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INTRODUCTION

The subject of this paper must be approached from several differw
ent directions. In order to discover the neo~Platonio constituents on the one
hand and the Aristotelian constituents on the other in Maimonides' concept of
God, it is primerily, of course, neceasary to understand, present, anaiyso and
discuss Maimonides' own concept as such. This is essentially a task 1un recrea=
tive philosophy. Secondly, the various faucets of the neowPlatonic and Arise
totelian concepts of God must be similerly summarized, thus requiring enother
recreative phileadphical Job on earlier historical levels. This, however, is
not the only difference between the t¥Wo tasks: whereas Maimonides' philosophy
represents one more or less systematic whole outside of historical change, neos
Platonism and Aristotelienism are philosophie schools which, at Maimonides!
times had traversed approximately 900 and 1,400 years respectively, and had been
képt alive by correspondingly meny generations, anmd individual thinkers, It
is ab initio clear that bhﬁough such spans of time, despite the esseutial une
1ty of the schools,memy changes, modifications and, perhaps, advances of no litw,
tle significance transpired within them.' large as this order is, 1t must
therefore thirdly be the task of this paper to trace at least in outline, the

history of neowPlatonic and Aristotelien thought. This, then is a task in

Idoangeschichte, @ fleld so new and unexplored, 80 difficult because it must
endeavor to follow the birth, growth and generation cr ideas as biography dew
seribes the birth and life of human beingss 80 difficult, morsover,because;as f
modern seientific bilography must inelude the psychological and ﬁsychoanalytical

anglysis of its 'aubjeets, so ldeengeschichte must not only describe the various

historieal levels of a phlilosophice concept but alse thelr Interrelationships,




the author and what versions, etcs

Bé

thelr progressing causative unity, that it cen here only dbe hinted at
and sketched, and that flaws and inexzmotitudes will almost necessarily

ceour.

PR

It might, finelly, be considered one of the faucets of the task

got by the aubjéct to show how and in what way these neo~Platonic and
Aristotelian trends of thought actually reached Maimonides and were abe
sorbed into his system. Such a task would require a study of what phile
osophie authors and books, Greek, ioman, Cyristien, Mohammedan and Jewish
Meimonides wes acquainted with, who his teachers were and how much of the
history of philosophy they knew; what ldeas were in his age lying in the
alr, as 1% were, what Aristotelian works, for instance, were only known

fragmentarily in the Middle Ages, what translations were accessible to

' Knowy
We know, for example, thab the/\Ariatotelian corpus increased tremene

dously in the 12th century, yebt never even then reached its present day

proportions. (I)

Such a task, however, is an exclusively historical one, to be fule

filled by investigators of texts and sources, and for this reason, in ade

dition to the lack of gualifications of the author, excluded from the goals

at which this paper will attempt to arrives
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The structure of this essay alse requires some explanation, for, while
1t reproduces the sequence of concepts which maimonides himself pursues in
the Guide of the Perplexed, it differs in one important respeet from the use

ual order of philosophic arguments in mediaeval‘acholastieism@.{ The reason

for this difference will, at the same time, lead us directly inte the main

consideration with which we are heie concernsd, namel&hhe Aristotelian and
neo=Platonie influences in Maimonides® concept of God,

The first great systematic exposition of a philosophy of Judalem
was Saadia Gaon's'Kitab aleim-Anate Jmown in Hebrew as N/¥2/ -AlfinNie 4
as sachy, 1t set the tone for most subsequent Jewish philosophic works., Its
firaet chapter, mow, the longest of the book, aeais extonsively with the
problem of Creation, i.e: the question whether thdwoﬁﬂ was croated or whether
1% has existed in all infinity;~and if 1t was created, which of the many
proofs offared in the history of philosophy for its ereaturely character can
be aceepted as valid and cogent., 4As is to be axpeeted of an exponent of Jus
daism, Saadig of course, concludes that the woill has been ereated. In the
words of Malter :(1) "The discussion contained in the first chapbter led te the
conelusion that the world was created. Hence there must ve a Creator,®

Here, then, the existence of God is concluded from the fact that

the world is created and therefore requires & Creator. This argument, remie
niscent of manyﬂa trond of thought even in our own days, runs through most
of mediaeval philosophy. In Meimonides“fown concise summary of the system
of the Mubakalliiygny (2),the same sequence is again followed, mot only in
form but élgoiin substance. Chapter 74 presents the various proofs of the

