the Aristotelian 

school is even more forcefully demonstrated in the discussion of 

creatio ex hihilo and its alternative, etern~ty of the universe, 

which is closely linked with Miamonides' theory of miracles and 
39 

prophecy. 

38. Moreb II, 29, as analyzed above. 

39. It is essential to note that although Maimonides attempts 
to make the reality of prophecy independent of creation, 
just as he insists that the existence, unity and incorporeal­
ity of God is proved even if one believes ineternity, never­
theless, there is a decisive significance in creation for 
prophecy. The pas sages which emphasize this thought are 
found in Moreh I, 71: Vll/oe 111 /''"'/'_,,r;.,,., -"/I .J/r.1,y?> .M.t-.J.tl' l"/r v.f.J 1tt 

J..V//,Y.~ .?..J~ /(ry..J ..!/'"R? 

Note the c0Trr1ent of She.m Tov on this pass age :,,fri,., :>, .,,t p~/1 •,o..;)e 
-Au,,_,;, .J.,fr~-1.1 ).1.l.l'l/1 

Or mor•e significantly, I\.oreh II, 16: 1rJ/r1 U;:.,/i /1 r1.1EJ·'e ,.1t~1d r~..:J 
._A/N'1 P /,~/t,e '-+' _q-y~ fi 

I d/.' 
Since creation is not absolutely demonstrable an ne ac-
cepts the alternative of creation solely on the authority 
of the prophets, he cannot, in turn, make prophe?y a~so­
lutely dependent on creation. This '::ould be a circu,1.ar 
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points of view concerning creation. The platonic theor:v is onl~r 

a modification and is of little importance in the Maimonidean 

system. 

i. The view of the Kalam, that c.re~t_:!:__<? ex hihilo can be 

absolutely demonstrated, and f'u.1"thermore, that Divine creation 

1s a constant process which negates any objective causality and 

denies the entire order of nature. 

2. The view of Aristotle, that the universe is eternal. 

3. The Torah view is interpreted by Ifairnonides, that 

there was creatio ex nihilo. !,".aimonides accepts the conclu-

sion of the Kalam that there was creation, but accepts it on 
40 

totally different grounds. The fol lex; ers of the Kalam :nain-

tain that they proved creation while Maimonides repeatedly in-

sists that neither creation nor non-creation can be demonstrated 

---·------·--·---·---- ·- ·- ·-·· -

39. (concluded) 
process and of questionable logical validity. Fur·thermo:re, 
prophecy is essential for the truth of the Torah and just 
as,Maimonides insists that the existence of God be demon­
strated independently of c11 eation, so must the reality of 
the phenomenon of prophecy be considered independent of 

40. 

the philosophically problematic creation. So that in its 
philosophic aspects, Maimonides is interested only in es­
tablishing the possibility of cr>eation. After that pos­
sibility is philosophically permissible, tradition fills 
in the void and decides in favor of its alternative. The 
truth of prophecy v1hich supplies the alternative of crea­
tion cannot, in itself, stem from a phenomenon which it 
establishes z .. nd its possibility must therefore be inde­
pendently proved. However, after this logical independence 
is established and creation is accepted on prophetic author­
ity, Miamonides then goes on to sho~ their interdependence, 
as in Mor eh II, 25. ,,,,;_,.f.? ,,,.J..111 .fi"P;;/f ,ow .u;;,1r,7 /,;'' .l);r,,, 0111i --j/¥11·' H ,~ 7 1~ 
s 1-'lr/Jf ·2f-IV 1%.1.f~ IJl/iJ;J..} ~G,.., ,()./...7A!J )Ah .Air 11 tJt·• .1JA .il/,e ,() //.>.//' _;1,-.f;J 

ee note 29, p. 220 
See next page. 
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it . finality. TI8 accepts Lbe alteruativ~ of a created universe W ,D 
,n 

onlY on the authority of the prophets. Th8 length~r discusai on 

of the vital twenty-sixth proposition of Aristotle intends to 

show that Aristotle did not succeed in proving Eternity, that he 

himself was avrnro of thsir weakness, that this Proposition, 

though logically admiss~ble, does not have the finality of ra-

tional proof of the other twenty-five, and consequent~y, Creation 

is philosophically tenable. Here again we see that on the ration­

al level Maimonides is interested only in establishing the EOSsi­

bility of a religious world-view and only after that possibility 

is philosophically granted is the alternative accepted on the 

basis of tradition. The other and more essential difference with 

the Kalam is that once the universe has been created no permanent 
42 

change may occur in Nature, as was previously discussed. 

-·-·--------·------ -·----------
40. Moreb r, 71. "When I shall have to treat of CPeation I •••• 

shall attain the same end which everyone of the Mutakallemim 
had in view, yet r shall not contradict the laws of nature 
or reject any such part of the Aristotelian theory as has 
been proved to be correct." 

41. Moreb II, 15 "Since I am convinced of the correctness of 
my method and consider· either of the two theories - viz., 
the Eternity of the Universe and the Creation - as admis­
sible, I accept the latter on the authority of Prophecy, 
which can teach things beyond the reach of philosophical 
speculation." 

42. In listing the three views of creation in Moreh II, 13, 
Maimonides lists them as follows: The Torah view: The Pla­
tonic view and the Aristotalian view. The theory of the 
Kalam is not mentioned since in his conclusion as to the 
act of the creation Maimonides is in agreement with the 
Kalam. However, the real tension is the view of the Kalam 
insofar as they make creation a constant one. They carry 
creation to a point where all nature is destroyed and it is 
this aspect of their philosophy that Maimonides views as the 
major threat. Consequently, the points of stress and the 
real contrasting views are the Kalam,Aristotle and the To1•ah 
Views. 
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Before we return to our point of departQre in prophecy 

we may note the follmving conclusions which emerge from our 

discussion. First: The Kalam was the most objectionable sys-

tem, not because of their conclusions, which, in essence were 

accepted by Maimonides, but because of their method, which made 

of this world an incomprehensible chaos. Second: Maimonides 

viorked within the Ar·istotelian school, accepting their twenty-· 

five propositions and taking is sue only in the twentji-sixth, 

which implies eternity d.f the universe, while Maim.oniC.es in­

sisted on creation. This devi~tion is necessitated by the im-

plications of Judaisn;., ana_ insofar as the operation of pbenomena. 

is concerned, it remains Aristotelean. The only difference is 

the possibility of Divine Intervention, which actually never 

occurs. Third: Following the creative act there can be no es-

sential change, since the Universe is the result of Design,, i.e., 

of Divine Will and Wisdom. Fourth: There is the possibility 

of a permanent change in the entire Universe but it shall never 

occur, since it is contrary to the Divine Will. Fifth: It is 

possible that God does intervene in particular instances, tem-

porarily, but historic examples of such occurrences found in 

Biblical lite1·a.ture may be either appearances or the product of 

111 J) 

magination, or may be pa1•t of the 01·der of Mature. 

With the above analysis in mind we may now retur·n to the 

exposition of the various views on prophecy. The compar·ison of 

the opinions concerning creation and prophecy may now be seen in 
43 

a new light. The fir•st viev;, which Miamonides 

43. Moreh II, 32 iP1u" ,ollv.1 ..h..N'1'.;J P-A1·n~ 

See note 8, p. 6. 

terrns the 



-31-

the opinion of the Kalam in crea-

ti on. Just as in ere a ti on the pr ine conce1•n of the :Kalam 

is an insistence upon a constantly creating God, who is 

the only cause, so, in the first opinion on prophecy cited 

by Maimonides, the essential element is the Will of God, who 

grants prophecy to ·whomever he c.>-iooses, be he wise or fool-

ish. Maimonides, as in creation, agrees with the conclu-

sions of this view, but categorically denies the method. 

It is possible for God to choose whomever he wills for a 

prophetic mission, whether he is prepared or not, but this 

would involve a change in nature and therefore will never 

occur - not because it is impossible f'or Him, but because it 

is not Hil 1!'Iill. After the initial creative act, the vro1'ld 

follovvs the Natural Law v:i th Vihich it was endowed and there-

fore only a person w:to has the necessary qualifications can 
44 

be the recipient of prophetic emanation. 
----- -----------------
44. Munk, Guide IT, 32, P• 265. 

"Mais nous trouvons de nombreaux passages, tant des textes 
bibliques que des paroles de docteurs, qui tons insistent 
sur ce principe fondamental, a savoir, que Dieu rend pro­
phete qui il veut, pourvu que ce soit un homme extremement 
parfait et (vraiment) sup~rieur; car pour les ignorants 
d 1entre le vulgaire, cela ne nous parait pas possible,-
je veux dire que !)J.eu r~nde P_]~op'r:_~te J 1un d 1 eux _ ___::__.Eas plus 
qu 1il ___ ne~erai_~_12o~sible quT'il re~1_c1-_it prophete un ane _ _9_U 
une grenouille. Tel est notre pr incipe, ( j e veux dire} 
qu 1 il est indispensable de s 1exercer et de se perfectionner, 
et que par l! seulement nait la possibilit~ a laquelle se 
rattache la puissance divine." If a man were to prophecy 
without preparation, it woulo. involve as much of a change 
in nature as if a frog or a donkey were to px•ophecy, which 
is ~sibl~, but will ne~er occur. 
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The second. opinion that prophecy follows certain pr·e-

pa.ratory steps with absolute necessity, corresponds to the 

A!'istotelean view of the Eternity of the Uni verse. In both 

instances, a rigid caus3.li ty prevails and there can be no pos­

sible interference. Accordingly, if one is suffic1.entl~r pr·e-

pared it is impossible that he should not prophecy. 

The third view is consistent and follows logically Maimon-

ides' theory of creation. Since the world is the result of De­

sign, of God's will, His interference is possible, and, there­

fore, even if one be properly qualified, he may not attain the 

prophetic state. However, just as the cr•eative act is con-

yinuous, ~ only potentially but in actua.lity 

i.e., the wr:ra ld operates through a. rational causal process 

since it is the result of His Wisdom, so in prophecy, as it 

has actually manifested itself, preparation is essential, 

and if one has gone through the various preparatory steps, 

prophecy has invariably followed. 

The various difficulties raised by the commentators are 

easily resolved when the notion. of £_Ossibility and its signifi-

cance in creation, miracles and prophecy, is fully comprehended. 

------------·-··----····-------·--··--------·--· -·-- --·· - --- ---------
45. The term ..o·t..A},) /'N.) ..A"l)J as applied to the first view and 

which appeared very harsh and difficult to Abarbanel, is 
easily understood if we understand this view as that of 
the Kalam. Since they destro;;ed the efficacy of rational 
processes by denying causality, ,o•/,....A<I is a natm,a.l epi­
thet and is many times applied to them. cf. Abarbanel

1
s 

Commentary to ~~Toreh II, 32. 

I 
! 



The most serious objection :::>aised, namely, thr~t the view 

.. . . ,.. . .. · 1 .. 46 of Maimonides adds ilothing to tne opir.11on or tne plu osopners, 

since the 1 .7JI, ;1..31plays a rolli only· in denying r:rophecy, but :i.:ro­

phecy in its positive :canifestation is a purely natural pr·ocess, 

disappears up~n realization that the admission of Divine Inter-

vention as a possibility is the major Maimonidean modification 

of Aristotle and this apparently insignificant point is the 

major wave which makes possible a Torah view. The ,!J.fi'I '1°'1 Jh,.,,, .J.."7f
3 

fits into the general schemB of the Moreh insofar as it repre-

sents an application of the overall Maimonidean system to a 

particular problem. This view of prophecy is actually a subtle 

combination of the first two - Divine Intervention of the lfalam 

is granted as a constant ~~ibil_i.!'.Z, thus satisfying the demands 

of religion, while the causs.lity and order of the universe of 

P.ristotle is adopted as the actuality, i.e., the manner in which 

phenomena have occurred 01• shall occur. 

The difficult examples cited by Maimonides to pI'OVe "That 

those who have prepared themselves may st ill be prevented 
47 

from being pr•ophets 11 assume a new clarity in the light of our 
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discussion. The case of Baruch, the son of Nerijah, is 

mentioned to prove that tbough tthe followed Jeremiah, uho 

prepared and instructed ni~, yet he hoped in vain for proph­

ecy; coop., 'I a:n weary with i:1y sighing and rest have I not 

found'"• H~re then, is a clear· instance of Divine Interven-

tion, for in spite of his possessing all the necessary quali-

fications, Baruch na.s denied prophecy. But Maimonides imm.e-

diately qualifies this example by continuing: "He was then 

told tbr ough Jeremiah, 'Thus saith the Lord, Thus shall thou 

say to hir::., Thou seekest for the great things, do not seek.' 

It may perhaps be assumed that prophecy is here descri~Jcd 

as a thing 'too great' for Baruch. So also, the fact that 

1her prophets did not find visions froi.:1 the Lor·d,' (Lam.II,4) 

may be considered as the rc!sul t of the exile of her prophets, 

as will be explained". So that imm8diatelJ7 following a clear 

case of a suspension of the natural process, !'1aimonides equi-

vocates and explains these instances as due to lack of pre-

paration and wholly vii thin the or·der of Nature. 

However·, foll"'""oY:ring our discussion of rniracles, this 

equivocation is not only understandable but typicr..l. 

-----~--~---~ ·------------~----- ,_.. --- --- ·-· - . ~- -- ~, ·--

47 • (concluded) Abarbanel along v: ith the other comrnenta tors 
noted the apparent contradiction in tr.ls passage' ,o·P11J~-' :y:> 

.h ;J/..../)_J,J ";~f' ·MIR ?/k/rf FJ ~1 /././()/ /?/1?1/ ..!J!f" i1'111.f' .... '·"> _rl? •• e ,,._f,, j/PJ:o...v .!./-.:>·"> pf-J 
?'/r ,_, .. ,">J,, ....A7'i" /1 /Jh life ,:>A/t /vk~ i!P~-t' /f/•) iC';J// ,~ ,,~::w,> .o,/f ,_,J ·ir 

~IO?Pl j/~...) 111?ir ,.,..) //~//1.) ,_,,4..,., ?Al,4; ,,O/rf -,/,>'J "7..> r/...11 /...JJ1V ?~~ ,,.,,A,f' Jl'1'1,.., ft·' 7'-
/-~- _A// L:J.01 ·VAN .7.JA ~'.V//)::O /{.,lo/,¥ '1/-1e '?Ne /l ;''7/,? _,,,,. 

Arbanbanel resolves the difi'iculty in accordance with his 
own views. However, Shem Tob senses the real implics.tions 
which he expresses: ,1 ,,,:i1 y,,;i /.) ,,.,& }iJ >A' ,1 ;-;.~ t.,1 ,_;, fM ...J1A';;,, ·...> 

1;0 /IA 1,f, ~ / /. · 
J. · 'IA>f> 1:,/f1;uf Ji1u.1 _,;,,r;.# -;../,.y/ /·p,vr'T..?A' ·//01 /-!?-' 3.JAI ,1;1) -11,1e .,;,;-1 
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Op n~vine susnensto~ of Natural Csusalitv. The actual occur-
.L - ~~ J_ v 

0vsn in ~he individual 

i:i.s tances, and tempo:rarily 1 '::he:• e £"10 c''.1ange of t lle Div lne 1?Jill 

is involved, are lnterpr•eted Hher[::iver possl':;le to fit into 

the natm'al process. So, here, 'Nith Bar·ucl.1, though it me.y 

be understood as a historic instance of the suspension of the 

causal nexus, yet ~aimonides, clinging as closely as possible 

to an uninterrupted Natural Order' 1 prefers to view the exarnple 

of Baruch and Lams[~ati~ns ·as impediments in pr•epar·ation 

and thus n.o t as super-natural phenomena, ir:1plying that if one 

is qualified trl!'ough preparation, p:rophecy invariabl~' follow[J. 

The pos8ibility of Divine Intervention is logically fu!llplied 

in creatio ex nihilo and dee s not require 

Thus, Maimonides is only rentat:tng, in his theory of pro-

phecy, what l1E~ has cleax•ly expressed 
. , . 
l.11 !:1J.S discuss:ton of Crea-

49 
tion and Miracles. The third vie~, which grants the possi-

bility of Divine Intervention, differs from Aristotelian neces-

sity to the same degree, as. J,~aL1onides' concept of Crsation 

48. S~e our disc·:J.sston of 11iraclos particularly note .34, p.25. 
Aiso see note 44, p. 31. 

49. ~{Ore'h TT 00 - ~"' ar1.-,"': ''T7Ari aOOVA )~±JI /...111?A' ,J/M /{On//r J/,J./ !J1J.h{l ·· ...... .L~, '--•' ct>J ·"·.L~""''·" _,. ,,.- 1J!=. 0..l/Ar/?'F..J,,/r,.J.¥,J·?.JR 
7c,,1 /,/i 'Jt.!i !f,,,B /A~e .1//'' 1CC1·•/r/·· ;i/1'.A, /;-,,f':, ?e,r ~:Jvl'> • 71 -'.../ 

. /Je._,., A.) 'o ,~~1q /)1 e, /J('~,, R1 r ?l'/I,., /'". i?s 7:1/0' i~r.?J~ b:h~ "~~/ ".1/,J,,-0.; :u 1/:1/1 /i'1,, 1~ 
In otner ~eras, the en~ire tension is between ~igia neces­
sity and possible intervention. 
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differs from Aristcd,t:::l iE'~n caterr'.i t~'. J:'he apparently minor 

philosophers, that ft 

is possible for one ~o prepare 11::.n1s0lf fully s.nd yet :iot at-

tain prophecy, introuuces an entire system of t~1ousht and 

actually repJ'.'esents a combination of a mcd:!.fied Kalar:i ancl a 

modified Aristotle. 