Kalam for Creation, ana Chapter 78, on the basis of the preceding, eundeavors

t0 establish ths existence of God ani His natburee
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Maimonides, on the other hand, reverses the procedure. In the firat
| 1% chapters of the second part of the Guide of the Perplexed, he attempts to
prove the existence of Goé on tﬁe grounds of the prineiples by whieh, in the
introduction to the second book, he summerizes the system of the Aristotelian
schools. In the introductory remerk to these principles, however, (3) Meimone
ides statea{gﬁg‘ﬂ MY [, (P’J"'w Nite 031, 4.0, 0ne (additionalfprinei-
ple) we concede to them (the Aristotelians)eececeess and that is the Eterniﬁy of
the World." Munk (4) correctly translates this “we concede"™ as "nous leur
coneedons provisoirement," because eventually, of course, as & Jew, Haimonides
will profess his belief in Creation. (B) Why does he, nevertheless, concede
the doctrine of the Bternity of the World even tentetively? He does so‘firstn
1y because in an objective exposition of Aristotelian thought his own agreew
ment or dissension has no plece, and secondly because, as & Jew, though he
uwill, of course, in case of confliet, tend to cling to Jewish belief, he
is enough of an Aristotelian himself to state, with regard to.tho prineciples: (6)

Por 20 7&'0 /"Ic s le0. "their correctness is beyond doubt" (7)
and will, therefore, at most, retein a trace of doubts

This, though eventually he will demonstraté Creation 1o hie

- satisfaction, prejudiced by his Aristotelian schooling and affiliation which dee
nies iﬁ, he will believe it only in these terms: "And since I.....consider eith-
er of the two theories, viz: the Ebternity of the universe, ana the Creation - as
admissible, I accept the latter on the authority of Prophecys....ss.(8), For the
rationallst Maimonides, such belief based on authority is, however, in no mane
ner as convineing and definitive as philosophical, loglcal proof, It is
for this reason that he can even conceive of the possibility that "if, on the

other hand, Aristotb had a proof for his theory, the whole teaching of Seripe
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tures would be rejected and we should be foresd te other opinions.”(9) It is

for this reason, %00, that Maimonides will not, as did his predecessors and

mény contemporaries, base the existence of God on the doetrine of Creation, for,

in thet case, should the poaaibility of which he ean, at lesast; concelve, namely
be

that the doctrine of the Hternity of the World ever be provedsArealized, the -

very existoncs of God would automatieally be refutedo (IT) Thus Aristoteliane

ism affects even the very sequence of the structure of Maimonides'! argumentss
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G0D*S_EXISTENCE

As we now begin to consider Mﬁimonidas' proofs for the existence of

God and his conception of Him, two additionél prefatory remarks remain to
be made, the first again with regard to the nature of the question which
is being asked and the light this sheds on Maimonides' entire philosophic
outlook, the sescond again with regard to the sequance of arguments as they
will be presented here. V

In our days it 1s frequently claimed by adherents of religion who
otherwise endeavor to stand on rational, uﬁdogmatie groundq,.thmtlieliet
in God is the one indispensible dogma of all religions, By this they mean
to say that God's exiaténce is essentially a dogma and belief in Him an act
of faith, andfthat only once thi%belief is granted can all other ral;gious
knowledge be rationally deduced. Theirssthen, is a ratiomalism gronnded in
dogmatism, just as contrariwise manifold forms of modern selentific dogmatism
are founded on methods of rationallam. It must not be thought that such an
approach 40 religion is movel in our timo; The sole fact thaf Thomas Aquinas
who lived in the century immediately subsequent to Maimonides' and in en ine
Yellectual climate sufficiently similar to his to have learned much from himg {IIX)
had to devote an entire arﬁicle to the questions "Whether the Existence of
God 1s selfwevident (10) and a second as to "Whether it can be demonstrated
that God exists™ (11) in his Summa Theologica, indicates the occurence of
similer attitudes. The very attempt, therefore; to prove God's existencey
the implicit assumption that it ought to and can be proved, is a eharactzéw
istic of the rationalist scholéatic Maimonides. Though he never statas/';;mm

sell, the formulation of the problem already seems to be diﬁtinetly M Arise

- totelian trait » or if not Aristotelian, at least nonwneo-Platonie,for to




the latter school of thought applies what ﬁeinemann (12) says of its foundw
er Plotinnb&?...(his philosophy 1s) edne Reaktion gegen die naturliche Welbw
ansicht, die von Materie ausgght and aus diese#....Gott entstehen I?iamto...
(thus) mach Plbtimﬂ4meinnng, Gott zur Materle in einen bestimmbten Verfassung
macht.® (13) In this faahion the essentially inductive, empirical Arise
tobelian parts from the essentlally deduetive, metaphysical ﬁeo~P1atoniét, a
differencé whichrwill, in the cauré@ of this essay, eorystallize incweasingly,
already 1nkhia primary problems