Motivated by the desil'e to preclude any instance of 

prophecy without. preparation wLich \·;ou.ld involve a change 

in nature, Maimonides explains the words addressed to Jere-

miah, "Bef or0 I formed thee in the womb I knew thee and be-

fore thou c.omes t; forth from the womb I sanctifiec3_ tlit::e" &.s 

a prerequisite for all prophets, i.e., that they be endovrnd 

from birth with certain qualities, in order that they be 

eligible for 
50 

prophecy. Sirn.tlarly, the words "For 

young" (Je1•. I, 6) are not to be taken literally. Nor should 

we be misled by phrases li.ke 11 I ·aill pour out 11<.·~r spirit over 

all flesh and your• sons and your daughters shall prophecy", 

which seems to say that everyone, regardless of preparation, 

will achieve the exalted state, since "prophet" in this in­
i::1 

stance, as in numerouG others, is used hompnymously.
0 

The 

revelation on Mt. Sinai, as well, does not contradict the 

---->--·~--- ~~-·~---~----r-·- -~---·- -·- ---------------~- _____ ..__..._, 

50. Moreh II, 36. 

51. Moreh II, 
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contention that only those duly prepared and qualified are 

prophetically inspired, for not all the people, but only 

those p11 epar•ed, reached the prophetic state, 11 each according 
52 

to his capacity". 

The entire discussion of the revelation on Sinai and 

the insistance that God did not address the people directly, 

and furthermore, that onl:y Moses discerned words whereas 

the people as a whole heard only an indistinct voice, is 

intended to interpret the Sinaitic event in a manner which 

would corrobm•ate the theory that one may achieve prophecy 

only after due preparation, and thus assure it place within 

.... • d - t 53 '-'ne or er or na ure. 
··-- ~•OT-~-- __ _,_---~~- ~o---··· - ---~---·----·---·-~-- ------------

53. Moreh IT, 33. There are actually two difficulties implied rn the Sinaitic revelation Vvhich Maimonides attempts to 
resolve in this chapter. (1) That no one may achieve pro­
phecy without preparation and (2) that God did not speak 
directly, which is necessary to safeguard the absolute 
incorporeali ty of God. The first difficulty is explained 
by differentiating between Moses and the people, i.e., 
only Moses heard 7vords while the others only a confused 
sound. And even the Talmudic opinion that the first two 
commandments were clearly heard by all implies only that 
since the first two commandments, i.e., the existence 
and unity of God, are rationally demonstrable and. "what­
ever may be established by p1•oof is known by the prophet 
in the same way as by any other person", therefore, all 
the people compr•3hended thern. The purpose of the voice 
was to persuade the people to believe in Moses (Moreh I, 
63). The other' commandments, hovrever, ihtre of an ethi­
cal and authoritative character and do not contain 
(truths) perceived by the intellect", therefore, the 
people heard them only through Moses. 



The passage "Behold I will send an angel before Thee, etc." 

1 Deut. XVIII, 18) is s:lmila.rly explained. The usual inter-
\-

pretation implies that all the people would see the angel, 

who is the active intellect, and i.vould. therefore lead to 

the conclusion that preparation is not; essential for pro-

phecy. This passage is therefore interpreted to mean that 

"God informs the Israelites that he will i'!a1se up for them 

a prophet to whom an angel will appear in order to spE::ak to 

him, to command him and exhort him; he therefore cautions 

them not to rebel against this angel whose word the prophet 

will communicate to them". 54 

53. ( concl.) The second p1•oblern. is resolved by the /"~ fi1
1 

which was the voice that vvas heard. Moreh I, 65. 
0 

& 

1,.11,v • ., /:J1·' (-y '.!/'...J 1/£ cfvA·" ;,.J,., r:,- '.!.}1.J "'h .• .A,) ~er Jiou.N .i.1t~e --,/H/ .... 
7-:"~/r' 

fl ,, r. I f/, '/3 ..,/, 1~_///r/.)j /,t)c;,) 
~ , .. . ,1r1y., '-"""' ,Jn.:i Y?.!//1, ,nu /11J+ ~ ~ l/IJ/ .!iA.4//fJJ 

The entire thirt~r-thlrd chapter presents numerous logi-
cal difficulties. However, they are not of direct rele­
vance to Olli" subject and, therefore, we shall not con-
cern ou1"selves with them. For a full discussion of the 
various phases of this chapter see Abarbane1 1s commen­
tary; also Munlc, Guide II, note 4; Diesendruck, Maimon­
ides' Lehre von der Prouhetic, note 210, on the rela­
tionship of the 11 created voice 11 and prophecy; Bacher, 
Bibelexegise Moses Maimoni 1s, p. 87 f., on the mirac­
ulous character of the "created voicer'. We shall refer to 
this chapter later in our discussion in connection with 
Spinoza's treatment of tbe identical problem and his refu­
tation of the Maimonidean position. 

54. Moreh II, 34. 
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However, tLe_Pe is yet a more subtle poi:it contained 

in ~~1is chapter, r.-hich mnken it an intrinslc par·t of the 

entire discuss:ton on the nature of prophecy, and not mere-

lY a digression in Biblical exegesis. The term "angel" is 

applied by Maimonides in the Moreh to the intelligences of 

tbe Spheres, the active intellect, to the p!'Ophet, the :!..mag-

ina ti ve faculty, the ?JG )3• and --o ,,,J, or, in other words, 11 natur-
55 

al forces and angels are ident lcal. 11 The particular mean-

ing of 11 Angel 11 muHt, in each instance, be derived from con-

text, depending on v1hat aspect of the natural process is 

being discussed. The essence of the concept of angels in 

the Maimonidean System is the insistence that God does not 

act directly, but through angels, 1.e., through a natural 

process, and every phase of that process may be termed 

"angel"• Maimonides is thus restating the notion that the 

prophetic emanation is a pai~t of the order of nature ul ti-

mately traceable to God, like all other natural phenomena., 

through a causal chain. 56 This qualification applies to 

-·------------------~----- ,------·-------·--- - -·----
55. Moreb II, 6 

,()~.lrfit AJD -A/h.,.).) ,~ 

56. The passages dealing with angels are: 
Moreh IT, 6. The entire chapter and particularly: 1tJM / 1( -~~ 4e 

1t1.1 .JLl-11 .,PY.-v .1if'n' /:J, 
1 
,life //!lj 1:re -./rf?' :J~/, /1rrA1 ,,,, fr /11/t _pf., pt-1-<P 1.,-; /6 

J-11/!.J _!J/1~ fa1Jl?.) /' ,6F i,.vh (lfo-1/r} /r1.-, .. .oP ./iiiJIJ,._/, • ., V·' e ,_ _,,,~/.# ,.,J::J _A/A/-'-' ·-.J .. /A-'4 
.,M/i,;,? ,, __;; .).AIU,? ,;,_:,e G~-1 ,f,J-~ -)Ir u;k~ '~ ·".l·'-;'.JJ-_,~/-¥ 

Mor eh II 1 7. 1 ' / 
//; ~ ;J/r& p/l .,fi_;,p _!J?/,;o ?;3J 

,)IJ.AI JJ,{J
1

7 _,;,G ~ .),1Jl(J',)/I ,P 1 /;lj..,/, pf~e.? /.) /,)'/Ir 

"' 1 
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all prophets except Moses, who is in an entirely different 

category. 

Therefore, before discussing the purely philosophic 

aspects of prophecy, i.e., its psyphblogical roots and the 

part of the variou.s faculties of the so'-11 1 Maimonides ex­

cludes from his discussion Mosaic p1•ophecy, v.rhich differs 

essentially (in kind) from those that preceded and followed 

him. The extensive characterization of prophecy applies only 

-----···-·---------·----------·-·-----------
56. (contd.) 

Moreh II, 34. 

In this context ;11u is interpreted by the commentators 
as referring to the imaginative faculty. Hmvever, this 
point needs clarification and we shall return to it af­
ter we analyze Mosaic prophecy. 

Mor eh II, 41.1nr..., ;,71v 1>-.v1; 11 1-:pe c:(-:I,1.r 

Mor eh III, 22 • ,...v~I .h.h, o'r1 ;Au,,,,,, ;vtP., 11111 r~ ,_?, tJ ,r lr/r;it? .~,y 
Jlvq..:\ ;itf'"it ~c ,.J, F'"°/ ,J'·''I JJ-'l& /o,1J' / ""/ /

1/->f! 
If the Maimonidean conception of Angel.S is understood 
as,the messengers of God as they manifest themselves in 
the various phases of the natural process, i.e., spheres, 
active intellect, prophecy, and the imaginative faculty, 
all the difficulties raised by the corn1nentators (Ephodi, 
Abarbanel, Shem Tob) concerning the apparent contradic­
tion between Moreh II, 34, and II, 7, as well as in Chap­
ter ,34 itself, disappear. Tbe cofinota.tlon of ;/,/.I( dif­
fers in each instance, since it refers to different links 
in the causal chain. 

Maimonides clarifies this view in Moreb II, 6, with the 
follm-ving example: 11 Say to a person who is believed to 
belong to the wise men of Israel that the Almighty sends 
his angel to enter the womb of o. woman and to f011 m there 
the foetus, he vdll be satisfied with the account; he 
will believe it and even find 1n it a description of the 
greatness of God 1s might •••• although he believes that the 
angel consists of bur~1ing fire and is as big as, a ':hird 
part of the Universe, yet he considers it ppssible, ;~~ 

,Pf,J But tell him that God gave the socd a formative 
power which produces and shapes limbs, and that this 
povrnr is called u angel", or that all forms ar•e the re-

1 
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to the prophets before Mosos and those who prophesied 
57 

after him, but Noses hi~self is in an exclusive category. 

56 (con cl·) 

result of the Active Intellect and that the latter is 
the angel~ the Prince of the World •••• and he will turn 
away, because he cannot comprehend the true greatness 
and power of creating forces that act in a body without 
bein~ perceived by the Senses." We thus see that Maimon­
ides concept of Angels is also a polemic against the 
Kalam with their insistence on direct Divine action 'Nith­
out intermediaries, as are his theories of creation, 
miracles and prophecy. Maimonides significantly con­
cludes this chapter with a restatement of his position, 
namely: 11 There is nothint; in the opinion of Aristotle 
on this subject contrary to the teaching of tile Scrip­
ture. The whole difference between him and ourselves 
is this: he believes all these beings to be eternal, 
co-existing with the First Cause as its necessary ef­
fect; but we believe they have had a beginning ••••• " 

The revealing statement in Moreb III, 45 ,,_,Ar..v.J -A/A>.l-¥ -&1.P;,e 

.n/./1.11 ~1rt;;p fa.1J../lp~1,4e., Ji/J,J.-r ~ult 1M 1 11-v becomes in the light of 
our analysis a brief summary of the entire Moreh. 

57 Moreh II 35 _;,71J~ Jt1., »1A1lt ,-41/f,f!,J ·'...1 ';PJ;:;i .i./r/-:f~ L-S//t '..v//,l7 ',J 1 /..J /_, 
• ' • J A r ,,, ,_,j,,;JJ /.. Ji/r/,.31 

r ,, ~ L...;,1 oiAIAr /''"/r ;,.(,,,.,,IP// 1 :,<'-4' .:_J<> ,t:,1 A "/:> '-.J J' 
).:.'J~/t .!.J::>' ,,t:'AI./',,_~ ~ I r. .r /f/,,:J /A 

/Jtf/...f h/ ,?tA/ H 'U/1 Mt/11 !!,fAl-9 /l•y t>P6' /,;M ... ._A_A,f ·'IA/ /1,,J4 .AJ'/p_,) .,;/~f?~ 

Whether the 'difference between Moses and the other proph­
ets vms one of degree or kind is discussed by numerous 
commentators. Abarbanel comments :1,.,.,e t-1 in,,.;J ,.o.,~ ,:ufi .. :1'! ,LJ-1;Jd 111 

/t1.? f:!A,,e,;,7 ~e' ) ... /.1 ,_, lf.../Jt'~ /f,,) ·~1;,4.1 4.llrJ.Pe J./.,e/~,., _,,.,..,.A -'AJ:/ • .,/. lf.Ae;o 
· • ?'Tf/J /rl/ .oe~ ~ · ,;n ;;e h 7-"/U:> 

Munk, however, translates this passage: "En effe't, selon 
moi, ce h 1est que par. amphibologie, que le nom de proph~te 
s 1applique ::\la fois a Mo!se et aux autres", and ex~lains 
in a footnote, " ••• on peut le consid~rer comme nom homon­
yme.' puisqu 1 il a une diff~rence essentielle et bien tranch­
~e autre Mo!se et les autres proph~tes •• C1 est done ce qu 1on 
aEpelle un nom 1 amb:!:_gu ~-~~ '_11-mph:!:_bologiou~~. Bacher, Bib_el­
exegese oses MaimunPs, p. '19. "Der Unterschied zwischen 
Moses u en berigen Propheten vor und nach ibm •• ist ein 
so wesentlicher dass die Gemeinsamkeit der Bezeichnung als 

lt•BJ fflr Moses und die anderen Propheten nur a.ls Amphibolie 
betrachtet werden muss. 
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There are a number of factors which compel lfaimonides 

to make this essential distinction. 
:·' It .~. 

Prophecy is divided into eleven gradations, sti:'Cb. shar-

ing the same qualities. They differ only in the degree of 
58 

perfection· of the intellectual and imaginative faculties. 

Now, if Mosaic prophecy differed only quantitatively, another 

category could have been added, which would have satisfied 

the scriptural demand that he be considered the peer of the 

prophets. Hovrnver, this would not have been sufficient, 

since Moses' role as the Law-giver and numerous Biblical 

passages used exclusively to describe Moses' unique rela-

tionship with God, necessitate a much more radical distinction. 

Law demands that the existence of another Moses be removed 
59 from the realm of natu~~l possibility. 

58. Moreb II, 45. 
in prophecy. 

However, only the last nine are degrees 
The first two are only steps to prophecy. 

,1 /r/-VI ./Vh,,1 ,1),1 ..Jye.~/ y/Phw .?f?1_s1,~ /;J/1 
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If another prophet of the stature of Itoses were ni th-

in the realm of possibility, without a change in the Divine 

Will, it would endanger tl~ contention that the Torah is 

most perfect and that it shall never be displaced. The dif­

ference betvrnen Moses and the other prophets must involve, 

therefore, a distinction in both the manner in which he re-

ceived the prophetic message and also in the ~ quality 

of the emanation. 

We have established in our discussion that Maimonides 

viewed prophecy as pe.rt of tbe natural process and any per-

son properly qualified who has sufficiently prepared himself, 

will reach the p~ophetic state. Now, if the distinction be-

tween Moses and the other prophets were only one of degree, 

the possibility remains that some one in the future will at­

tain similar heights, since the world, following the act of 

creation, remains the same. In order to guarantee, there-

fore, the uniqueness of Mosaic prophecy, it must be placed 
60 

in a realm other than natural causality. 

60. Moreh I, 54. 

Mor eh I, 21;, In dis cussing Moses 1 request, j'?~4 -M o/ :J~'·' 
Maimonides uxplains: f't•e 17.::.c~e _,,~ 1;:,~ ;i,;i~,J -17' ,.,.re ,.,,1n ;:,, 

r; r ' ·' I .A R.-, l';,.:11/ 
7./1 ;,,/'- :i/,, Pie. Aa., ,,1..~1te 'Al~ .•·Jhk 1./ofe~ t.;J-IJl'Jf , • ., • .,/,)<- -A' /.:: ,,, : .• a 

• 1 :ii~ '"'7 ;·rt •iJ_:j ..A;£. 1.fi.J'1/ :.-4/Ae /,,v.-:J, -

Abarbanel, in his comment to I, 54, interprets this pas-
sage: ,~Dr;; ?..J-t';) h:y f!I p1 /7 ,qr ,Pie. ,,,fr LV.:>~ 1v~()JJ A:r f·' ·"'f~-1 ~"""" 

Nerboni, in his corrm1ent to I, 21 v:ri tes: /lie ?tJA:. ..A/uo:-• Jh/li~1 
; 1 1 Ft --hY..v/()/ .::v·.:u1 .......A.!,Jlh;, Ji1r·~,~ -h.fA1/c.. _,.,.'.;At P0 e ,r4 LP(!r .v/ .. J?w,C,r ;n., 

1·/r i"T•r ,,,,;;_,, !/YJ; /A~ ;.A' ..Alt·9.? //"/·"' /c/,')~ J>,..4,-, <>/.:Jg 

The same letter is quoted by Bacher, Die Bibelexegio 
Moses Maimonides, p. 82 , notes 3 and ~-



Thus Ii:oses attained r:is prophecy in a manner differ-

ent frorn all others, 3.i.1d the nature of his pr•ophetic vision, 

i.e., tne content of his p1•ophecy, was also of another kind. 

Thei'e is a basic distinction in the rol~ of the '·) u Jl..1:> in re-

lat ion to I.roses, in the 01AJ,l -2.1~,1 and further) in the facul­

ties whicb are utilized for receiving the prophetic 'lt>t? 61 
• 

The four distinctions between Moses and the other proph-

ets, which Uaimonides lists in his Commen~~.Y_. t<? the Mishna. 
62 

and in the Mishna Torah and are repeated throughout the 

Moreb in different form, are as follows: 1. With all other 

prophets, God spoke through an intere1ediary, but to Moses 

Therefore, all the 

others saw their vision in the for·m of similitudes and riddles, 

but those of 11~oses were clear and distinct. 2. All others 

experienced their prophecy in a dream or a vision, i.e.,while 

---·-·------- ····-----· ·--- - ·-~-----
60. (con 1d) 

This may also be the implication of the statement in the 
eighth creed of the Introduction to Helek; namely, that 
the Torah was given to Moses in such a manner that one 
may refer to it only metaphorically. 

Note also II 45: A(;, J>h/)·1 -A/.iJ,ct7,;i ?/A'?,., ef-<·f/'t YA'A k/~ ~R UV"! 
.'\.NJ,,,,-, A,.,o ,f;,? y, 1 'lc-),;/cie p /:.ft" ,..l -f'l / //l .,,;.7/t ,,:; 4 ,.,J /~ 7 ..vy 7 l',e ,.,7' ,% 

P,11...JiR,, !.A/:IJ,,.,,r,./.,....> :.;~ ;-,,.,..,, ./17/~':'> /.?-41 .... ~-u,,,,41;v r~ .111/J.,;:i 1../>1' .,~1 Ae* ..;-,,,e, ~t:.:;~-11,,,. 
61. cf. Moreh I, 21, 27, 37, 54, 63; II, 19, 35, 36, 45; 

III, 45, 51. 

It may be noted that though Mosaic prophecy differs so 
radically, yet it need not represent an interruption 
of the natural or·der. The thought developed in,..'our dis­
cussion on miracles and particularly Morel1 II, 29, may 
here be applied. Ii1aimonides e:\.p1•esses it ·briofly in his 
Cormnentary to the_ !l_ishna, A'both 5, 6: ,..,,~c~ 1.Nt1 .-, ,.,;;; ....11/.i!p;,, 6 

__,., ,f'1,,.::> ~,;, .../tee,,., p."'17> .:>' .,~~-., 

62. Introduction to Helek and Hil. Yes ode Hat or ah 7" /,. 
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they were asleep, while Moses received the revelation, while 

awake 3. ~he prophets other than Moses 

felt an overwhelming fear and v,:eakness 1 but this was not 

the case with Moses, for God spoke to him 

Just as a man is not a:r:palled to hear· the wol'ds of a friend, 

so did Moses remain calm during the pr·ophetic experience. 

4. All other prophets could not prophesy whenever they wished, 

but Moses was always prepared to receive the prophetic emana-
65 

tion. 

----·--···------·-- ------.. ---·-- - ---------·------------------------

64. Ibid, II, 45 

65. The formulation of this distinction in the Iftishne Tor•ah 
seems much more precise: .1t'-¥

1 
1J'·:,,f! _,,~ /.J;i P-A!!.f-A"" /-/~ ~-kv.-~ ;::, 

.?' ,J L/.h l•h .-·we .1.h.3/1 1..AC'J.>1r e.,/;," ,In ~A-e ~-: L> ;r/h,/-J v-n -,.,; 
. '?.VH/ /11-'.+' ,f1.-, , 7.Jt!. 1r .J""?.f.'>I/ ;_.tin /'°'' 

The Comraentar:r to the Mishnah version raises a diffieul ty 
since it ascribes a positive rol~ to God's Will in proph­
ecy, while in Moreh II, 32, as we discussed above, the 
Will of God has oruy a negative function. ;:; .__, ,-FP"" /:/'"'7 1 

,€:) j1...?1,:i !/'Mo !!,J,.J,A ,...,/,1B.f·"' /•I? ,o., ·/; ALU Jr ,.o•--f··:~/-7 .6 

••• However, this may easily be resolved by understand:lng 
the ,~-:., /'J' as the natural process since it is often used 
in that sense. The implication would then be, that la.ck 
of prophecy is due to an inadequate preparation. cf. 
Diesendruck, Maimonides Lel1I'e von der Pr.2Qhetie, p.4. 

There is, however·, a greater difficulty in this fourth 
distinction. Its implication is that Moses was at all 
times prepared for Prophec~', yet in Iiior•eh II, 36 Maimon­
ides clearly states the very opposite: //L Jz.A~.AIA __...,?, ,;>~ 
.i1t1;y., 1 .)....1//~ //r ;.,, . .,P#e1 , ...h1/J; ?.-..AA' -1// Ji1JJ.J'-;- _pfo.JS..; ar ,.,,/e _.,,,,,.,,:!!/·' 

;11~ //k ~~/ 
1

,0,J<A..f,11/.A ;n/ .oi36r ·'qut? ,,,;.-,-;J .. ,.11·1),...,., 0)1/.A ,,J,,.r,,., ,o-Y,;-v .14/..LJ> 
µ/,-•4//' ~;,o..,, /-h ,e;t:, ~~ /Ii.I h.PA' ;t:JJNf!/iJ ,'?A/?.~/.? ,A.Jr 

Ephodi and Abarbanel note this difficulty but their solu­
tions are far from satisfa.ct or~r. 
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These four cbe.ractel'ist.ics v:hich distingulsh Moses 

fror.1 all other prophets have a common source. Since ':.;he 

imaginative faculty played no part in Mosaic prophecy 

but the union witb the active intellect was achieved through 

reason alone, all the other d lf fer·ences neces s.s.r:Uy fallow. 

The a.reams and vis ions, the fear and the erratic character 

of non-Mosaic prophecy are all characteristics of and caused 

by the imaginative faculty, as vdll be shown later in our 
66 

study. 

66. This has been noted at length by Abarbanel, in his Com­
mentary to Moreh II, 35. The four distinctions are for 
him actually only one difference, i.e., that the imag­
inative faculty has no part in the prophecy of Moses. 
This fact is used by Abarba.nel to exple.in why Maimonides 
does not list the four differences in the Moreh as he 
does in his other two major works. Abarbanel explains 
that s inoe the number four is not precise (it is really 
one) it would be out of place in the Ti!or-eh, which is in-
tended for the .1fl;o ''°'l'.ti'. 

There appears, however, a more cogent reason v.-hy they 
are not listed in the philosophic work, and more so, 
why he excludes all positive dis:=.cussion of Moses in 
the Guide and refers to him only to distinguish him 
from the others; as Maimonides states in II, 35: -'!/K« 
,).1·,¥1:1111/ -,if,;>~ qt, JJJ.11 ,,f.it 1r:~Jt P'f'''J 114.l ,,,. ,.nA- /fr u~? :)& ...A-<h?./ 

The only thing which distinguishes the prophet from 
the philosopher is a per:fectly developed imaginative 
faculty. It is this faculty which raises him to the 
lofty state of prophecy unattainable by the philosoph­
er who utilizes the intellect alone. Thus, intellect 
alone will never lead to prophecy within the natural 
process. Prophets achieve that state and yet remain 
in the realm of natural causality only because of the 
imaginative faculty which permits them to jump and ar­
rive at conclusions impossible through syllogistic 
reasoning. It follows, therefore, that the orderly 
process of natv..re is maintained, and n<bt constantly 
interrupted by the prophetic phenomenon, only because 
of the introduction by Maimonides of the ime.gir~ation 
as a pr irnary element in prophecy. 
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These essential distinctions between ~.Ioses and the 

prophets wticb pr-eceded and follovred him, lead l1f;aimonides 

to distinguish also betvrnen r.:osaic miracles and the mira-

cies of other prophets. The un:i.q_ue identity with the ac-

tive intellect whicb Moses achieved through the intellec-

tual fac~lty alone, manifests itself also in the quality 

of the miracles of the ~-ho/-? ;nlc • 
67 

--------.. --
66. (concluded) 

Now, with Moses, the imagination played no part... He 
prophesied by reason alone. This is impossible within 
normal procedure, for if this were natural, all philoso­
phers would be in the category of Moses. The impli­
cation is clear, therefor·e, that the attainment of 
the highest possible state of prophecy by Moses, through 
reason alone, had to be of a miraculous nature. It is 
also clear that Maimonides was compelled to adopt this 
extreme view, not by philosophic reasoning, but by 
the demands of the Torah and Judaism, as was explained 
above. Therefore, the entire question of Moses is of 
a purely religious nature, with elements of polemics 
against Mohammedism and Criris tianity, and vvould be 
totally out of place in a philosophic study. The Maimon­
idean concept of Mosaic prophecy is the result of ?ssump­
tions necessitated by ~udiasm and no attempt is made to 
justify it philosophically. It rightfully belongs, 
therefore, in the .1~0" ,.,,~,or in the .. P:Jt.v:> ii/,...., but not in 
the p~ . .uv .,,/"'. 

67. Moreh II, 35. P·-f',)J·, '//~ -'1lr0 ..A.-J~ ~J'/r l'-".J.A 1/r '.J 

See note 34, p. 25. 
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"The 'iiOLd!.Jr s Vir-ou.ght by othEn• }::T·ophet.s, or for t 11em, 

''N 1• r ne SS e .~~ 't-.y fl f' FY',rr i nrJ i 'VJ." 0' .. l 1_c'i l_.. S v:ere · " "' u ~ - - ' ------- · -· - •••••• no prophet will 

ever, like Lloses, do signs publicly in the presence of 

friend and enemy, of his follower·s and his opponents; 

this is the me o.rd n.s of t ht: \V ords : And there arose not a 

prophet since in Israel li~e unto Moses •••• in all the signs 

a.nd wonders •••• in the sight of all Is1•ael. T\"lo things are 

here mentioned together; namely, that there will hot arlse 

a prophet '.:.hat pe:;:•ceived as I'.foses per'ceived, or a prophet 

that will do as he did; then it is pointed out that the 

signs were made in the presence of Pharoa.h, all his ser-

vants and all his land, the oppooant;s of r.roses and also in 
68 

the presence of all the Israelites, his followers." 

In ouP discussion above we mentioned the theory of 

the Sages quoted by Maimonides, that God endowed phenomena. 

at creation vdth certain qualities which became manifest at 

determined moments in history, and these extraordinary events 

are, therefore, in the order of nature, but due to their ex-

ceptional cbar·acter, are viewed as miracles. According to 

this theory, the function of the prophet eonsists of predict­

ing the exceptional event pr·ior to its occurrence. 69 

------~-~---.--~~- -·----- ·-· ·----~·- -----~----------·- --------~------

6S. Ibid • ............_ 

69. Moreh II, 29. -"-Y,)(A Af? 
1 

,., • .,,~e,l ;//,IT- 11,,)C:•1 ... hfi·..J'AI,? ,?..5 ,e-:, ~-,,,e..:> -;..:, 
J)e.) /,1..,.,v:if? ,1,f![:., .A/4'/ /.-..er</. ../IY~ ..A//f~.H/ ~7,,Ji•e. ·'"*' ~ '°·'~ ev • .A·e ,,_,., 
- , -,-,..c;,.,e .lA' tvf~ /7':vC;;J .Jdfe "'.;) ?,:J?·., /y:1·1 7_,,.,,,e .)...v /,.;> ?..v/r .... ,I'// A..-:J 
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Due to his prophetic insie;ht he is a;rar•e o:'.' the future occur-

rence of a 11 r.1i!'acle" and "the si.;z;n of c. p.r•op::iet consist8d in 

the fact that God tolJ hi~ to declare when a certain thing 

~ill take place. 11 

T.'Iaimonides further m&intains that the prophet IS &bility 

to predict future events is c.s.u.sed by the perfection of the 

ima,ginative faculty ',r/hen it co;nbines :.·,ith the 5.ntelle ctual 
70 

f'acul ty • Now, Nos es 1 prophecy was one of the intellect alone. 

Therefore, followinc; the naturn.1 cour;::.e applicable to all other 

prop~ets, r.~oseg never should have been able to predict futu .. re 

events) or have f or·eknowledge of a "miraculous" event. Hovrnver, 

T,7oss.ic prophecy is excluded from nEttural phenomena. He achieved 

a higher state by intellect alone, than the others attained with 

the ass is tar..ce of the imagin2. t ive fa.cul ty. It must follow, there-
--·~· ---·------ ------·-· -·-~-···-··------··--·------··--·-··-------·---·--···----·-- - ··-

69-(concluded) 

70. 

This is the theory that Maimonides appears to have accept­
ed in his Co:nmentax·;;" to '::he Mishnah, and in the !.Tish.na Torah 
(see note SIT:"- In our arialysis Of-the l:Ieimonidean t:I1eor~--­
of mir·acles -.,re also concluded that though Maimonides hesi­
tates to cor:uni t himself absolutely to this view, s inco he is 
interest~d in ~stablishing the possibilit~ of Divine Inter­
ference or1firrn, philosophic ground, yet he accepts this 
view as an explanation of Mosaic ~iracles. In his works 
of a purely religious natur·e, however·, even t~is slight 
hesitancy is no longer noticeable, and in the Commentary 
to the Nishnah he states catego~ically that "miracles were 
place-0.-ir.l".Fhe order of things at creation." 



i.e.,, his insight into future 

events achieved in an extraord!~~ry fa ~~~c~ oy reason 

slone, 1iffered radically froill those of all other prophets. 

' '71 
This is the meaning of the pn:r•ase, 

:}_,P·? ![.J 'A'{r ~/k.//t f;i,, Iii·'~ 
• .J/Ai'/} . Jt -<Ji, ,v4: 

The fact that }:1is propl1ecy was the result of pu11 e reason dif-

fering esser1t.is.lly from all others, ~-iecessarily implies that 

llis miracles, as well, differed f:>orll thos0 ·;r1•o'J.,t)1l; iJ;/ others. 

We have e:3tab1ished in our' discussion thus far that pro-

phecy is part of the natural process and, therefore, will 

never be attained by anyone 1v 1 t;'-iou L pr<"J}:1a1•at :tun, al tr-~ough, 

just as it is y;itliin the power of the Divine to change all 

of nature, He may ,srant prophecy to whomeve:r• He wills, or deny 

it, even if one possess(:::3 a.lJ. tht: qualifications. Hovi-ever 1 

this will n8ver· occu.r' since the world operates according to 

a logical causal process established at the tLne of creation. 

The possi11ility of Ria intcrventlon is granted as a conce:-.rnion 

to the T01-ah view and is impliAd in creatio ex hihil is. 

Secondly, that prophecy Joes not eruanat~ from God, di-

rectly 
1 

but througL an intermediary. Prophecy, like intel-

lectual knowledge, is attained through ths actlve Intellect. 

fore -1- '~;·. .-.•-."' 1-· ~ ·, t-- ,, ~·· • ,, ~- i· -. ··· I 1, • .:i-l"-' '..-•l.:..d... ct.l.. .,, .. ...1, Lu 1
_. <;;:, 

plicable to hirn. 
--------·~ -- ---- -------------~· ----- --- ' -----~· - --------- ---- -. . - - - -- ----- - - - .. - ·-·----

71. ~01'eh I, 54. 
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fore, the characteristics 

cable to him. 
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• • t: \ t ""',."<· 

is in a seps~aue 0ategor 1 and, the~e-

/ 
of prophecy in general/are not appli­

l 

After dett:rminins -':;he place of prophecy inr::<1e n::itu1~a1 order 1 

Maimonides proceeds to analyze the intrinsic aspects of prophetic 

cognition. Om' discussion, thus far, concerned itself only with 

the manner in wh:tch prophecy emanates from its source, and have 

concluded that it stems fror,1 Goel as its ultimate cause and r·each-

es the sublunar world. through t.be intermediary of the acti've in-

tellect. The process must now be reversed to ascertain the method 

whereby the individual pa1"takes of this emanation. How does pro-

phetic cognition, ~eing part of nature, differ from philosophic 

knowle_dge? If, as we have concluded, anyone who activates his in-

tellect and is perfect in his moral faculties achieves this pro-

phetic state, why is not the philosopher a prophet? The differ-

ence cannot be in the source and in the character of the emana-

tion since we proved conclusively that it follows the same pat-

tern in prophecy as in all forms of knowledge, i.e., the process 

is a natural one. The distinction must therefore be found in 

the one who receives the emanation; either in the preparation, 

or in the faculties utilized in achieving the prophetic state. 

This, then, is th;J problem which clalr:1s our attention. 

It may be termed the psychological or purely philosoph1.cal as-
72 

pects of prophecy. -
72. The two aspects of -oronhecy cannot be comnletelv separated. 

the place of prophecj- in the natural or de~' and" the manner 
in Vihich the individual partakes of the eoanatiort a2e closely 



is in truth and reality, an emanation sent forth by the Div~ne 

Being through tbc medium of the Active Intellect, in the first 

instance to "Lan 1s I's.0lonal faculty, '3.Ud then to his ir:J.ag,it"lative 

faculty; it is the highest degree Rnd greatest perfection man 

can attain; it consists of the x1ost perfect development of the 
73 

imaginative faculty." The onl~; new element introduced in 

this chapter is the perfection of the imaginative faculty; and 

it is this f.s.cul ty ~-1hich distinguishes prophecy from otl1e:r• forms 

of cognition. In addition to the activated reason, which is the 

process in p"nilosophic knovvledge, the prophet also :possesses a 

perfectly developed imaginative :faculty. The combination of the 

two.J sets prophecy apart and solves tlrn difficulties which arise 

from placing prophecy in the order of nature, as we shall demon-s./.r--..it.. 

---------~·- - ·-·-----·- - ... , -------·------
72 (concluded) 

linked. They not only form a logical entity, but the prob­
lems presented by the former serve as the basis for the lat­
ter. However, the treatment of prophecy in the Moreh di­
vides itself into ·chese two aspects, even thoughthe divi­
sion is but a superfic~tal one. The problem from the point. 
of view of the source and its place in the or·der of nat1J.re 
is treated in tl1e first four chapters of the: sect ion on pro­
phecy (Moreb II, 32-35). Tiw "psychological" aspects are dis­
cussed in Moreh II, 36-48. 

73. The opening words of II, 36 .Ll/,').;'/ ,)///.e.P AA-'A'/r ,_, 11..,, suggest 
that this chapter actually discusses the essence of prophecy. 

-hjlfJi(;;, This follovrn from the definition ir.. rnoreh I, 46 • .JJ.9J'? 2 -µ.J ~..:i~ 
·l"M ),p..,~ '-? P1.111 ..111..11.1..,AA..-u /•.Ji ,~;;,-, -1/A,..J,11/.~,(J,,1 ,-, /~ f'• ;;1;. f;:J.'> ,_, :..V.1t-",..., .?.f '/1•,J 

cf. I, 33 and I, 36, where the same distinction is made. 
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of tl1e imagination, Y:G tDJ.st define preeisely t,~1e nature of 

so ths~t t1E; relation of the various 

Above the sublunar :.:orld, accordint; to the rfa:Lmonidean 

system, there are nine spheres and corresponding to each sphere 

there is an Intelligence or Angel which acts as tho cause of 

the motion of its sphere. The circular motion of the spheres 

is due to some idea vvhich produces this particula1• kind of mo-

tion; t1but as ideas are only possible in intellectual beings, 

the heavenly sphere is an intellectual being. But even a be-

ing tbat is endowed with the faculty of moving, does not chari._ge 

its place on each occasion, that it forms an idea; for an idea 

alone does not produce motion ••• it is only when a desire arises 
74 

for the thing imagined that we move in order to obtain it." 