Also the form of our presentation requires an explanation. The
first seventy chapters of the Guide of the Perplaxed revolve: mainly around
the eoncept of the homonym and the theory of attributes toward which it works.
HEven so systematic a work asﬁﬁambergers’"nqa Syatem des Maimonides, eine
Analyse des More Newuchim von Gottos~begriff mums"(14), following the proces
dure of the book with which it deals, therafbre; comes only in the second |
place o the proofs for the existence of Gode (15} It mey seem daring that
we reverse this order. We derive ssnetion from bavid Kaufmann (18) whe aska.
the very justified question, why Maimonides first discusses his coﬁeeption of
God, only later to establish His existencej his convineing answer is that
Moses ben Maimon pursued primarily a pedagogical aim with rsapact to the "perw
ploxed" who,in his time, were not so mueh in doubt as to God's being as réther
to His mature. In our age, this situation is, to put it milély,.turned gbout,
and since the more systematic order of arguments would seem to coincide with

it,we here shall follow ite

Te




s P R S R R N B S A IO A

8o

How, now, doss Maimonides believe to have proved the existence of God?
He offers four argumsntse:

1, Tho argument from motion: all reality, except for the cosmogoRie

cal hyle,consists for the Aristotelian,of form and matter,Mastum is reality in
potentia whieﬁ is elicited into adtuality by the bestowal of form. Becomings
the flux of the world, is thus the constant emergence of potentiality into ace
tuality;and this proéeas is the foremost kind of motion.(17) To deny the exise
teneé of motion would, therefore, mean to deny reality = a mahifest abéurdity.(la)
But motion, being an accident of matter (19} requires a previous stimulating
motion. This chain of causation might result in an infinite regress, which in
the Aristotelian system and by virtue of prineiple J(£0), 1s impossible; therefore
there muet be a first mover, a Priffum: Mobiiw This moVaatut can be no body,for
then, being mtter; it would itself be subjeet to the process of motion, which
contradicts the previous conclusionj= it ecan be_no force enclosed within a body,
for then 1t would have to be finite and eould‘not account for eternal motion in
Aristotle's eternal universe, or, at any rate, 1% would be subject to the motion
Qf the body in whieh it neaideqj%ggae instigator 1%t had been. (The first of
these two rebuttals Maimonides cannot accept himself, because it assumes the
ebernity of the world. He cites it only in the context of his exposition of the
Aristotelian system with the reservations W18os l» nezPuas 1 800 wo,the
brinciple of which he hed said already in the Introduction to the Second Parts
"we concede 1t to them tentatively" (21) end which he will refute in chapters |
14488, Therefore, only the second refutation is to be aceepted.(azi) Nelther
can thié £irst mover be a foree spread throughoﬁt the world, for in that case,too,
it would be limited and incapable of constant action. The only remeining loge

ical alternative is that it be a X?%i/, a separate entity, "not a body, nor in
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a body."™ Apart from hmtter, it 1@, thereforey indivisible, unmoved (for moe
tion is an accident of matter) end untemporal (for time is an acoident of
motion).(za) This Unmoved Mover must, thusby definition be Cod. (24)

About the origin of this proof which, by its very ®ubologlcowgpistew
mological &ssumption (Ivb°ia déepl& Aristotelian, there can be no doubte
In Aristotle's Physics (28) it is extensively put forward, I% travéled,down
in Aristotaiianism and Munk (26) mentions particularly Ibn-Sini, How Wide=
spread its validity was acknowledged may be concluded from.the fact that also
Thomas Aquinas presents it as his first proof for the existence of Gode(87)

ssveral obaeivationa need be made with regard to this proofs noe

where have we found it noticed that this orthodox Aristotelian proof may, and
usually is, easily misunderstood, unless it is recognized that the chain of
causation to which a stop is put by the belief in the impossibility of an ine
finite regress is a logleal, not a chronological one. Aristotle céuld not
have posited that today's effect cannot have been brought about by yestere
day's cause which in turn was the effect of an infinite series of temporas

rily preceding causes, for certainly in his eternal, unereated world there

- must be such an unending causation. (V) The necessity for a first movent: %

is a logical necessity which in the temporal chain AweBeeCusGue a0 iﬁ supers
imposed on each separate cousative agent. Diagrammetically his world of caus
sation must have looked gsomething like thiss