The Intelligence of each sphere serves as the cause of the 

motion of that sphere insofar as it serves as the ideal toward 

which the sphere strives. In the realm of tbe spheres we note 

the following characteristics: The sphere is a body endmved 

with a faculty of forming an idea, i.e., each sphere has a de-

sire for the ideal "which is the source of its existence, and 

that desire is the cause of its individual motion, so that in 

--------·----------------- --- ... _ ~-----·- ----------· -------

'14. Moreh IT,, 4. 

r 



fa.ct the ideal set3 the spher·e :i.n motion. Tr~e Tenth Intel-

ligence is tho active Inte11ect, whose ex.is tence is p1•oved 

by the transition of our intellect from a state of potential­

itY to that of actuality,, and by the same transition in the 

case of the forms of all transient beings. For, vrhatever passes 

from potentiality into actuality, requires for that transition 

s.n external agent, of the same kind as itself ••• As that which 

gives form to matte1~~ nmst itself be pure form, so the source of 

is the 

The relation of the latter to the elements 

their respect.ive_~her_e~; and our intellect. in action, which 

originates in the Active Intullect and enables us to comprehend 

that intellect, finds a parallel in each of the spheres which ___ ___...,,._ ____ , _______ - _____ ,, ___ ..,. ...... -·· --·--·.Z:: .__1~ -~---~~ ---~---

originates in t_0-_~ ___ ID.tell i_£~_t~ce corr es pondin_g_J;o tl~t sphere, 

and enables the sphere to comprehend that Intelligence, to form 

an idea of it, and to move seeking to become similar to it." 
75 

The Active Intellect, the tenth of the Intelligences, has 

no corresponding sphere, but its realm is the sub-lunar world. 

The other spheres possess intellects through which they achieve a 

union with their• corresponding Intelligences. However, the sub­

lunar world has no such faculty. It is not a sp'!J.ere like the 

-----. - -·-------· - ----- -·· -· -----·--·-·- -------·------------------·-··-·-· 
75. Ibid. Particul.s..r attention should be paid in this chapter to 

the p:b..rases, ,1.,,,e )'V/ !J"AI ~Ii 111~.,~ l·J/.v /Ff, httJ-1 !It ~.1 /A/ /rJ'~ .J4/ t0; 

... r;;J.J t:ie,, h;)1//-SR Ce.? ;,J..vA1-'fJri?1 . ...,::>/..l, ,l?/.J',, /Af! l'w ///,;, /..:. .. ,r.71-11,") fu-v J·J/.;., 
. f!.1::i /)lj.r '1fiA.v.") li21 ;::,c: ~ o~, / ,/).)# ,;:l-J?/'t' .)~/ -A1vo·I /i/C)·J ~~, oA, .1'.J·C' 77 



achieved or!l~/ through tbs hurn:m intelle:ct. This explains 

the centr·al position of man in the ,~·oI•ld. It is th1'ough 

the developr.ie.nt of the h:v-lic r·eason to the state of an a.c-

quired intellect, that the Active Intellect becomes opera-

tive in the world. 

In the realm of the spheres we note a dual relation-

ship bet1neen the sphere and its corr·esponding Intelligence. 

On the one hand, the Intelligence causes the motion of the 

sphere insofar as the Intelligence serves as the ideal af-

ter which the sphere str~tves. This irnplies an intellect in 

the sphere which is the cause of the desire to strive after 

the Intelligence; and it is this intellect v1hich is in "con-

ta.ct" with its corresponding Intelligence. On t J:J.e othe1• 

hand, the emanation from the Creator is received by the In-

telligences according to their or·der; from the Intelligences 

part of the good and the light bestowed upon them is coo-

r:mnicated to the spheres,, and the lc.tter, being in possession 

of the abundance obtained of the Intelligences 1 transr:1i t for-

• .. ff 76 
ces and properties unto the being of the transient w or.Ld. 

The Act:i.ve Intellect, being the lowest of the ir.telligences, 

receives of the abundance of the· -t;;e froro the Intelli-

gence above it., and, it: turn, is the sourc6 for the human 

76. Moreh II, 11 



intellect by ~vhic.h it becor:.es activs.tc:d. Ther·e is, in 

sp11eres and the Intelligences, on the one hand, a.no the 

active Intellect vllth t.r_;e buuan inteJlect, on tl-:e 
77 

otl"":ter1
• 

Just as the spheres are endowed v. i th a fa cul t:r of fortling an 

idea and a desire to atta.ir: it, so, in the sub-lunar world, 

man takes the place of the sphere, and his J:•eason, VIhen acti-

vated, serves a.s the corresponding spher·e for the Active In-

tellect. Thus, Maimonides proves the existence and function 

of the Act:i.ve 'Intellect by at1alogy vdth tho sphe:res ~md the 

Intelligences. 

However, there is yet anot~er proof which reverses the 

process. There is a t1•ansition in our intelle,ct, from poten-

tiality to actuality, just as there is tre same transition 
78 

in the forms of all transient beings. This process requires 

77. 

78. 

This correspondence is not a complete one, since the intel­
lect of the sphere is always in an active state; so that 
the relation is similar only when the human intellect is 
activated. The real similarity is, actually, the method 
which Maimonides uses to prove that the spheres have in­
telligences toward which they strive, and, therefore, an 
intellect of their own, The same method is used to prove 
the existence of an active Intellect and by analogy, also, 
an act1v 0 te.01 .. 'n1·l.m1~r· r~~Qol, ~u.- ., ... o.l vC:.u -· e /:J{??/ 

;; t'A ;:;;i).J f-,t? .. ;i /r/-J ,.,, -o .. 
/-II !/ 14e ..../14..J' /t :I' .1 ?/-J 7 r ._;.. __ ,.y~.7/ ;::;;,., _, vc 

h.J,, /,re ..,A,., ... Al•ti;M ...A//.F> .IJ·~..75-' -h/~,. ·'.,v.z ,.,, •12' ,t!J·•.v/>~ 
.1'·1 I ~ .•• ~_,~ //o/I' • 

Moreh II, ~. 

The transition of the burnan r•eason from a potentis.l to an 
actual state 1 and the same pr·ocess in the forr.1s of other 
transient bei~gs, are the identical process since the 
forms have onlv intellectual existence. Lloreh III, 18. 

7..:1.:> ~ ?.-V//f. /i~ ;f . .-v ,411,y /-,~r ..o.,k.) ,fu..:J ...Ji~~/-.# . ..,.Are-' -4/--1...Y /.viA1°7/.7.?R ·> .v 7..S~ 
._,,,..,.,.,e ,....,_. ,..o--0<!7 ~·?.:>?' _,f/,f7J,., ?fit!/ 4..?A!/ ;-.v Gf'ri'/,.., ;-ne Y7V 

Maimonides lists t;1em as tlle tv!O functions of the Active 
Intellect, namely, activatinc reason and actualizing the 
potential forms in ths transient snecies. However, fol-
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79 

of it.self a.r1d ·,1ll:i..el: is of tl.18 ~-s.n£e .l:ir~cJ. 

'"'.'bis agent must. te '.::he Ac:t:.ve Intellect. So that T.fairnonides 

Intellect; from abo~e, by analObY vith the sphe~~s and their 

corr·esponding Intelligences, and frorn below, by the trn.nsi-
80 

tion of the hylic reason to an acquiY-ed intellect. 

78. ( conc}ud.ed) 
lowing Aristotelean nominalism, they are but two expres~­
sions of the: same phenorfl.enon. This is also implied in 
Moreh I, 68, where Mai;nonides demonstrates that when the 
intellect is activated, ie. ,when it comprehends sure 
forms, subject, object and process are iGentical. The 
form, when in combination with its bearer, exists only 
potentially; it becomes actualized in the intellect, and 
is identical with it. In referring to his example of 
the tree, Maimonides states, nand that which is called 
intellect in action consists of nothing else but the 
form of the tree.n This is obvious when we realize that 
everything is in a state of becoming and thus the poten­
tial achieves a pertrwnent "forr:i" only in the intellect. 

79. See note 75, p. 55. 

80. The Maimonidean theory of providence is based on the 
fact that man aetivates his :t•eason and thus comes un-
der the influence of the Active Intellect. The same 
reasoning which led Aristotle to accept providence for 
the species, but not for the individual ,beings within 
the species, Maimorddes uses to prove Divine -~;.,.bfor 
individual men. Accordir'..g to Aristotle, Divine Provi­
dence gives permanency and constancy to the Spheres 1 

since each Individual ( among the spheres) has a per­
manent existence. "From the existence of the spheres 
other beings derive existence which are constant in their 
species but not in their individuals: in the same manner 
it is said that Providence sends forth sufficient influeace 
to secure the immortalit;,r and constancy of the species 
without securing, at the same time, permanence for the in­
dividuals withir;. the spec:i.es ••• " (Moreh III, 17). Maimon­
ides, however, f:Tnds a·· cong1•mmce betvreen the relation­
ship of the Spher·es and the Intelligences, and the human 
intellect vlith the Active Intellect, and v1ould,therefore, 
include man within the domain of Providence, to the ex­
tent to which he has actualized his rational faculty. 
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Thus, having pr•oved the existence of the Active Intel-

iect, Maimonides grn.c.ts it the sub-lun::..r v1orld as its :Jo ... 

main. It is tt.e ,oJ;" /fJ ne . It gives the Forms, and actual i-
81 

zes tbe ln.unan intellect. The active Intellect is not a 

oody, nor is it a povrnr within e. oody, and its infll;.ence 

does not depend on a certain :i:•elation to the co:cporal pro-

duct; "being incorporeal, it cannot appr•oach a body, or' re-

cede from it; nor can a body approach the incorporeal agent, 

---------· ----. -- -· -~· -·-- ·----·-----------· ·-··-------

so. (concluded) 

So that his theory of Providence is dependent on the 
congruence vihich he establishes; in that, the human in­
tellect is considered the correspondlDe:; spb.er·e for the 
Active Intellect. 

Diesendruck, in his Maimonides 1 Lehre von der Prophetie, 
p. 92, presents this interpretation. -It should. -be-nole·d, 
however, th8.t Mairionides accomplishes his end by maldng 
the Active Intellect the tenth of the Intelligences, and 
giving it the sub-lunar world as its dor:1ain. This is 
the real innovation. The rest follows from it. 

81. Compare: Jes ode Ha tor ah, 4, 6. 1r.,,11o -1FJ ,,.,;;;/ "'(;. LI r-1'2 h-7 
)1'/>/// .../ilr'1Y" .1?/-1.~ •. ,e ·,-G't., /#/i -T' y 

Moreh IT, 6. ,,,,e,4 is defined as the Active Intellect. 

The functions of the Active Intellect must be under'­
stood in the manner explained in note 78• 

Maimonides is not quite clear ·whether the Active Intel­
lect is responsible for the specific forms of elements 
and minerals or whether these are caused by the in­
fluence of the other spheres. However, it is quite 
clear that the forms of plants, animals and men are 
due to the Active Intellect. cf. I, 72; IT, 10, 12. 
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or recede from it, becB.use tllor•e is no relat:tcn o:: dis-

t~nce bet~een corporeal and incorporeal beinss. The 

reason why the acticn has not taken pls.ce be.for•e, must 

be sought in ths cir·cumsts.nces t'hat the substance has 
~"=" 

not been prepared for· the act)_on of the abstract form." .... .., 

It communicates its influence through an emanation, send-

ing it fo1~th on all sides and in e.11 dir-ections. The Ac-

tive Intellect, like all Intelligences, is constantly ac-

tive 3.nd whenever an object is sufficientl:y~ pr·epared, it 
83 

receives the effect of that contir;.uous action. 

82. Moreh II, 12: "The efficient cause which produces 
the form is indivisible, because it is of the same 
kind as the thir:g produced. Tience, it may be con­
cluded that the agent that has produced a certain 
for·m, or given it to a certain substance, must it-
s elf' be an abstract form ••• that ·which produced form 
must itself be form." 

Mor•eh I, 49: "The e.ngels are likewise incor•poreal. 
They-are Intelligences v1ithout matter." 

Moreh II, 18: In refuting the first method 1·rhereby 
Aristotle proves Eternity, Maimonides states "the 
Active Intellect. is neither a corporeal object nor 
a force res id:Ing in a ·eiody." 
c.f. !:1oreh I, 58 and. I, 69. 

83. Moreb If, 12. The emanation is compared. to a water·­
spring. See also II, 11, ·;;here 1\'.'aimonides cautions 
not to consider the "higher" source as existing for 
the purpose of S'J_p:r::lyinc ti-.0 emanation to the Intel­
li.cence "belO'.'i i t 11 • The Emanation stems fro!.!'1 a suner­
abbndance. It is o.n ove:Pflowin:_; of the Ybe r:hic.h e~:ian­
ates from the ultimate Divl~e source. ~oreb I, 72: 

f 1J-A ) P/r.AJ /6 _J{ h-1.;, ;,fie ,J/e /1J. Ji...; /Ji' 14 :y.;;.,---;~e.e '.N r; V// 

--1/P• v> ,)...f •} fJT, 7t'/r /fh.J i''CAI,") I -V":V-' 0.J-Ae,f ,,,v 1-l.J---:V IA~ 11' 
.-eAlrA/I/ "'-''7-JV 



ter, icfall for· ms, 

('."., 
-,~I -

abstract 

84 
11ntelligences. C:h 1~' :-::or-'.: one :;c.r~ ,:;;;.ppr es s his rns.teriaJ 

demands, thG great E'r- the des irf.:.: for the Ideal, and, :eheref ore, 

the clearer· the perceptio:., o:'.' tllc ir:.'...,t;;;ll'3::t. The deg:200 to 

which th8 hylic intellect can become actualized, ie., de-

tach itself from matter and become pm•e .form, to that degree 

will it receive the benefit of the emanation from the Active 

Intellect. 

the human intelltSct 'cas the additional caps.ci~y to e;row and 

--------- - --·---- --- -···· ... ·- . - -------·- -------- - - - - - --- - .. -------------

1~1orel1 III, 9. The cort:Joreal eleD1011t; i.t1 n~s.n is a . . 1 arge sere en B-nd pa1~t.i :.:;ion ·::bi ch preventE5 !d.n from psr-
fe ctly perceiving abst:2act ides.ls ••• Hovrnver, g:r·eat t:ie 
exert ion of o:J.r rr.ind rno.y be to c or:,prehen1:3. the Divine 
Being, 01~ any of the :ideals, v;a find a sc:"een o.nd par-
tition tetne0n hi~ acd us. 

85. Eight Chfa)2L•:;r,cJ I. TJ!.s-J a:ee also allu6ed to in J.:oreh I, 
46, 'NhfJr'e ~,~airl'.cm5.des ETplaL1s t~.-,e sensuous funct1-on.s at-
tr1"!J-L~: .. te:c1 t--o God. 



86 
T\I s.r1 :.L.3 er~ l)Cf .. ~18 r)_ -~~}· :t t }~ R }:i C· t ~ ·~-t t j_ -~l ~e es.sol::.• 

This h:/lic ~nd 

87 
from it. 1/1/}:1ile it is ir1 t~~i.s .stat0 i"~ri f1JI1c'.,~.ion .. ~ z;i:.c1 e. ·Go 

rirocli.r .. e ar1C;_ 1;)re1;s.:ee fooL~., C.\V6lli1':.s e_rJ.a_ clot11ing for 1~.teJ.1, and 
~ 

pal and t'hc 3econJ.a:ey ors;an;,-i ~O perfor1:1 1~~"cGi:' :eespeetive flmc-
86 

tions. 

,...,... 
") --.~, 

'oenefi t;t of '.~Le fron1 ~l;.e AcGiv,re Iritellect. ·- •j 

·\:aI'.r1e11 it acl1ie"' .. re.s t1·1ls st.s.t~-"j ::-:. ~Jas 1)eco1ne actualized_ e.r:O !lC-

cording to 
90 

phecy. 

pro-

86. 

87. 

Mer eh I, 72. {'f ),l"?K·) ,,_,., ft/.i/ ,Q-:Jfr,) '" ">f1/1•E' , n-1 .!J.ilAI .').f pM~ :u!.f ~#/d 
' i..Jow A"/I ·Ir~ ,Y.414 M~A lt.J-"', hr ff·" .JJ 7('/1, .JI• /f-.~.1 t.J e ·' 

Ibid. 

This 1Jl1rase refers 0o tf.;.e ';.-1a_t"' .. 1ral ine.1.ln.D..tion. j~~T1r;l~1r\ttJc1 
1vvitl1i11 r:;e .. 11 -:_.c, acti~lnto ~~.is l"'"'easor1. J1J .. st a_s v.titt1 tl1e 
spheres tl~e-r1 tJ n:n .... :s~~ 1~Je e C~8uir'e tc· rsac}1 tlJ.e IO.eal "11hicJ1 
is its co:e1-iesr;.()ndl~~c Ir1,te;llige·nce, an.G4 tllls desj_~e js tl-ie 
Snher•t-> 1 q IntP"'.1.lecf: so ·is \:)1°1'·"' ;·,.,herr-•nl· i·n t:1e byii"c -.L·n-

• _, '-' J>. '--' .,..._ ...,, .-'~ ..... v_v ..,._L_..~ '-'• ... .J "·- -..,..l- .i. 

tellect of man a de3ire to reach the Active Intellect. 
This cannot bu qchieved wi~hout preparation. As a result, 
the Activt: Intellect is actually the cs.use of the var·iouB 
preparatory activities of :-:ia11. It _~E-~~--~~·v~~=~\i·~Y-_J~-~-2-C?_~~-~.• 
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.L.-·-. ~·..1-~P.1,c> separavv .Lvu.; J . 

a . y;y.1 [,e. It is the same c.esi:'.'::. ·;rhich exists i;:-i the spi1eres 

first insuff ici.ent. j for he is not e:·~dowed vv~L th perfect ion at 

the beg il"..ni:-1.g 1 l'u t~ at first. possesses perfection only i .,., 
_l ... 

a man possesses a certain 

in pote11tia, it does not follow that l t must beconw in him a 

reality ••• There a:re many things ivbich obstruct the path to 

perfection and whieh keep man awa~1 f1~om it ••• The preps.l:'atory 

studies m"e of long duration and man in 
.92 

his natural desire 

to reach the goal finds thern freouent:.l v 
·---·) - " too ;rnarisome ••• 

Consequently, he v;Lo \·rishes to attain to l!:u.nan perfection must 

therefore first study logic ••• Mathematics, Physics and lastly, 

Metaphysics ••• H e who approaches Metaphysical probJ.3ms Ylithout 

proper prepa1"atlon is like a pe1•son who journeys towa1•d a cer-

tain place and on the t>oad falJ.s into a deep pit ••• and s)e must 

perish there. 93 

91. This is one of the argurJGnts Maimonides presents to 

92 •• 

93. 

prove design. If the cause of the motion of each sp:::1ere 
is the desire to reach its corresponding Intelligence, 
why does each sphere have a different motion in direction 
and velocity? This pr•oof is discassed at length in r,:oreh II, 
19. 

""Ill 
I 



from its material bonds, is it ready to cornpreh<.:i1d ti:ie pu,1•8lY 

spiritual. Fur-ther:'1ore, the higher the level that thE: intel-

iect attains, the more intense does the dr:;s:i.re for tho Active 
94 

Intellect become. 

Moral conduct is also consideJ>ed by :Maimonides a pl'Opara-

tion fol' Intellectual progress. tr Only a man V!hO is pure' calm, 

and steadfast can attain to Intellectrtal perfection; that is, 
95 

acquire correct conceptions." 

The Mai~onidean concept of the Active Intellect; appears, 

in the li;;ht of OUI' discuss ion, as follovIS: 

1. The Active InteJ.l ect is the lovrn st; of the ten Intel-

ligences whose sphere of operation is the sub-lunar world. 

2. It is the "giver" of the forms and tllrough it the 

human intellect beeou"~s activated. 

3. It is itself pure form, i.e., it iA neither a body 

nor a po>'l6Y' ·;;ith.:.n 3. body. 

4. Matter is a hindrance for receivins the influence of 

the Active Intellect and, therefore, preparation for benefit-

ting from its erno.na +;ion entails f're eing oneself from material 

bonds. 
---~--- ·- - ~ -- --·- -T ·~ --•" 

94. See note 84, page 61. 

95. Moreh I, 
r r:;,;a .../fl/'/.#" 

._A, 1~ > Ab r;;,. 
cf. III, 
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discern the follouing clements: 

oent of ::uan.. It ls his form e,nd be thereby has pre-em.L1ence 

over the othe:r· c-reat1ires in the sub-lunar· realm. 

2. At first, man possesses reason only potentially, i.e., 

in its hylic state.. In its potentis_l state it is, l:tke other 

potential forms, a power within a body. It is one of the five 

souls in Mn, al tllougb the highest of them. 

'Z 
v• It possesses a desire to achieve a state of actual-

ity. This may be accomplished through a serl.es of prepara-

tory steps. As t~e actualization process begins, the intel-

lect assumes certain :functions. These functions concern them-

selves pi-imar>ily -;-;ith tbe props:P functioning of the organs, etc. 

4. As long as the intellect remains a force within a 

body, it is not prepared for the study of metaphysics, or the 

conte.mplation of purely spiritual notions. Before one may 

have correct notions of God, Angels, tho Active Intellect, 

etc., man must proparA himself by proper moral conduct; the 

examination of the species, in 01~de1:' to infer from them pro-

positions nhich vdll help in the stud:r of mi::caphysics; by tbe 

study of Physics, M.athemn~ies, IJogic, etc; and ultLnately, 

the intellect vd11 have achieved a. state of actualit~r. As 

the preparation proceeds and tho intellect becomes more and 

more dets.ched from its bearer, one becocies q_ualified to par-

... 
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theoretical and lofty studies, 

until tern point is reacl-:e( ··;hen one conternpls.tc'~ only the 

permanent and the pure form. When this point is reached, 

Man has achieved the highest state and is un1er tl1e direct 

influ~nce of tho Active Intellect. 

that, in the first staces of the 

process of actualization the prepm'ation stems from belswv. 

The intellect is assisted by potential forms inherent in the 

transient 1:1orld; not directly, 1;ut tllrough the senses and 

othe1' facv.l ties. Hmvever, when the intellect is fully acti-

vated, the process is reversed and the "object" of contem-

plation emanates froE1 above directly to the activated reason. 

In the first instance the process is: transient objects, 

senses, faculties, Peason. Hovveve1', in the second instance, 

the process is reversed and the direction is God, Intel-

ligences, Active Intellect, 
. 96 

activated reason. 

With this analysis in rnind we way now proceed to 

the inves tigrt ion of t~;3 imaginative faculty, and deter-

mine its relation to the other faculties of the soul. 
-~---------·-· --------- ------ ------------- -- - -- - - -- --- - ------------- -·-

96. Moreb IT, 12. Note the com;nent of Shem 'Rov and_ Ephodi 
to the pass age ,1/c. .1/ry t4"',k~ 1.:J - .. 

...Al;Jlc!i? ...A17_v~ '_A"--1// _J,;/:;~, ..A//r..lAIF' r...:>tf;/ _r-v.N -;J{j ,e,.t {:;e., -r~t?.;J '..:> f, 
· . ··nu-., µe., r-J!!/ /..j "/1~1 

See note 90, n. 62. 
Also recall -in-this connection the significant chapter 
on Gea r:~e.H Ge. with the corriments of Werboni and Shem 
Tov. fYlor-£/...'I)6ff 
cf. M:oreh I, 10 - vii th r efe1'ence to t;1e meaning of :i 'hf 
and -::;71/-ascend" and "descend 11 Jin relation to God and r:an. 



pear contrs.dictor:f 2cnd i.!'ltent icnRl l:r ni sleadinc;. Is the 

faculty a force withln matter? 

tion to the human j_ntellect? Is lt capabl9 of r·eeeiving the 

influence of the Active Intellect? Does this inflaence reach 

it directly or tbJ"CJ!l[Sh the hn~:;m1 intelJoct? 1!\That .i.s :U,r1 fu.nc-

tion and :celn.tion to the world. of appcc.rar"ees? '!That is :tts 

relation to dreams and divination? These and other questions 

the imagination in the p1~opbetic 
07 

1") }1e r1l)tner1or1. 

The imagir1ation rria7; picture certain phenomena v:hich can-

not possibly correspot:.d to realityj and on the other hand, cer-

tain reali tie.s a!'e 1J.ni:naginable, and yet ape rationally demon-

strable. The corporeality of God and His existence as&. force 

tion. Rowevc~, ~aimonides estaLlished by proof that God is not 
98 

--~---- ·- ---~-·- --•• -·· ·----·-··-- - ·- ·- -- ----- ·---r•••• --- ·---·--- -••- --··• -- ·•··-- - •• - --• ----• ~--·--· 

97. ~·.rnuther tl1e iEif1.r;inD.t i ve fs.cttl ty is of eqr-.1al irnpor t ar1ce 't;itl1 
the L1telJect (or> :J.S sor,1e r.mintain, of greater impo1.,tanee) 
or s·o_bservj_e~'.t to it in prophecy is one of the problems 
that must be resolved. In order that we may understand the 
"Mai::r;onidean doet;"ine ';;e must de te1~;nine v1hether th€": imagina­
tive fac"V_lty is constitnttve, i.e.,an actual tearE!:::> of the 
.,...·rOn1·10"·-jc e~~a,....,..,; .. iQ"' r~..:i if ·•t- -•- 11()""' n'"'P" ~t- "' 0 er>-'=v-· f-1.-.r; J:l .i.._ ... ·L,,_ '.u.L..--,.J.(.._v ... ~[l ~J..:.U.,..,__, . .;_...,, ..L:::-,_: .. ~Y \. ..... \.J:j,_:. .l.,.1 -1\ .. .-~~ ... ,,..L e v.i . .l..,::; 

pror;l1etic t;~~::.D..r1ci. t iCil] .• 
98. The ::najor portion of t~tE: first book of the !1foreh is d.o­

votec5. to the p11 oof of th:i.3 rro~::csition. '11hciriterpreta~ion 

'! 
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an axis ir: sucl1 a v·."rJ.~i tl:.at theiYl feet o.ro in tl'ie sa:r:ie 

• h.j... l i" r· e· ... -! .i...11 t 1'i e ax" i" s n. d stralg '-' l' 'Jl-'-v' ,l_ ~' u.Ll l yet neither shfJ,Ild. f a.11, is 

a phenomenon tlia~ cannot be :LnagL1ed; tut th:i.s is exactly 

what happens v:ith the L'1habitants of the earth. It is in 

the shape of a globe and is i:uhabi ted on the two extremi-

ties of a given diameter. "Both the i::friabi tants have the h• 

heads toward tho heavens and thsi:r legs toward each other, 

and yet neither can possibly fall". It has consequently 

been proved that thinr;s v1hich cannot be perceived or imagined, 

and which ·,,;ould be found impossible, if tested solely by iwag-

ination, are, nevertheless in real existence. The non-exist-

ence of things v/h ich are represented by imagination as pos-

sible has likewise been established by p:i:•oof. ir_Imagil'.2-.?.-t!,9n 

98. (concluded) 
of Biblical terminology, negative attributes, etc., all 
have as their motivation the negation of any hint of cor­
poreality with reference to God. 



ponent i;:arts of things, ·tt for11s ab8t11 0.ct i:'l.eas of them, 

:::epresents therr: in ".::heir trtrn form as ~·:ell G.s in tl-:i.eir caasal 

relations, derives fr·rnn or:.e object a great :·:·,an~,. fs.cts ••• it dis-

tinguis:hes that which is the property of the genus from that 

which is peculiar to the individual and no proof is correct 

unless founded on the former (the property of the genus); 

the intellect furthor determines v:bethe1" certain qualities 

of a thing are essentlal or non-essential. Imagination tas 

none of these funct:ioLs. It onl~· perceives tl:~e incUvid~J_G.l, 

the com.potmd in that ::;sgrega.te condition ic. v;hicb it p1•esents 

itself to th~ s~n~es; or it cori::bines things v1hich exist sepa-

ra tely, joins sorn0 of them together, and i•epresents them all 

as one body or as a force within a body ••• Nor can the imagina-

tion in any vray obtain a p1Jrely i~nrnaterial image of an object, 

howeve1° abstrac·~; the form of t~e image ma~r be. Imagination 
100 

yields,_ the1'efo!~~-'- _l? _ _<L test fo~- ~t~_ 1•eali tL.__of -~~ings. The 

imaginatio_l2_ .§:.EP.Ga_!'s to _1:'.e the ve:£'_Y contradi9tory_ of the in tel-

le ct and when tbey are in conflict, i.e., thE:: imagination pie-

tur•es sorne thin~ as possible o.nd the inte 11 ect pr·oves its im-

possibility or its converse, the intelle.ct is the fin.al arbl-

---~-· -----·~·-,--~---· - ------~-·-·~ ---- ----------------· 
loo. Ibid. /..:>er> $/r J:Se,? t;-,, JlAI~-' ;;-, /41 jJ»~-'J h~/-' /J ,P3,,;.,e1 

µ 1 e.-,..:a tf;:;.,r ./6:> "~"·' ;-~-,r ~/) "'/67
;1 ;:,41"'·' ;;~, /t!J 

)"I_ f'A1 ?.:J .1/',f,.:, fh 
1
µ{/ / (j' ~-)~'J A•4..A~ _ ... fA/c . ., ·,u...l tf-e'~.J /~.;A/ 

I 
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101 
ter. 

th&t it cannot conceive An in-

corpor·eal 

104 
faculty1 that only conduct dictated by reason and not the 

101. Tuid. "For t1:1ere aPe certain notions wtiich some bGlieve 
founded or: :r•eason, while others regar•d them as mere fie:tion. 
In such cases it would be necessar~: to find something that 
could s~ow the d.iff0renc<:. bet»1~een conceptio11s of t:ho in·:;el­
lect and mere imaginary fancies." Since Mairoonides in­
sists that the universe operates by Design and not by 
Necessity, the posnible, the impossible and the necessary 
cannot be proved, as the philosophers do, from Reality 
( "TT....A1,i,...3',,¥)." Just as it has been created vrith that 
special proper,t:l, it might have been c1~eated '<vith an~ 
other· ;i:::•oper•ty, unless tl~e- -~.'.E.:oos~i_b_il i t~r which _yo~_~s~t1-
late be p!'oved _PY a _l-_o_s_~ ca~-- de_p~o_nstr•g.tfOi?l.lr--
Thus, the final judge is the intellect. For if it can 
prove the logical impossibility of a phenomenon, its de­
cision must be accepted. 

102. r,foreh II, 12. II "t..11 this is t.11e work of the imagination, 
:;:;hicfi is in effect id.entical with evil inc.lirmtion. For 
all our defeets in speech or in cba1•acte1-. are either the 
dire c:t Ol' ind ire r;t rJ01'1{ of tlw irnaginat.ion 11 ,. 

lfo:Peh III, 22 -Jil-+'·J r41-t' £1.1, '1?:> >JJ, ,,.J ,,f"e /c1·' 

103. 1.Ior·eh I, 46. In disc~i.ss:lng the anthi-oponorphic· descr•ip­
t :Lons of God b:r tho pr-opr10ts, Il':"ainonide.s expls.ins ~ 

,c~.t/.? .,A...J ...Afu~ P:.;'J p1e~ h.J.v ,~~ g-.e ,oR;~ h-> .tN.1 l'(J,> 3.,;e ·'K 
/".(/ '3 ,., /.)fl "',A l::J1 

iiiOI'8h I, 49.. ~.J/ 
p:J4.1 1-J 11/t.r .) ·p..:> 'uff ..fi/.)lf?p j1/ ,o1:n'/J 7-Vl/J.J /41 '/?,l.J1;-l'-? '..:J ~-:--;~; M:l 

I .,,12.1 4t!r ;>?I I .)-¥1'?A/.} 1Je1,,,.? /A ;;?,~, //~ .,,,, .,,,.611 "' "f/ e '" 
(/i)1 1rfo .)N/, -~,1,_j'~,7 ~~ 1.i. ;;..?~ 1/.1~ ,7.(1/7# A ,,,~,/ I ~;or'j/'~7;'t:j.)Ji/~~~~A 

,;IJ,?/-.JiA'H._.A/ AT .P'_f/hlJ I~·.:. .1.li-J..,,-,7 !/~// ?'?U i}s'A::. f /". _, . . ,111nr /yo 

104. 1-!Ioreh III, 48. "·The love and tenderness of t.he motl1er 
for 11er· young ones i8 not ri:r·cduced by reasoning but by 
ir'mgination s.nd tl-1is faculty exists not only in 1u:l.n but 
in ~ost living beings. 11 This statement, however, shoult 
not be taken literally but is to be understood in terms 
of the cUst ir;.i;tion r.~&de by Tfaiuonides in Lls Eig)]._t Chap-
ter ~3 I_. ev.; ,;w/IJJ'/ ,.h4 e.£1 -:.11 r.:i _;;,hh &fV 1r e, P_.V 1r 1"/rA- )A'/ /N w ~A; 
-- r r;. ..A/,/>4 _A1 J/1'<? .•-f l'fVAI/ ..f11/?~ .v 

,/tef':-> fY/j)/ .tJ1An e€J k/fl ~'7.k·"> Jle,J-?.? 7//) I ,, /(!'1 71.11,1/.? 

7.:i/; .AJP., #..;.e 1t6 JP p.1r /-~1 .w.vM ef!/ 



~hese, and ether 

Alone \'' i tlJ the nee; at ive 8.spects of' the Ln11c;iLa ti on, i t;s 

material and destructive character, there are positive and 

constru,;t1.ve functions attributed to it. In the: various 

Di-,ev10,,.r1•~na ''1''J•1ic'.}1 <=<Y•'-' B'<<">An-:-.1·~~..L in a "f'l1"u1°c'l' 0 
... .l..!. L,.. J~ "'-"' • ·-··~ -·- ~ .... v _.,_.1..._, __ .,. .....,. - ..L -·- b '.(..;:) orientation, 

such as Creation, miracles and prophecy, the Lnagination 

., - .l.. • • .p. t 1"! is ascr1oea a mOSG s1gn1~1canw ro~e. With reference to 

prophecy Maimonides states, "Pr ~n'r· c.c~­t'.t ···''·' •J' is in truth and real-

ity an emanation ser,t forth by the Divine Being thr·ough the 

medium of the Active Intellect, in the first instance to 

man's rational faculty and then to his i~aginative faculty; 

it is the highest degree and greatest perfection that man 

can attain; it consists in the Dost ·perfect development of 
----------~- - -·---~---~-----.. ---- - ----~ 

the -r,.,, c • -l--iv, f'· ... : t-~ -'-"1clc;.lrlav~ b ~ c1-C•,l_LT.-\/ • ---H--o ~--·--------.::.:::....::.. Prophoc;y is a faculty that cannot 

pe1•son, or acquired by a man, through 

a culture of his mental and mo1•al faculties; for oven if these 

latter were as good a11Q perfect as possible, t~ev ~oulC be of 
v ·----.--·--

-------------·--·------~--- -·-------------·---------------~- -- --------~----------~~- _ .. 
104. ( ccnclv.ded) 

~~ r>"-~ f'q 

There are, 11~~vertheless, other statements v1hich equate 
the imagination in man and a~nirnals. cf. I, 73 (10) 

105. Moreb III, 51 r; /] r. ;J, .,...,.,,, r 1t, -:;y1 
""" f7 /y4T "llA'TI /J~·i lie I 

,fl/c _.,//'JJ•A11tn fl .../l!:;/•Jl'"M AN=t~r;.-, 11''1 r; /r~ 1~Y'?1.1 



in a flame O .P +'-tre 111 'Ex ...... J.. .,!... \ ~ ... 

e~ r1cel <Jf 
107 

III). 

~'i8.S ~~oses. 

In cistinguishint; betvreen the ~niracles of ~.Io3es and the 

other prophets ',;e note again that the i:-~1agination is the 
108 

distinguishing fa.ctor. In other words, \·Ji th the miracles 

of the prophets, except Koses, the imaginative faculty is a 

decisive factor. Sirnilar)_y, tlrn prophet's knowledge of fu-

ture events is accomplisb.ec1 t}u•ough the 
100 • • +- ,, ,J.. I ._J 

J..maginavJ.On. 