Primam: T Mobile « we
» (s
a

a a ,
4+ T T
A-BBePC Doy <0,0nly for Maimonides, the believer in Creation,

may this also be considered a chronologiloal argument (28) (VI). Hnweverg




theology, we shall see even more clearly than here, Maimonides' essentiale

104

this deviation £yoms the maaning which the argument must have conveyed to
the Jew must not be ascribed to neowPlatonlsm, for 1t, too, "objJects to
the dooctrine of the @weation of the world in time." (29) As we shall see
later, Creation was a mediaseval doc¢trine distinguishing all Weﬁtern rge
liglong from all Western philosophies. (30)

In another, less important but « to us # more pertinent respect,
does Maimonides' first proof differ from its original formmlation in Arise
totie: "The motion of the f£ifth element (the fifth sphefe) is the source
of every force that moves and prepares any substance on earth for its colpe
bination with a certain form.ﬁ(%l) Here the terminology of neo~Platonism
breaks through, where praeparatio of matter by means of the spheresy re=
places matter's potentiae.(32) Not that the Aristotelian charaeﬁqr of
the proof is thereby in any way infringed upon, but the strange and almost
inextricable fusion of Aristotelianism with neo«Platonism in the later Mide .

dle Ages is again put to proof, This interemixture is meant by Schneider

(83) when he sayst",,sowie dureh aehnligh lautende Auussprueche
Augustins, platonische Quellen also, war dieser Zelt bereits
dlie peripatetische Auffassung Gottes als des unbewegten Bewee
gers gaenzlich gelaeufig.! the ' '

Finally a-word about/Aristotelian principle which Maimonides

enunciates in the following words: "The cowexistence of an infinite number

of Pinite magnitudes is impossible.(34) In our discussion of the negative

ly realistic « in thé scholagtic.sense = philoaophyf Today, for example,

science certainly does helleve that our spatially infinite universex cone
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tains an infinite number of finite magnitudes, even though it, no more then
Maimonide%’can"imagine such a cosmose Only on the basis of the realistic age
sumption of the coineidence of thought and objective realityy,could it be
claimed that because we cammot think an infinitely numbered aggregation can
there be none. This consideration will be further enhanced in the discuse
sion of negative theology, but already Mank's olaim to the con traxy becémaa
dubious: "Malmonice, en vrai péiipaté%icien, 80 PronoNucs sans reserve en
faveur du nominalism@l (35) While it is true that the passage to which he
comments, is an explielt statemont of the Worindlistic position, the refere
ence which he gives bto the "I'reatise on Logie" (B8) contains absolutely no
clue as to Maimonides" own views (37),and furthexmore, Bis explicit statew
ment notwithstending, Meimonides® implicit assumptions will inereasingly be
shown to have been realistic. Nevertheless, Munk is, of course, rigﬁt'in
pointing out that the « even if only verbal -~ support of nominalism again

shows Maimonides' ingrained Aristotelienism. (38) (VI)

2e Weo skip now to the fourth proof for the e xistence of God,

because as the medlaeval commentary of ﬁ’c*\ff already remarks (Bgl,it Al fw
fers from the first only in that it generalizes from the chain of causétive
motions to¢ the chaln of causes as such. Just as the former could not, in the

limited sense which we have previously explained (40),continue ad infinitum,

neither ean this. In principle all the things said about the first proof can

bé‘said ebout the fourth: based upon the same fundamental Aristotelian conw

§

cepts, ibs locus classious in the Aristotelian corpus proper is Metaphysies |

12,6 ££{ (41)

Bo TheSdcoml proof, finally, in contradistinetion to the

th

¥
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previous two cosmological ones, may be considered a logiecal proof (VII):
empirically we encounter moving bodies which move and moving bodles which
do not move. If, of the complex unit AB, the constitueht B also ocours
separately, A must also exist separately. Since, as hag been afated, of
moved moveris, i.e. intermediary bodies, also mere "moveds" oscur, also
the mere mover must oceurs |

With fegard to 1ts essential thought, here must be repeated whet
has been saild with regard to the principle'of the impossibility of the sie
multaneous existence of infinite bodies (42). This proof is based on g
definitely realistic assumption! Whereas it is, of course, true thatkgﬁ*
the logical term AB,B occurs singly, also A can be thought singly, %n naw
ture, it is surely possible that only heired men and unhaired men may exist,
without eompelling us to belleve that 8lso hair exists separately. To be
sure, they may = logieally, but such & possibility i1s not enough for a
proof of the existenmce of Godl ‘hus here, too, only a belief in the idenw
tity of thought and being can establish the soughteafter conclusion.