These, and nut:lerous o tber express ions as cr·ibing hil!,b611
, pos i-

tive fu.nctions to the ir:laginG..tive faculty, naturally raise 

tbe question '.'Il!oy ~.'Iaimonides attributed suc1:1 o.. decisive r6le 

to tlJe irriaginat ion after he cont in:J.O!J.sl~r r.:;oEtras tecl it v;i th 

the intellc ct. Fur·t11e:rmore, llow o..2E:J the s0 fun ct ions pas-

s ible for a faculty 'ii hi ch s ::ares s.11 the: deficiencies of rnat-

ter. 

----------"" --··--·~--------·-··--- ---- ----~-~ --------~---~---- ____ ,, ______ -----

106. 

107. 

1.0~. I' ' ' / v 010 .• 

II, See no~~e GG, p. ~7. Lloreh III, 45. 

See nots 34, p. 25. 

109. i'ilOl"eh II, 38. 11 Tlds :3arr.s fa cul t-y enables some persoDs 
-:;:---0 r.-o-,,..e+. f·,·1 1 ~ .... .,..,0-.., 1·"' n'i-- c.O.':'., .. ·,. >'1.". C'Vf0 t_-,t"~. 11 
Li i _'._ .... V J ,.L ,...._ -1- : ; l l) .L V CL .. 1 • - . __ _:.; -.. , - _ - _,, ._, 



remains the final arbiter. 

in a case where ths intc; lle ct e2i11!,1ot di.s prove the possibility 

of an event and that event is cor:-.ceivsh}e by tho irrw..:,};5-r1ation. 

The intellect and trH:: ir:i&.[;::_ng_tio(1 ai'e, iL that instance, not 

in dire et conflict. Is such a. phenon1Emon to 1)e J'<;j ected as 

subject t.c1 all the ::es.il ties of tlJ.e irnasi11a ti ve f ac.-u .. l tJ.,.., 01-i 

may it be accepted as possible? This is '.~he pr0ble1J in c1•ea-

tion. The nor~al processes of syllogistic thought will ~ot 

lead to creation but neither will they ar~ive at ~ternity, 

according to r.~aimonides. CPeation is neith0r pr-oved nor dis-

phecy, insofar as they qre intimately connected ~ith creation, 
1 ., r'i 
,...__ ...... v l . would also bG in the san:e category. T.rnse notions are ulti-

111 
truth. It follov.rs, t~·~e1~efors, t1-~.at it1 cert~s-in. in.star1ces tr1e 

111. 

--------- --- -~--,----- ---~------ ----~-------------~---·-----~------------------- -

See note 39, p. 2?. 

II, 16. u3::_nc0 I 9..m convinced of the: cor:reetr:.ess 
mot~od and con~ider either of t~c t~o thscries -

-\riz., -~}1~: Ete1~t1it~r of ::::~c:; TJr:i,.rer(~e e.nd. t}.:; G::..~tjr:.t:tor1 - as 
ad·-:;!issi.ble, I f1Ceo:pt -:,}lE' latt.e:r"l 0(1 t}~_e atlt~~orlt~,-- of rJrr)r;ll-

~ 1~~it~;{~L~~-~~ri:~:)~~-t ~ ~ ~ ~~~~=-~!J!li::s ~ }J ~~"?nc:~~J~~~ - (<)§~ ~1~_!;,_f__i:J-1}]-g~§~ ·-



to 

et1'1oc1 

pre of t11at Us 

stra1Jle. 

~- ~-~ ~~ cl e c i()_ i 11s 

factor. 

vides is atts.it1a"'ole 

le ct. in o. 

the Active IL_t:elJ_c-;c~ 5.3 

force, 

112. 



ideas C'lOt 
,J.ic t s.te L1 

ters oatsi~e the real~ of 

so often de2cri~ed ~s the very opposite of the intellect, 

lead to concl~slors unsttainable t~ro~ch ~osson, 

hirr:self. 

f or!ns, t:~LS act.1)_9..J.j_;:..s.tior~ of ~-~J_1? ~~:""lj_c r'.3ason., is ac-

Tho Ac~~ve Intellect co::::it. i o:: 

for 

i.e., tu the ~ctivated reaso~. ·;~~11e r1, 

tion, a force ~ithin a ~ody, "perceivinG nothin[ except 

bodies or properties ·.·:itl1in bodj_es 11 conce:ive !:totions 1J:rrn.t-

1:1e 

proves 

tivs fs.culty ~ictu:•e:c ~;vsnts wr..ic.l~ can neither be proved nor 

J.c.c3_ :re t, tradition attests to 

-·----·--~·-----~------.,,··- - .. -- -



-76-

Prophecy, miracles and creation are notions which a reli­

gious outlook demands, but they are not conclusions of a 

systematic rational process. Their occurrence is rational­

ly neither necessary nor impossible. However, they are all 

imaginable. Now, since tradition testifies to their reality, 

it would follow that the imagination may attain realities 

beyond the scope of the intellect. This is impossible, ac­

cording to the Maimonides, concept or the Active Intellect, 

and its relation to human reason. The imagination must, 

therefore, have a function in relation to human reason other 

than the purely negative one which we described. The source 

of highest truth must be the Active Intellect, which is the 

intermediary between God and the sub-lu..~ar world. The link 

between the sub-lunar realm and the Active Intellect is the 

rat&onal faculty or man. The role of the iDB.gination must, 

therefore, fit itself into this system. 

We have thus arrived at the basic motivation for grant­

ing the imagination a vital role in prophecy. However, it 

surely cannot serve in this capacity if it is to be consid­

e~d in its negative and destructive connotations only; tor 

it would, then, represe~t a breach_ in the rational system or 

Maimonides. There must, therefore, be another aspect of the 

imagination which will reach the loftiest truths. It remaira 

in the realm of imagination insofar as the phenomena it eon-
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ceives are not rationally demonstrable. However, "imagina­

tion" in this act of cognition is only a homonym. It be­

comes part of the intellectual process and acts as a "catal­

ytic" to raise the cognative act to the highest possible state 
113 

of perfection. 

Prophecy, therefore, remains within the order of natUl'e. 

However, it reaches truths unattainable through normal intel­

lectual processes of the philosopher. Ideas beyond the realm 

of syllogistic reasoning are conceived in the prophetic ex­

perience achieved through the perfection of the imaginative 

and intellectual faculties. The criterion for prophetic cog­

nition is the intellect, if it falls within its purview. 

Beyond it, prophecy contains a truth sud generis for the proph­

et himself. For those to whom the message is transmitted, the 

criterion is either a sign, as was the case with Moses, or 

Mosaic tradition, which served in all instances of prophecy 
114 

after Moses. 

113. In the light of this analyses we may resolve a number 
of perplexing problems. 

When one conceives certain phenomena not rational­
ly demonstrable, how is one to know whether it is the 
result of the imagination in its negative, material 
state, or an act of highest cognition. True that, when 
one has a prophetic experience, the prophet is con­
vinced of the certainty of that knowledge as if he had 
perceived it with his senses (Moreh III, 24). How­
ever, what is to· be the criterion of those to whom 
the prophet transmits his message! 

The prophetic messages which followed Moses could 
be evaluated in terms of the doctrine which the peer 
of the prophets transmitted. But what about Moses him-

,. 
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113• (continued) 

self? How were the people to know that his message was 
the result of the cognative process or mere imaginative 
fancies? The existence and unity of God are rational 
propositions and M°i?'e '"" G (.) eA/1 p h.y.1 <ve..1 ,.J'f,, 1.v~ -r.u,e ~"" ~ 
7/cG' JJJ#/1 .. :i~J" ->h&·> .,.;,.., ljr·•'·>' /cit, ·~J:-) .11/e,, ~-e7e.? ,:/G' /711_!/ far;·/':,'"";/~,.~:~,, 
- (jtt~:Jf3.J) ...A/l~t?/#,, ,../l.JA' hr:__ ../f /M/ ;JAi.~/, ..A1,vt1 ~1J4M -"--'.¥ ' 

Therefore, a sign was necessary to convince the people 
that Moses was sent by God. Moreh I, 63. ?#..t/ .r!/ ;;:J-~f} 

:vi/;,., . >Je UJn/1? • ., , .u .>.Al fo, 6tJ,, JJ•-? ;J1..N,., 1.IJ,;J ;,..U,_1 ., 1!7c e-e 1/;i/'~:-~;:;; 
/ -hA,7 1r /AJ ..r/e/, y/I ' 

Tbe explanation of the names attributed to God, which 
follows in this chapter, assumes a new clarity, For, 
after Moses was established as the true "messenger of 
God" he could teach doctrines which could not be demon­
strated through normal syllogistic reasoning. 

This would also explain why the Mosaic miracles 
had to be different from the miracles or all others. 
They had a different function and, therefore, had to 
be wrought in the presence of all people. {See note 
34, p. 25, and Moreb II, 35) 

We mtcy" now also appreciate Maimonides' insistence 
that the patriarchs, i.e., those who prophesied before 
Moses, did not express their message as a prophetic 
utterance. They experienced prophecy, bUt they trans­
mitted only rationally demonstrable ideas. Moreh I, 63 

_,,3117 /J:J "'...s -v1~ ;,;- /"7fe1 N/i: ,,., 3 ,11e.-,e y.u!i/' ~A/~~ )/(_#..A,e ,p,,;t.. 1J11, 
/ / / yf1", 1//,. .~¥ .L,!'17 ,,...., 

.M·/ft A.Jvh-:M/, p,Jr -:1 1,;;); /J;,->J# -#"-A/~A~ A~e ,1,,. /' r ~e 
' JA'Jte ~' .o...4/i..1 ?''"·Jr/~ ,JJ?'6 y~r /tn/>r ;;,)., /fi'"' /i3:~ .: , .:v" 

,.._ '34. , -"'r /J4ne , _,. / /e J /?-J 
/ //c- JJ·?:? 

yAJt?.;,i, ;eu 1r1/c,;;µ 1ei )Je., ,r.?,Al",e,,,,, Y 'I 15..1; IP .,,-,1 ~r-v ,,a..:>'~ 
f A M e .,,.,d JJ.,r .,111n.J·;i , ,, /J·, 1 .. .,hfi:. ,~"" .tr, ,o.ir., w ·)") · ,. "-' 2~ P'7~".v /',, 

- - , !_!!'~f/(_)./'f!._/t!_'f ~(1~7~~t!..:7~A!...:7~-~----

Note in this connection Moreb III, 29. 

Similarly, those who followed Moses taught doc­
trines proclaimed by him. They did not teach any­
thing new. It was, therefore, not necessary to have 
signs which would convince people of the truth ot 
their prophecy. Even though they were not rationally 
demonstrable, they bad already been established by 
Mosaic Doe,t1'1ne. It is for this reason that miracles 
have no ~ale iri prophecy in general. It remains but 
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We may now turn to the problem of how the imagination 

assumes its positive role. Its normal functions are "to re­

tain impressions by the senses, to combine them and chiefly 
115 

to form images". Its activity is restricted to the mater-

ial. However, "Its principal and highest function is performed 

when the senses are at rest and pause in their action, for then 

it receives, to some extent, '6vU in the measure as it is pre­

disposed for this influence". 

113. (concluded) 

114. 

a cognative act of the highest kind. ct. II, 39. 

See note 113. Also note the significant passage which 
conc!Udes tlie discussion of creation or Eternity, in 
Moreh II, 24 1i,?(),,1/ /,,A7''1'r w,,, -,C,e 17''/' ~r !:Jr /u;J, ,c.:1:1' ,..fe f,11~ 

fAI 1/c. .Jr/~ /nt>h /tt~ ~'1-'k1 I~ /¥')"& ,o,ir ,f.:, 
1
pftl, /.../lf&"l 17''f' nr& ·1~~ .A;;";:,; 

~1en 111"4:;ie '.vr e1..,M 1 e1, 1rle ,,Al..::i JJ'"" l't.</I _,1if;~,,,, /Jk ~/A'?/ ~ J/ ~.,m.1 1 •1111 .,~u ,..,IJ lit. ·'v ;.ry :>k/!f6' -11., ., .. ,,e ?71 ~" "If·' 

The ,f,.,is the imaginative faculty, as explained in 
,Moreb II, 47. 

115. Moreb II, 36. 
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In the normal cognative process the senses perceive 

individual objects and these individual perteptions are 

retained and combined by the imaginative faculty. So 

that the preoccupation of the imagination is restricted 

to the material objects which impinge themselves on the 

mind. The mind ( ~ 1#) is the bearer of the faculty. When 

the imaginative faculty combines the impressions received 

through the senses the result involves an abstraction from 

the material objects. However, it is the intellect which 

utilizes the combinations of the imaginative faculty to con­

ceive pure abstractions, i.e., the forms. This abstraction 

by the imaginative faculty to the point where it may be util­

ized by the intellect can only occur when the senses are st 

rest, and do not constantly transmit new impressions to the 

imagination. It is then that it ceases to be a purely ma-
116 

terial force and can serve as an adjunct to the intellect. 

116. Moreb ~, 3 

"The term temunah is used in the Bible in three 
different senses. rt .signifies, first, the out­
line or things which are peraeived by our bodily 
senses, i.e., their shape and form. secondly, the 
forms of our imagination, i.e., the impressions re­
tained in imagination when the objects have ceased 
to affect our senses. Thirdly, the true form of an 
object which is perceived only by the intellect." 
Commenting on the imagination, Abarbanel states: 

Cv ..,n evhf )...Af ;> k/J~ ..Jf/J.J_; (?/ t vf{,.j;,(! ,?# ,, Al fJUtJ. I} v16l!J)IAI ?;:l-"l #.lf 
rr;J,)/ 11,(1)7',"J 7,/V/.") yNN /J;,r; ~') 6t1~ fP#..-1 /1) fV!N.A'Je ./J/',, P">'/ .po~;') 

1'd'1 ),?> j-V P'/JI/? //; ,on;;> 3 ,7 ;177 4t?,, C.;J t?,,v~ 

Shem Tov remarks on the same passage: .1 )1..J,, ~//J Ji,f:J.A1 

/1 I L) / /J ,) I ~ ;;-Jjj,,(/'1-J .../J//...l"!f;J 
, r::'~;"> ?iJCl~ "1,:i..fi ;Jc /A/_;:, /~c-',AJ .J'/1 

'' 

~ 
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This is the process in true dreams. For when the senses 

are at rest>.ami the imaginative faculty has an opportunity 

to perform its highest function, which is similar to the 

tunction of the intellect, i.e., it becomes part of the 

cognitive process of the intellect. It is at that point 

that the relation of the intellect and the imaginative 

faculty becomes a reciprocal one. Instead or receiving 

constant impressions from the senses which possess the de­

ficiencies of matter, it receives some influence from the 

intellect. This influence, because or its intellectual 

character,. provides the necessary order to make of it a 

true dream. The basis of the dream, however, remains the 

aggregate or material jmpDeasions. ttit is a well-known fact 

that the thing which engages greatly and earnestly man 1 s at -

tention, whilst he is awake and in the full possession of 

his senses, forms during his sleep the .object of the action 

of the imaginative f'acY.lty. Imagination is then influenced 

by the intellect insofar as it is predisposed f'or such in-
117 

fluence." 

116. (concluded) 

Or even more significantly, the interpretation of' Ephodi: 
.1 ~),O~/ fJ"A1l?J. P' ftH,7 JAl,.::J .P'.v/U' MJ,,-, 7U ,,,O'AIJ-:r,,U,; P.:.J,y't,7 /l/)'J. /Sf/ --i.-1/c !)}'/>;:>,;) '.:J 
:.Y' I f -/_J· /) r l'.:J Jf ~.n/I! 

/
.v r3v 1~1c ;y;~ , .Ji..J/) __,;,;,?.111/)A! ,c1ut?iJ/A/ -e.n,1,,7 .,3,# ,h#/~.(.I,, flY!.17,., '/,, __,Y 

pn,vf)•? ,,?:./:J>'•? 

Note well Moreb III, 21, particularly the example of the 
clock which distinguishes.between ~ariori knowledge of 
God and a posteriori knowledge of or !nary men. 

117. Moreb II, 36 
Prophecy and true dreams are of' the same kind since 
they both occur when the senses are at rest, they 
achieve their results through means other than logical 
~) ~ ~ Hu_~ r:5 tL ~~ ~ 'f/...4--
~~ f~~ &~:~~~0r,,Wu..~ 
!4;;..~;l.e.1 'fk 1~rf'KI..~. 
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In a true dream the function of the imaginative facul­

ty is the same as in prophecy. The imaginative faculty is 

fully developed. "Statesmen, law-givers, diviners, ch~m­

ers and men that have true dreams or do wonderful things by 

strange means and secret• ~ts, though they are not wise 

men" all belong to this category. Their activity stems from 

a perfectly developed imaginative faculty. However, since 

their rational faculty is only in a state of potentiality, 

"they perceive scenes, dreams and confused images, when 

awake, in the form of a prophetic vision. They then be­

lieve they are prophets; they wonder that they perceive 

visions and think that they have acquired wisdom without 

training. They fall into grave errors as regards import-
~ 

atyi philosophical principles and see a strange mixture of 

true and imaginary things." (Moreh II, 37). The members 

of this category, having a perfectly developed imaginative 

faculty, achieve a degree of truth through the action of 

their imagination in direct proportion to the development 

of their intellect. The common element of the members ot 

this category is the natlll'e of their activity. It involves 

activity beyond the ken or syllogistic reason. However, When 

this type of tree imaginative endeavor is not joined by a 

perfectly developed intellect, itjis, then, the product or the 

imagination in its most negative form, leading to confusion 

and error. 

: I 

i. ~ 
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When, however, the intellect is :fully developed and 

is joined by a perfectly developed imaginative faculty, 

man achieves a state or prophecy and partakes of the 

a priori knowledge of God, t~.ansmitted through the Active 

Intellect. The process ceases to be a posteriori. It 

•passes over intermediate causes" and "draws inferences 

quickly•. Through it man achieves the highest metaphtsieal 

truths and thus his knowledge becomes similar to the know­

ledge or the producer, in contrast to the knowledge depend -

ent on things produced. It is the closest appro~imation of 

God's knowledge that man may achieve. 

We noted in our discussion of the intellect and its 

relation to the Active Intellect that it is at first a 

force within a body and only after arduous preparation does 

it activate itself and is ready to receive the emanation 

ot the Active Intellect. The whole process of preparation 

which involves knowledge of the transient world is caused 

by the Active Intellect, since it is the ideal after which 

the human reason strives. It follows, therefore, that every 

aspect of the preparation is the result of the Active Intel­

lect, insofar as it shares in the cognitive process or the 

intellect as it passes from potentiality to actuality. 

When the senses are at rest, the imagination helps the in­

tellect to conceive forms by combining the impressions and 

preparing them for pure abstraction. Thus, from this point 



of view the imagination becomes i1':1 an intermediary (in a 

limited sense) between the Active Intellect and reason.118 

on the other hand, when the intellect has achieved a state 

of actuality, which involves a complete separation from mat­

ter, it receives the emanation from the Active Intellect 

and some of it transfers itself to the imagination, insofar 

as it becomes part o~ the intellectual process, i.e., de­

taches itself from matter. The separation is never com­

plete. The imagination remains a material force. Its func­

tions concern themselves with material impressions. How­

ever, when the Senses are at rest it may divest itself, to 

an extent, of its material preoccupation and receive intel­

lectual influence. The intellect is then the intermediary. 

Just as in the actualization of the hylie reason we noted 
119 

a two-way process, from below and above, so with the imag-
which 

1nat1ve faculty/also exists in both an actual and potential 

state. When it is only the function of the organ, which is 

118. See notes 90 (p.62) and 96 (p.66). This ~s a »Osteriori 
knowledge, which even in the higher stages represented 
by scientific thought; is still dependent on empirical 
data. 

119. See our analyses of the intellect and its relation to 
the other faculties. 
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120 

its bearer, and is wholly submerged in matter, it exists 

only in potenti&. However, to the extent that it may be­

come a part of the cognitive process, i.e., achieve a reci­

pr~eal relationship with the intellect, does it actualize 

itself'. 

Now, when the intellect is still in a potential state, 

i.e., not completely detached from matter, the influence it 

transmits to the iQ¥1.ginative faculty, even though it be ful­

ly developed, must, of necessity, be very slight. For, 

though the reciprocal relationship is attained, the main 

preoccupation of the intellect itself is still with the ma­

terial. The cognitive process is still from the outside 

through the senses to the potential intellect. The intel-

lect itself does not conceive pure form, and theref'ore, t~ ~~~ 

which emanates from the Active Intellect, and which is the 
ti'\ c,n\-t~H·o 

only source of' knowledge and imaginative fancy, cannot reach 

the imaginative faculty. 

The function of the imaginative faculty is the same ,. 

whether the intellect is activated or not. The difference 

lies in the truth value of the result. In one instance, it 

120. Moreb II, 36. 
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is an act or highest cognition; in the other, its~ very 

contradictory. Therefore, when the rational faculty has 

reached a state of perfection and the cognitive process 

is reversed, i.e., the Divine Influence is received direct­

ly through the Active Intellect by the activated reason, 1he 

imaginative faculty becomes part or this intellectual pro­

cess insofar as it achieves a reciprocal relation with the 

intellect, and becomes a direct bearer of the prophetic ema­

nation. The perfection or both these faculties, when undEr 

the influence of the Aetive Intellect, bonstitutes prophecy. 

The problem of whether the prophetic influence reaches 

the intellect first and is then transferred to the imagina­

tive faculty,since the Active Intellect can only influence 

pure form, or whether the imagination also receives some of 

the emanation directly, is easily resolved. Upon realiza­

tion that the function of the imagination becomes a part of 

the cognitive process, the element or temporal priority is 

no consideration. In the prophetic experience, the cognitive 

elements combine to form a unified process. The only prior­

ity is a logical one, in that the intellect must be acti-
121 vated before the process may achieve prophetic heights. 

121. There are expressions in the Moreb which indicate that 
the intellect is the intermediary between the Active 
Intellect and the iJJl.8.ginative faculty; that they are 
both under the direct influence;and/that the imagina­
tion is the intermediary. Moreb II, 36"in the first 
instance to man's rational faculty and then to his 
imaginative faculty." Abarbanel, however, interprets 
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When the imaginative faculty functions in an isolated 

fashion, separate from the rational process, it is in a 

potential state and all the negative characteristics are 

present. When it becomes an integral pert of the rational 

process, which culminates in the intellect, the imaginative 

faculty has then reached its positive, constructive aspect, 

and is in a state of actuality, regardless of whether the 

rational faculty is potential or actual. If the intellect 

is still in a potential state the objects of the entire 

cognitive process stem from the sensuous world and it is 

thus subject to the errors and misconceptions inherent in 

matter. When the intellect is activated, the entire cog-

nitive process is reversed and a state of prophecy is a­

chieved. The function of the imagination in this instance 

is "to conceive ideas that result from premises which human 

reason could not comprehend by itselr.n122 It passes over 

121 - (concluded) 
thi . ....,,,ve)'.:'> f7M p,)·1eJJ 1....:i fW-f;:l .1.J ?//vA:1 _,,1.1.-,1J.::J )#l'e 11.h fl; s passage ·· .,, ·, ..., / , ,n-,yJ:i 

....Jh/c; ;rj.1 /J~J;i ,) f.>tr/ 
1 

,..., G.JJ _!J/1.A/"l·? rW-1 Fi! :v;/'1J/J ltJA.11 -,~_) ..Ji;..v~/7-1 /f ~ ~ .y,) 
' -~ .!//c ;iA13;'J<i ~/c- /f'e.AI !-'2' r/;nn M9J 

c.f. Ab8l'banel 1s comment to r,37. 
Moreb II, 3~,;); /,fi· lr;;-> £!A!lt 5/M 6<2 M',..ue r JJ\..'l 1)/1<:/.) f'>-J,!J ,,, "'~ l'~-::;, 

~"'#,.., "-"" h ... _.i)e.-, Y'/-' ,;:icµ;.1 /)-.) . .., ;A11 1 '71<711,., 0
' ' 

This passage, as well, must be widerstood to mean that 
the skipping over of logical premises is to be considered 
a rational process. Passages, which designate the imagi­
native faculty as the intermediary or an equal sharer, are 
found in Moreh II, 6,36,37,38,45; III 24. However, they 
must be interpreted in the manner we indicated. 

122. Moreh II, 38. 
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the arduous syllogistic process and goes beyond it. How­

ever, it is all a pert of a rational process in a state of 

e.ctuali ty. Its flight is, therefore, not free imaginative 

fancy, but the highest fU.nction that man may achieve. 

A philosopher bas only an activated intellect; the 

diviner, the dreamer of true d~eams only possesses a per­

fectly developed imaginative faculty; the prophet combines 

both. 

We have thus reached the core of the Maimonidean doctrine 

of prophecy. It remains within the order of nature. It js a 

form of cognition, but the highest attainable. It consists 

of the combined action of the intellect and the imagination, 

when under the direct influence of the Active Intellect. The 

preparation for prophecy, therefore, entails all the prepara­

tory steps required to activate one's intellect. However, in 

addition, uthe substance of the brain must, from the very 

beginning, be in the most perfect condition, as regards purity 

of matter, composition of its different parts, size and posi­

tion.•123 The prepatation for the intellect requires study, 

training, etc. (as outlined above). For the imagination, 

however, no amount of culture of mental and moral faculties 

will bring it to a state of perfection, unless one be en­

dowed from birth with an imagination of the highest natural 

123. Moreb Ir, 36. The brain is the bearer of the imagina­
tive faculty. 
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excellence. "Any defect in this respect cannot in any way 

be supplied or remedied by training. For when any organ 

is defective in its temperament, proper training can in 

the best case restore a healthy condition, to some extent, 

but cannot make such an organ perfect. But, if the organ 

is defective, as regards size, position or the substance 

and the matter of which the organ is formed, there is no 
124 

remedy. 11 

The various requirements for prophecy are, therefore, 

necessary for the actualization of the intellect or for tl:B 

per~ection of the imaginative faculty. Only these two 

faculties are the actual uearers of the prophetic 

The others ·'"/~/-, h->and ....;.1:,J/., .... v11feare the normal requirements for 

the direct participants in the prophetic experience to 
125 reach a state of perfection. 

The degree of perfection varies with each prophet. 
126 

There are, therefore, degrees in prophecy. These variations 

are dependent on the degree of perfection of the imaginative 

and rational faculties. These degrees of prophecy include all 

prophets except :Moses, who. must be placed in a separate cate-

124. Ibid. This explains why philosophers are not prophets. 

125. Moreb Ir, 38. cf. Moreb I, 34 and note 95, p. 64. 

126. Moreb II, 45. There are eleven degrees in prophecy. 
Note that only with the third degree, where the ele­
ment of dreams is introduced, does true prophecy 
begin. 
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The prophetic state, insofar as it involves the imag• 

inative faculty which remains the functions of a material 

organ, is not a permanent one. The perfection or the imag-

1na tive faculty may, in many ways, be impaired. This ex­

plains the intermittent ··character of prophecy, as well as 

the other characteristics which distinguished Mosaic pro-
128 

phecy from the prophecy of others. 

We have thus determined the place of p~ophecy in the 

order of nature, its relationship to other forms of cogni­

tion, its source, and the faculties of man which partici­

pate in the prophetic experience. The various difficulties 

raised by the commentators are, we believe, resolved in tlB 
129 light of our analysis. 

127. See note 113, p. 77. 

128. See note 66, p. 47-e and text. All the differences 
between the prophecy of Moses and the prophecy of 
those who preceded and followed him) stem from the 
imaginative faculty, insofar as it is a material 
force. 

129. The Maimonidean theory of prophecy involves every 
aspect of the Moreb. It is the intent of Mai~onides 
as expressed in his Introduction, never to state a 
problem and· its solution clearly and succinctly. 
The problems are intertwined and the true meaning 
esoteric. We have, therefore, not applied our analy­
sis to each difficult passage. However, with the 
general principles we have established the process 
is a mechanical one. 
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-II-

Having concluded our analysis of the theory of' 

prophecy in The Guide for the Perplexed, we may now turn 

to Spinoza's Theologies-Political Treatise and determine 

the realm and nature of prophecy in the System of Spinoza. 

However, the essence of his teachings must be preceded by 

some general observations regarding the motivations and na­

ture of the Treatise, in order to determine its objectivity 

and its logical connection with the other major work of Spin­

oza, The Ethics. 

It has been maintained that since the Treatise was the 
130 

"latest wark of Spinoza 1 s life", or more precisely, "the 

composition of the Ethics was deliberately interrupted in 

favor of what Spinoza considered to be the more immediately 
131 

pressing treatise on f'reedom11 , it is, therefore, the key 

to Spinoza's philosophy, and "particularly to its matured 
132 

expression in the Ethics". Furthermore, the conclusion is 

reached1 on the same grounds, that the sources for the Trea-
. 133 

~ also served as the sources for the Ethics. 

130. R.M.M.&ltrves, The Chief Works of Benedict de Spinoza,Intr.,p. 
XXXII. 

131. Roth, Spinoza, Descartes and Maimonides, P• 63. 

132. trbid. -
133. Pearson, Maimonides and Spinoza maintains on the basis 

of some strikingly similar passages that, whereas the 
influence of The Guide is most manifest in the Treatise, 
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Even a cursory reading of the Treatise demonstrates 

that during its composition, Spinoza must have had the Guide 

before him. The entire work and, particularly, the chapters 

on prophecy and miracles are "so deeply impregnated, both 

implicitly and explicitly, with the teaching of the Guide, 
134 

that without it they could not have been written." Not 
135 

only do we find direct quotations from the GuideJ , but, 

133. (concluded) 

134. 

the Yad Hachazakah "has far greater importance for tm 
student of Sp1noza1s Ethics". He finds a correspond­
ence in their conception of. God, whett both deny all hum­
an attributes and affections; in the doctrine of God's 
unity, in His necessity, in the possibility of man to 
attain 'M some, U an imperf'ectJ knowledge of GodJ which 
in both systems is the highest good of life. Pearson 
also equates the two conceptions of intelligence, God!,s 
knowledge and love of himself, and the views of the two 
philosophers on the immortality or the soul. 

Joel, S£inoza 1 s Theological Politischer Troktat, p.9" 
Ich glau e sagen zu_k&nnen das ohne Maimonides und 
seine Fortsetzer ganze Capital des Traktates gar nicht 
m8glich gewesen wlren, dass er trotz des Scheinbaren 
Gegensatzes hlufig in des Maimonides Fusstapfen wandelt, 
dass er zwar seine methode llcherlieh zu machen sucht 
dass er see aber selbst hliufig anwended, wo es sich um 
des neue Testament handelt ••••• The quote in the text 
is from Roth, p.66. 

135. Treatise VII, p. 115. Maimonides is here quoted with 
.reference to the interpretation of Scripture. 
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as Joel correctly points out,136Maimonides is constantly 

paraphrased and often his ve17 words are used, only to be 

turned against him. 

The dependence of the Treatise on the Guide is so very 

apparent that it leads to the misleading conclusion, adopt­

ed by many, that there must be a positive relationship be• 

tween Maimonides and Spinoza and that the latter, with few 

minor modifications, adopted the major ideas of the former 
137 

and made them the basis of his own philosophical system. 

One may indeed find similar ideas and the same problems 

treated, but their motivations are at opposite poles. Other 

criteria., generally overlooked, must, however, be carefully 

considered if the ideas presented in the Treatise are to be 

grasped in their fullest significance. 

136. 

137. 

Joel, Siinoza1s Theol. Pol. Tr. In his brilliant 
pioneer ng anal7s!s~Joel continually calls attention 
to the fact that the chapters on prophecy, miracles, 
scriptural interpretation and Philosophy and Theology 
are of the nature of a polemic aimed at Maimonides. 

This is the thesis of Leon Roth, among others, in his 
Sp1nozatDescartes and Maimonides. Roth maintains that 
the li'a io theologians were led by their religious doc­
trines to construct a metaphysical system which was es­
sentially the same as that later adopted by Descartes, 
and that in rejecting the Cartesian system, Spinoza 
used the same objectiona,.,-and put forward the same posi­
tive grounds of reconstruction1 as Maimonides used in 
his devastating attack on the position of the Kalam. 
Roth finds the similarity in the separation of philos­
ophy and theology which establishes the supremacy of 
reason. The superficiality of the entire comparison 
lD\lst be obvious to anyone who has considered Maimoni­
des' philosophy. If there be a separation in the 
Guide, it is only to bring them together, as a conclu-
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The Treatise consists of twenty chapters. The first 

fifteen deal with Prophecy, Prophets, Divine and Ceremonial 

Law, Miracles, the Interpretation and Authorship of the 

Scriptures, Theology and Reason. Only with the sixteenth 

chapter do we find a consideration of the Natural and Civil 

Rights of Individuals, which is again interrupted by two 

chapters dealing with the Hebrews, and only the last two 

chapters are devoted to freedom of thought and religion. 

The avowed purpose of the Treatise is Freedom, political 

and religious. What then, is the reason for Spinoza's 

strange prooed~et What place does an Elaborate Excursus 

on Biblical Critieism have in a political document! What 

is the relationship between an analysis of miracles and in­

dividual freedom? 

~ Hermann Cohen, in his brilliant essay, Spi• 

noza uber Staat und Religion, Judentum und Cbristentuml sup-
138 plies the answer. 

137 (concluded) 
sion, to a unity of the highest kind. While Spinoza 
destroys theology and with it, prophecy and Judaism, 
Maimonides raises them to the highest fcntm of cogni­
tion attainable by man. The other points of contact 
are similarly based on superficial ground, d1st~~d­
ing the motivations and treating Maimonidean conclu­
sions removed from theil' context end his system as a 
whole. Of what significance is it,if Scientia intui• 
tiva bears a resemblance to prophecy, and even this 
iiiiiSt be very precisely definedJif the motivations are 
so divergent? 

138. Hermann Cohen's Jftdische Schriftes, Vol.III,p.290-372. 
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He finds two streams or interest in the personal life of 

Spinoza, which converged inJand served as the basic mo­

tivation for the Theo. Pol. Treatise. One was his friend-

ship for Jan de Witt, the other was his being excommuni­

cated b1 the Jewish Comnn.in1ty of Amsterdam. Professor Co­

hen, accordingly, finds that the tractate was not written 

in the spirit of philosophic objectivit1 but was on the 

one hand a npubl1z1stische Tendenzschrift zur Untersttttz-
139 

ung der republikanischen Politik Jan de Witts", and on 

the other, an elaboration of an earlier brief protest 
140 

against the action of the Jewish congregation. 

When considered in this light, Spinoza's method be­

comes quite clear. He demonstrates in the first part of 

the Treatise that Mosaic doctrine had as its only aim and 

purpose the establishment and maintenance of the Jewish 

139. ~· P• 290. 

140. The earlier protest was issued under the name 
"Apologie" and was circulated onl1 in the narrow 
circle of his friends. 
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State, inculcating obedience in its citizens and holding 

out the promise of temporal blessing. Further, his meth­

odology in Scriptural interpretation aims at the destruc­

tion of the religious view of Judaism. In order to defend 

the politics of de Witt against the attacks of the OI'thodox 

party, Spinoza seeks to demonstrate that the Hebrew State 

is the source of all Orthodox who threaten freedom of 

thought. He thus fulfills both his aims - a devastating 

attack against his people, thereby exonerating himself, 

and at the same time furthering the political ideas of 

his friend and patron. Cohen then concludes, that the en­

tire method of Scriptural analyses is in reality a critique 

of the Jewish State .and no matter how scientific it may be, 

its motivation is the opportunism of political partisanship. 