The Aristotelian source for this proof is generally believed (43)
to be the following: (44) "Now we have the visual exﬁerienee of the lasat
term in this series, namely that whioch has the capacity of being in motion
but does net contaln a motive principle,‘and also of that which is in mow

tion but is moved by itself and not by anything else: it is reasonable,there-

fore, not to say necessary, to suppose the existence of the third term also,

that whieh causes motion but is iteelf unmoved," « Aristotle seems +0 have
had an 1nkliﬁg of the fact that he was speaking in logies, not in "physics,"
indlicated by his use of the word "term" and by the phrase here underlined,

which, if anything ,deprives the eonclusion of its Maimonidean necessary

character.svecsed “ Bl pasan pAAAT | (4B)




13e

Aristotle, was, after all, a better Aristotelian than Maimonides.

That such realism, even when dovetailed into Aristotelian formilations,
stems in principle from neawplatonism; there can be little doubt. "The Une%; -
the “worldwsoul" and ever so many neo=Platonic existents are suvely realistie
ecally hypostatised congeptse It needavnot Heinemann's declaration (46) that

the neo=Platonic retionalism is that of Pammenides' identity of thought and

being. (VIII)
And yet, looking back in conclusion upon the three preceding proofé for

the e xistence of God offered by Maimonides, thelr bagsic Aristotelian character
cannot be denled. They all conclude from motion, Aristetelian motiom, to the
Mover, They all result in the comcept of God as the last of many noving agen«
cies and in this fashion point to an imminent Deity Who'is as much part of new
ture as "die Pyremidenspitze gehﬁffzur E&rmmide." (47) The existence of this
God is necsssary, but only in the sense that He is uncaused and unconditioned, (IX)
not in the sense that being end existence are identical in Him. Whatever there
is of meo-Platonism in ﬁhem is the result of the intimate association of the
two schools in later medimeval thoughte

May one comparison end our consideration of Maimonides' second proof
for ihe existence of CGod,s comparison which will turn out %o be productive in the
discussion of the relationship between the third proof and the so~called m ga=
tive theology: in the Platonie tradition, the &riatoteliah series of mover;mov-
ing and moved finds an analogy in John Scotus lirieugena's division into that
which a. creates and is not ereated, b. creates and is oreated, c. is created
and does not ereate, c¢. 1s not ereated and does not create (48L especially'when
1t is remembered that d. and a. are the éamm,_i.e. Gode If d. is, therefore,

part of a., eontradlietory as thisvmay initially sound, it is absent in the Arise

totelian schemes




14,

4s The third proof Maimonides offers (49) is cofiductiad along visie

bly different lines: there is, as experience teaches, psrishable reality,
i,9. objeots which at one point come into being and at another are de~
peived of it. Since this reality does not always exlst, its existence

does mot partake of the nature of necessity, for something which may and

‘may not be is only possible. The possible, then, did once not exist. If,

on the other hand, possible existence wers the only kind of existence, it

could never have coms to be, because before it was, there would have been

L nothing, and ex nihilo nihil = out of nothing, comes nothing. Therefore,

there must be a necessary existence. (50) This may, thﬁs, be called the

: proof of necessity from'eoﬁtingencyq That this necessary existence is Cod,
% becomes clear in thﬁ light of principles R0 and 21 (8l) which stake ree
% spactively thet necessary existence must be uncaused, for otherwise 1t
j ' would be contlngent upon such a cause, and that it must be "one", fbf others
wise it would be contingent upon the composition of its part, the whole not
being able to praéede its parts. (X)

Visibly this proof for the existence of God differs in several
‘ aspectssleMank's statement to the conbrary,(B2) it does not, unlike the
: others, foot on the concept of motion. g. it does not, unlike the others,
E integrate, literally "enchain" God into/series of many terms, such as cauw
i ses, movements, ete., which,though inferior, are essentially alike to His
agencies. On the contrary, it constitutes a direct leap from the contins

gent, 1.0+ a1l but God, to the necessary, i.s, Only God end in this mane

ner posits Him entirely different from anything else. While the former | L

placed God within natuve (53),a8s befits Aristotelian empiricism, it places

God transcendent to 1ts
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- At this point a summary history of platdnizing thonght conceruing

God may prove of value for purposes of comparisoniin the Parmenides (54)
Plato, though not in his own name, prqsents the formulation of the transe
cendent Goa~goncept in these words:"And if Cod has this perfect authoris

ty and perfect knowledge, His authorlty eannot rule us nor His kunowloedgs

know us or any hAumen thing, Juast aé our authority deoes not extend %o the
goda, nor our knowledge know snything which is divine, so by paﬁiby of
reagon, they being gods, are not our masters, neither do they know the things
of mene" 'Mrue, in the tenth book of the Lews, he sets out to refute this

1-.
2w
extreme transcenqvlism, but his refutation is more rebuttal than refubtaw

1 tion, for de facto he consents to this statement and relates God to man
é ' " only through_a new concept which is to represent the bridge: he skirts
| the problem of theodicy by arguing (58) that if God Himself had created
% man, he would have been oreated perfeetly and thus be equal to God, and
| by having the intermediary star-goas ereate imperfect man, He cannot be
held responsible for subsequent evils. Thus God is so transcendent that
only intermeciary agencies can build the bridge between His height and
| the lowliness of man's world. ”

What Plato's ardent Jewish disciple made of these hints has bew
come the history of the Oecident through the CGospel according to St. John.

He o sublimated "l'idé% abstraite du principe impersongl issu du Platonisme"

(56) that he needed an entire hierarchy of logei to bring Him into cone

Py

tact again with the world., "A consistent application of Philots woin. . ol
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gbstract conception of God would exclude the possibility of any active
relation of God %o the worlde....But there are divine forces, demons, ane
gels, the Logos by meané of which He commgnioaées with the finite world."
(87) As to God Himaelf; "it i3 His existence which we apprehend, anl of
what lies outside that existence nothing.” (88) (59) His natuié is s0
sublime thgt we cannot know 1t but in negetive terms; "Wollten Ihm,
lehrte QQWeitep, noch Bigenschaften badgelegt werden, so konnten es nﬁr
.negative Bestimmungen sein, wie"Ex:iat der Unwandielhshve's {60)

"der Unverghngliche,"ir ist reum « und zeitlos." (61)

And go the tradition of the concept of the supraemundane,
franscendent God continues in the Platonic school until it is remolded
in what came to be known as Plotinus' neo<Platonisme In him the originale
1y Hellenic strain whioh, through Philo and his sehool, had infiltrated
into Judaism and Christianity, made its last pagan stand, after Préphyry

i to be swallowed by the Western religions forewers Above the spirit which
is st1ll invelved in the duality with matter exists the One. As Heinee

? : mann correctly anslyzes it (68), this hypostatization grew out of severs

al for Plotinus necessary postulates: l. It alone satisfies the desire
for an absolute umonism (63) in which yet the manifold may lie in poten=
ggg, (x1) 8, It is to satisfy the usual search for the ground of all

things which,ex hypothesi, must be beyond them. 3. It is to so satisfy

the -demand for the real Absolute which is to be above all relations, "for
it was before the things." (64) » and Plotinus is brought to thé same now
gativisn with regard to the nature of God as a consequence of this trange
cendentalism at which also Philo arrived. "iAls oberhalle dey Rationalen
étehend 1sthéasimmﬁa lrrational. Es steht daher auch jemselts der Rrkennte

nis, es ist unmmah&r,unaussprechlieh.ﬂ( eizhﬁﬁﬂfféj(ﬁﬁ) But of this, more

laterd: (66)
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We must not fail to notice that already at this earliest of mediaeval
stages the traditions of Aristotelianism and Pletonism had been sufficiente
ly fused to carry constituents of both into the philosophy of Plotinuse
His Godwconcept is £illed with much of Aristotle’s biologleal dynamism for
example. Yet.ha-was sti1l a Platonist with Aristotelian admixtures. In
the cape of the much later Ibn-Sind we meet an Aristotelian with the come
mon Platonie admixtures. His proof for the existence of the neeeasary.from
the conyingent is embedded in an otherwise strietly Aristotelian systen,
yot the transcendentalism toward which it strives, as we shall see also the
tradition of a negative theology, consequent upon it, to have had strong
roots in Arabic philosophy, is a distinet Platonic note in the light of
the preceding discussion. He pays (57): "Es ist...Bines in der‘Beziehuugo
dags sein .@ﬂgaﬁﬁﬂﬁﬁﬁgitens der Existenz, nemlich die NothWQﬁdigkéit der
Lxistenz, wuy ihm allein zukommb....Was dle Annahme deaﬂ&ﬁh«endig -
Hxistierenden betrifft, so ist sie nicht.§§$g22$ moglich als durch einen
Bewolis des Wenn,'und das ist die Bewelsfuhrung durch das Mogliche auf das
Notwenalge.™ v

Here thep by means of a summery history of Platonic thovght regarde
ing the existence of God, we seem to have found the 1mmséiate precursor of
Neimonides' third proof. Munk, indeed, seems to have felt thise (68)
However, the‘maimonidean proof still differs somewhat from that of Avicenna's;
being conducted along even more sfrictly neo~platonia lines. For Shah-
sragtdng (69) actually states it in terms of mathematical considerafiona
through an elaborate process of rationizations "Wim sagen also: jede Sumne,
insofern sie eime Summe ist, gléidhviel ob sle eine endliche oder elne une
endliche ist, wenn sie aus MOglichen zusanmen-gesetzt ist, kann nur eine

nothwendige durchy I Wesen oder eine mbglickeo durch ih4Wesen seing

wonn sie eine nﬂthwendig;sxistierende aureh,ihqkﬁﬁen iet und jedes
/ .