Since the bbjectivity of the volume is thus brought 

into question his conclusions must be carefully examined 

and his severity and extremely harsh judgment of Mosaic 

Religion must be viewed from this point of vantage. His 
141 attitude toward Christianity as contrasted to Judaism; 

his contention that the covenant by which the Jewish State 

was created ceased to be binding, in its entirety, with 

the destruction; and that the Pharisees insisted on the re-

141. See the discussion on his attitude to Christianity, 
~ PP• 319 ff. 
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tention of Jewish Law only because of their opposition to 

Christianity,must be considered in terms of his basic mo-
142 tivation. More so, his entire treatment of prophecy 

and prophets and his relegation of the phenomenon to the 

realm of scriptural exegeses, making not the slightest 

attempt to give it rational significance, is to be evalu­

ated in terms of an a priori_prejudice. His conclusions in 

the Treatise, as Professor Cohen points out, are at variance 
143 

with his Ethics, because of the preconceived prejudice. 

Spinoza begins his discussion of prophecy with the ob­

servation that conclusions on the subject mu.st be drawn 

purely from Scriptures, being particularly careful not to 

reason from metaphor,and taking care not to attribute any­

thing to the authors of scriptural books that they them-
144 

selves did not distinctly state. Furthermore, not every-

142. We do not propose to pursu.e this matter further, aim e 
it is beyond the scope of this paper. we shall, there­
fore, return to the main theme of our investigation, 
the nature of prophecy in Spinoza. As in every system, 
the problem of prophecy in Spinoza is not an isolated 
one. Insofar as it is relegated to the realm of the 
imagination, 1.e., the prophets had an unusually vivid 
imagination but were not endowed with unusually per­
fect minds (Treatise P• 27), the entire Spinozistic 
system mu.st be comprehended. 

143. see note 4, P• 4rw·ith reference to the attitude of 
Spinoza and Maimonides. As to Professor Cohen's thes­
is, the reader is urged to refer to his definitive 
analysis. 

144. Treatise r, p.14. It is interesting to note that when 
it suits his particular purpose, Spinoza unhesitating­
ly twists texts to correspond with his notion. See his 
interpretation of God's "Sending" Saul to Samuel, or 
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thing uttered by a prophet is prophecy or revelation, 

but only those things plainly announced as such. 

Following this method, Spinoza finds that revela­

tions were made to the prophet, "through words or ap-
145 

pearances or a combination of the two"• These revela-

tions were either real, i.e., external to the mind of the 

prophet who saw them, or imaginary, i.e., "when the imag­

ination or the prophet was in a state which led him dis­

tinctly to suppose that he heard or saw them". The voice 

tbat revealed the Law to Moses was real, bµt this was the 

only instance of a real voice. With all others who heard 

a voice, viz., Samuel, Abimelich, it was only imaginary. 

The voice was heard b7 all the Israelites. Since scrip­

ture expressly states "God spike with you face to face", 

which is interpreted by Spinoza to mean °as two men or­

dinarily interchange ideas through the instrumentality 

of their two bodies•. He finally concludes that accord-

ing to the Biblical nabrative, God Himself spoke,and the 

Elders of the people beh4ld Him, for nowhere does the Bible 

prescribe "the belief that God is without body or even with-

144. (concluded) 
God 1s changing the heart of the Egyptians, or the set­
ting of the rainbow in the clouds,etc., as referring 
to the ordinary course of nature. Spinoza justifies his 
different methodology in scriptural interpretation in 
these instances, from that adopted with prophecy1 by sta­
ting "I have proceeded in this way advisedly, foi- pro­
phecy, in that it su~ases human knowledge1 is a pure­
ly theological question •• but in the ease of miracles,as 
our inquiry' is a question purely philosophical,I was not 
under any such necessity.(Treatise VI,p.95•6) However, 
even in matters not "purely philosophical"he follows the 
same procedure. See his treatment of Christ 1s utterances 
(Treatise I~ et passim•) 
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out form or figure, but only ordained) that the Jews should 
146 believe in His existence and in Him alone." Only Christ 

communed with God, mind to mind, but in a later chapter 

Spinoza cohcludes that the knowledge of Christ and the 
14'1 

Apostles was not prophetic knowledge. 

This leads to the conclusion that all prophets re­

ceived their revelation through the aid of the tma.ginavion 
thro~ · 

either/~ords or vision. 0 Therefore the power of propheoz 

tmplies not a pecul1arlt perfect mind but a peculiarly vivid 
148 

imagination." The prophets were said to possess the Spirit 

of God because they were endowed with a "peculiartt and "ex-
~ 

traordinary"~power,. and because men did not know the cause 

of prophetic knowledge and in their wonder referred it di-
149 

rectly to the Deity. 

Spinoza further maintains that the prophets perceived 

everything in parables and allegories; that prophecy did 

not remain with a prophet for long nor "manifest itself fre-

145. Treatise I, p. 15. 

146. Ibid. Compare Moreb II, 36 cf. Joel, Spin. Theol. Pol. 
TrilCtat,p.22, who rightly considers th& entire dis­
cussion as a polemic against Maimonides. However, 
Spinoza's insistence that there was a real voice at 
Sinai and that all the people beard the voice is neces­
sitated by the conclusions which he wished to establish. 
First, that prophecy does not need intellectual pre?-ra­
tion since it belongs in the theological realm and is 
completely divorced from real knowledge. Secondly,tbat 
the Law of Moses nowhere prescribed that God is without 
a body (p.17) which is necessary for his contention that 
the Bible does not teach philosophic truths, and with 
this one stroke would destroy the entire Maimonidean 
system. Thirdly, to form a basis for tbe distinction 
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quently, but was very rare, manifesting itself only in 
150 a few men and in them not often." 

Now, since the prophets were endowed only with a vivid 

imaginations and not with unusually perfect minds, the im­

plication is clear that it would be a grave error to suppcs e 

that knowledge of natural and spiritual phenomena may be 

gained from prophetic books. "Prophecies varied not only 

according to the imagination and physical. temperament of 

the prophet, but also according to his particular opinionsJ 

and further - prophecy never rendered the prophet wiser than 

he was before.n151 

(concluded) 
146. between Moses and Christ, i.e., "that Moses spoke with 

God face to face as a man speaks with his friend (i.e., 
by means of their two bodies) Christ comnmned with God 
mind to mind" (~reatise p.19). Compare this view with 
that of Maimonides who set out to prove the very op­
posite. See note 53 for the Maimonidean position on 
the created voice. cf. Moreh I,54, and compare it to 
the manner in which Spinoza treats the same passage 
in the Treatise XIII, p.178. See also Spinoza's 
lengthJ discourse on ~ to explain that it also 
means imagination.(Treatise I,l9ff.) 

147. Treatise IV ,p.64. " for Christ •••• must be taken to have nad a clear and adequate perception, for Christfwas not 
so much the prophet as the mouthpiece of God." This con­
trasts to his translation of Nabi as the interpreter of 

God. In spite of the terminology, t1ilB statement destroys 
prophecy and exalts Christ and the Apostles,as will be ex­
plained. One should note,as well, the statement "r mu.st at 
this juncture declare that those doctrines which certain 
churches p\12' forward concerning Christ, I neither affirm nor 
deny, for I rreely confess I do not know them. What I have 
just stated I gather from Scripture." (Treatise I,p.19) 
This is Spinoza's attempt to circumvent the doctrines of 
institutionalized Christianity. cf. Cohen1 s Jftd. Schl'ii'. 
p.319, on the influence of Zwengley. Note"also tfuit the role 
attributed by Spinoza to Christ 8ears striking similarities 
to the role ascribed to Moses in the Moreh. 
148. Treatise I,p.19. Spinoza proves that ~ may also mean 

~ imagination in contrast to Moreb I,40. J _____ _ 
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Having concluded that prophecy involved imagination 

and not the intellect>how was the prophet to know that 

what he imagined was a revelation. "Imagination does not 

in its own nature involve certainty of truth such as is 

involved in any clear and distinct idea, but requires some 

extrinsic reason to assure us of its objective reality •••• 

In this respect prophetic knowledge is inferior to natural 

knowledge, which needsno sign and in itself' implies certi­

tude ••• the certitude of the prophet was moral, not mathe-
152 

matical.n 

149. Treatise I, p.24. This statement is clarified in a 
footnote (note 3). The words "peculiar" and "extra­
ordinary power" are meant in the same sense as a 
"giant" who is a rarity but still human, or "the &itt 
of composing poetry extempore" which is given to very 
few, yet it is still human. The terminology is :f"u.r­
ther clarified in the following statement; "If the 
Jews were at a loss to understand any pheif,.P.menon or 
were ignorant of its cause, they reterred7to God". 
Therefore, thunder and lightning were called the.ar­
rows of God, and any unusual natural phenomenon,like 
trees of UJllleual size or very strong and tall men 
(Sons of God in Genesis) "though impious robbers and 
whoremongers" are called the works of God. (Treatise I, 
21) · cf. Moreb II, 48. 

150. Treatise I, 26. 

151. Treatise II, 2~. Note the difference between Maimonides 
and Spinoza in their treatment of Hagar. 

152. Treatise II, 28. Here we see most clearly the major 
Olst!netion between Maimonides and Spinoza. For Maimo­
nides, the prophet needs no proof for the certainty of 
his knowledge. Since that knowledge is intellectual 
it has intrinsic truth and requires no outside agent. 
Therefore, as we pointed out, the prophet needs no 
sign to convince himself of the certainty of his re­
velation. If a sign was ever utilized, and this hap­
pened with Moses only, it was to convince those ad-
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The whole question of certitude of prophecy was based 

on these three considerations: 

"l. 

2. 

3. 

That the things revealed were imagined very 

vividly, affecting the prophets in the same 

way as things seen when awake; 

The presence of a sign; 

Lastly and chiefly, that the mind of the prophet 

was given wholly to what was right and good.n153 

Spinoza further maintains that prophets held contrary 

opinions and prejudices in speculative matters, depending 

on their opinions, independent of revelation; that some of 

them were ignorant, while others were on a higher intellec­

tual level; even Moses did not conceive of God as omn:iscient\ 

nor did he know that God cannot be looked upon. 

152. (concluded) 

dressed, but not the prophet himself'. (See 'Moreh III, 24 
and references above) Spinoza also requires no proof for 
an 11 adequate idea'', i.e., llan idea insofar as it is con­
sidered in itself, without relation to the object, has all 
the properties or intrinsic DlB.l'ks of a true idea." The 
Ethics, Part II, def. 4. Further, in II, 29,note~"When­
ever the mind is determined in anywise from within, it 
regards things clearly and distinctly". That which is 
real 1s known and that which is known is u.al. However, 
this is not the realm of prophecy. Prophecy is in the 
realm of imagination and, therefore, the problem of ~aer­
tainty~ Later in our study we shall define imagination 
in the system of Spinoza. 

153. Treatise II, 29. 
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If prophecy is the product of the imagination and no 

intellectual knowledge may be derived from it, what is the 

function of the prophet and his prophecy? Spinoza's reply 

is that the function of prophecy is the teaching of morality; 

and the prophets differed from others who· had the same know­

ledge, in that their imagination was unusually developed, .. ~ 

~~Y felt a greater certainty concerning their teach­

ing. Their knowledge was, therefore, ordinary knowledge, 

i.e., knowledge common to all men as men" and rests on 
154 

foundations which all sharen. However, ordinary knowledge 

is also Divine knowledge, insofar as all knowledge is depend-
155 

ent on God. 

We have thus reached the following conclusions concern­

ing Spinoza's view of prophecy: 

1. That it stems from a highly developed imagination. 

2. That it is not a soqrce for intellectual knowledge. 
,;. ,_ t ~~"' 

That is certainly outside its realm. 

3. Since prophets have an unusually developed imagina­

tion they are more certain of their notions than 

others. However, their certainty is only moral. 

4. That their knowledge is shared by all men, i.e., it 

is ordinary knowledge as distinct from the knowledge 

acquired by the natural faculties,which depends on 

the knowledge of God and His Eternal Laws. 

154. Treatise, I, 13. 

155. ~-
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5. The function of ~rophets is to inculcate proper 

rules of conduct and morality. 

6. It would also follow "that an intellectual know­

ledge of God, whieh takes cognizance of His na­

ture insofar as it actually is ••• has no bearing 
156. 

whatever on true rules or conduct". 

Before we define Spinoza's concept of "imagination", 

the fifteenth chapter of the Treatise, which is the most 

significant, mu.st be analyzed. Spinoza discusses the dis­

pute whether Scripture should be made subservient to rea­

son or reason to Scripture, or, in other words, the rela­

tionship of Theology and Philosophy. Spinoza presents two 

opposing views concerning this problem, the view or Maimon­

ides and the view of Jehuda Alpakhar. Maimonides repre­

sents the view that reason is supreme and be therefore uses 

a method of interpreting Scripture, which reconciles it 

i h h d d r 157Al· kh t th w t t e em.an s o reason. pa ar represen s e op• 

156. Tr~atise XIII, P• 180 

157. It must be noted that by interpreting the Maimonid­
ean position in a manner which make Scripture sub­
servient to reason, Spinoza misrepresents the view 
expressed. in the Moreb. We have amply demonstrated 
that in vital religious problems, 1.e., creation, 
prophecy, etc., reason is circumscribed and Scrip­
ture becomes the final authority. Tl'ue that with 
reference to Divine Attributes, Maimonides "reasons 
from metaphor". But the other element is equally, 
if not more significant. His method involves yield• 
ing but insignificantly) of the authority of Scrip• 
tures to the demands of reason, in order to ~ ~ 

"'4 s. '.µ," J,J: ~ 17::;:: i!Kt;h 
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158 
posite point of view. Af'ter refuting both views, Spinoza 

concludes: 11 we may take it for indisputable that theology 

is not bound to serve reason, nor reason theology, but that 

each has her own domain 11 •
159 

The realm of reason is truth and wisdom; and the sphere 

of theology is piety and obedience. 11 ~he power of reason 

does not extend so far as to determine for us that men may 

be blessed through simple obedience,without understanding, 

Theology tells us nothing else enjoins us no command save 

obedience ••• she defines the dogmas of faith insofar as they 

may be necessary for obedience, and leaves reason to deter­

mine their precise truth."
160 

But even "the theology" discussed in this chapter refers 

only to the objects "aimed at" by Scripture; namely, "the 

scheme and manner of obedience or the true dogmas of faith.n 161 

158. 

159. 

160. 

Tlie view of Alpakhar is taken from a letter which Spinoza 
recalls: "Ich erinnere mich dies Einst in einem Brief-a. 
gegen Maimonides gelesen zu haben, der sich unter den 
Sogenanaten Maimonides - Br1ete~,findet." (Footnote in 
the Geb~t edition of the Theol. Pol. Tr.) 

Treatise XV, 194. 

Ibid. Compare this view to the statement in Moreh II, 32. 
1f'IJ5ie chief object of the law •• is the teaching of truths 
to which the truth of creatio ex nibilo belongs. In ad­
dition to teaching of truthS the Law aims at the removal 
of injustice from mankind." Here we see the fusion of 
imagination (statesmen, lawgivers) and intellect to at­
tain the highest truth. Spinoza, in contrast, makes a 
complete dichotomy - the realm of prophecy is imagina­
tion; the sphere of philosophy is reason, truth. 
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However, the particular prescriptions of Scriptures were 

ordained for the HebreW:J only and had reterence only to 

their temporal bodily happiness and "the tranquility of 

their kingdom/and that, therefore, were only valid while 

the kingdom lasted.n162 

It might also be mentioned that Spinoza demonstrates 

the impossibility or miracles in the sense of a change in 

the natural order. "Nature cannot be contravened, but She 

preserves a fixed and immutable order ••• God1s nature and 
163 

existence cannot be known from miracles; on the contrary, 

it would make one doubt God end everything else. But even 

a miracle in the sens.a that ~ e.Y§llt surpasses l!1J,man compl'e• 

hension, cannot yield knowledge of the existence and provi-
164 

dence or God. 

161. For the meaning of ntrue dogmas of faithn see 
Treatise IV "Of the Divine Law". 

162. Treatise V, 77 This entire chapter along with the pre­
ceding one on Divine Law is very significant. 

163. Treatise VI, 82. 

164. Treatise Vi, 86 
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The imagination is discussed by Spinoza in his Trea­

tise on the Improvement of Understanding, in the following 

terms: "The imagination is only affected by particular ob­

jects •••• ( 1 t) is only affected by physical objects ••• ideas 

fictitious, fll.se and the rest originate in the imagination -

that is, in certain sensations fortuitous (so to speak) and 

disconnected, arising, not from the power of the mind, but 

from external causes, according as the body, sleeping or 

walking receives various motions ••• the soul is passive with 

regard to it ••• we know that the operations whereby the ef-

fects of the imagination are produced, take place under other laws 

quite ditferent from the laws of the understanding, and that the 
165 

mind is entirely passive with regard to them •••• n But, even 

with all these frailties, imaginary knowledge is still termed 

in the Treatise, "Divine knowledge" for tlhe sensations which 

give the imagination its character arise from external causes 

and everything originates in God, i.e., these external causes 
166 have a thought side in Him. 

165. Spinoza, Bn the ~rovement of Understanding. PP• 30-33. 

166. One must generally use great caution with Spinoza's 
terminology. "Revelation", "Divine Law" and simil­
ar terms must never be understood in their suger­
natural sense. That is an impossibility in Spinoza's 
system. 
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Imaginary knowledge is the lowest on the scale 

of knowledge. It is partial, disjointed, the cause 

of error - and it is to this realm that Prophecy is rele­

gated. We may thus easily grasp the implications that the 

Biblical Laws were but temporary) to serve the exigencies 

of a particular situation, that the entire function of pro-

phecy is to inculcate obedience and provide physical well. ·---1· 
~~YotL~~/ 

being, that its injunctions were bu~ fenu:pmmUf and no longer 

binding. 

A great deal more might be written from an evaluati~Li­

point of view. But, at present, it is beyond our scope. 

The task we set outselves was to present Maimonides• and 

Spinoza's view on prophecy. That has been accomplished. The 

comparison is obvious. Maimonides placed prophecy on the 

highest plane of cognition; Spinoza destroyed the vitality of 

prophecy by relegating it to the imagination, the limbo of 

partial, detached erroneous perception. Each had his motive -

Maimonides tried to make prophecy a living reality - Spinoza 

utilized it as en instr'UJJlent of attack against his own people. 