L TR A L i

184

Einzelne von ihr MﬁgliohenWeimeuExist1erendea iat, so wire des thWQndiga
Existierent durch Teile, welche mﬁglicharﬁeise existieren, bestehend, ﬁnd
das 1s ein Widaraprnch;‘wenh sie aber eine moglicherwelise-existierende dureh
ihr Wesen ist, so bedarf die Sumne beﬂder Existenz eines Solchen, weleches
die Existenz verleiht (here he practically states meimonides' pointd) und
des Vbrleiﬁendo kann nur entweder auésenhalb ihrer oder 1nnerhélb ihrer
daseiﬁ; wenn es innerhalb ihrer daist, so ist ein Teil von ihr nothwendige
existierend, ung das ist ein Widerspruch; es ist also klar, dass das vers
leihende nothwendigerweise ausserhalb ihrer desei."

But as Bamberger pointe out (70), this identity ofvnacessary exige
tence and a cause sui 1s not yet the same as Mmimonides' identity of God's
being and existence, his existence being neéessary and his beingeproductive //
His is a real neo«~Platonic, direect jump from thé contingent to

existence.
‘the necessary. Consequently, for vaimonides, the seme ramifications of a négg
ative theology grow out of this third proof as did for his platonie predew
cessors theirs. (71) fThis, then, is the one of his proofs for the existence
of God which stands in systemstic unity with the - as we shall see later -
admittwdly neo=platonie strain of nagatiVe theologys (72)(73) (XII)

In conclusion it mey be sald, therefore, that the common belief

that all of weimonides' proofs for the existence of God were derived from

strictly Aristotelian principles,. 1s not all together correcte (74)
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GOD'S NATURE

We know now that God exists. But when we are told that Mre X
exisfé, we have not ye% satisfied our curiosity with régard to him. We
also want to know what he 1s like, i.e. what his nature ise

Beveral things have already been 40ld us about God beyond His mers
existence by maimonides. In connection with the first proof of His ex=
istence, (75) it already was proved thet God camnot be either body or in
a body, i.ee He is incorporeals« In our days, this might be taken as
selfwsvident. That it was not the case in Maimonides' time;},sperhaps,
best demoﬁstmted by the Rabad's violent attack againsgt the former's
statement that bellevers in God's corporeality are heretics to Judalsm:
"Better men than he have, upon the basis of their interpretation of
Seriptural passages, affirmed God's carporealityl’*{%) It was to combat
just such notions (77) thet Neimonides devotes the largest part of the
first book of the Guide &f the Perplexed to his theory efhiimmﬁy?ms, 1.8,
to show that corporeal terms referring to God in the Bible are used mefs
Taphorically and only due to a ia;ck of better termse

He has also proved God's; absolute unity (78) by an argument com=

won in medimeval Jewish philosophic schools and originally borrowed by

- Gaon Saadie from the Mutakediwim whom paimonides fought so energeticallye

(79)
| In order to make doubly certain of the conceptual unity of God,

Maimonides now devotes an entirve chapter (80) to the Aristotelian view
of the intellectual God, the God Who thinks. He there refers to his state=

ment in the mishneh Torah (81) that this principle is /@ ’IL «L—*;Q wx;@” >po.

T4 is the famous statement of the identity of Intellectus, Ens Intelligens

and Ens Intelligibi e(ﬁ"", 5:;(7”,):?)111 God derived directly from Aristotle's

Metaphysies XIT,Chapte 7,9 ,which can be traced universally through
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mediaeval Aristotelianism (82) and which even had its precipitation in
platonizing thoughte(83) A |
Maimonides argues like thise mﬂﬂ;ia ondowed with the hylie
intellect (84), 1.e. the potential capacity to extricate the universals
out of the individuals} this is the potential ?rﬁiﬂv o The object of
cognition contains within it potentially (in ros) the universsal by which

it is undemstoodj this is the potemtial 53>?/rv o ihen, through the

conjunction of the hylic, or passive intellect with the divine Active

Intellect, the former is activated and actually arrives at the universal,

then only huas it been educed from potentiality into actuality; in Arige
totelian terminology, only then has it really come into existence, and

it existe only insofar as it gotss Therefore, in the act of cognition

the intellect actually is, and is identical with, the intellected. «

In God, now, there can never be any potentiality; He is always actives (XIII)

Therefore in Him the ldentity ofiRZNV §:>€~,§;e always exists. Thus

there is no maltiplicity in Him. Thus also cen Maimonides stress the

fact that such an ldentity ofJ;&N'J:>ﬂV,5;?in God is not of a miraculous

nature but that it is only constantly whet in nature, in man, occurs ine

termittently.

How did the concept of the thinking God arise in the first place?

It 1s a typically Aristotelian line of thinking:; morality is characterise

tically human, distinguishing man from all other animals; thinking is even

more than human, = it is the divine in him,and could he engage in 1t une
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ceasingly, he would indeed bg God (85)s When, therefore, Aristotelianism
always tends to range thinking above action, when Maimonides believes that
salvation, immortality, is attained not so much by the moral than rathep
by the right speculative life, it grows out of this same root: the Arige
totelian thinking Gode

Desplte the deep Aristotelian charécter of this ¢oncept in
Meimonides, however, a certain divergency from what might be considered

orﬁhedaxy need be observeds Aristotle had'said: (88) "Therefore, it must

i be of itself that the divine thought thinka'(sinco it 13 the most excelw
lent of things) snd its thinking is a thinking on thinking." &+t1l) Ibn-
Sind said: (87)s... dass des No%hwéndig-mxistierende Dsnken; Denkendes

und Gedachtes sel, und das es sein Wesen denke .,;.....................,.,".

"Qod*s thinking, then, is completely selfwsnclosed and dos s not refer to

anything outside of himjy He is a God who, having set the world moving, rew
tires from it almost as much as the deity of the Epicuﬁeanm. = Thess con=-
slderations Meimonides studiously avolds, becauss they would obviously

confliet with his Judaisme Irom NeoePlatonismg, Maimonides must differ also

.juat as radleally as fronlAristotelianiam, Tor Helnemann (ope.citeped?3 )
opposes Christlanity to Plotinus' view on this question on the same
grounds. The Christian God, he says, loves mem. The neoePlatonic God
loves himself only (Eneads VI, 8,21). Here romantie nao»Platoniém has
merely substituted "love" for the "knowledge" of intedladctualistic Arisw

totelianism.

In discussing Maimonides' concept of Providence, we shall have to
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ask ourssalves whether'the above positive statements concerning Cod's
thinking do not somehow contradiet his solutlon there; Although not
oven Mentioning his omission of this consequence of the concept of the
thinking God here, he does seem to realize the implication when he aéys
theres (88) "They have indeed come to Very evil conclusions, and soms of
them assumed that God only k.nowa the specles, not the individual beings,
whilst others wenx as far as to content that God knows nothing beside
Himself." (89) Whatever his own answer will be, for him, as a believer
in Creation, unlike the strict Aristotelien, ideas, though being in rem,
can be oreated by Him into them: (80) “those who hold, in accordance with
the teaching of Seripture, that God knows things before they come into
existence." It is not definite from statemente such as these, but the
liypothesis may be permitted that there is somsthing reminiscent of the
Platonic Ideas in them, which would be not tod surprising in the light
of the traces of scholestic realism which we have already discovered in
him. (91) His view of the content of God's thinking, then,would Dbe
closer to that of the platonizing St. Augustine for whom, to0, the ideas,
though cognizable only in the objects of sensual perception, are dlre ot

ereatures of God and form the content of ¥8 thought. [92)

2. Negative Theology.

Tn our preceding discussion of the history of the God consept

in the platonics neowPlatonic tradition, in connection with Philo and

Plotinus, a systematic relationship was astablished.. beyond the mere hise
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torical continuity of the sehool, between the comcept of the transcendent
God and the theory of the negative divine attributes, 1.8, those prédicates
which are to express our knowledge of the nature of God. (93)

As perhaps the most important aspeet of the philosophic system
of Woses ben Maimon, we shall at this point outliﬂe,what has eome to be .
known as his "negative theology™:

In the third proof for the existence of God (94}, the identity
of His essence and existence has been demonstrated. (95) . The question which
bothered philosophy through the ages until Kant finﬁlly eliminated it, whow
ther real existence is a predicate to be learngd only by means of empirical
observation, to be expressed by a symthetie proposition, therefore, and neve
er deducible merely logicaelly, or whether its kndwleage may be arrived at
purely dialestically, was answered, there, by iaimonides thus: "the existence
of everything contingent, and'that’ﬁ#evarything but God; = is a predicate

boyénd its essence; only with respsct to God Who is the only necessary exe

istence, is 1t identical with sHis ossence.” Thus in this regard as with refe

erence to the concept of the self«thinking Thinker the conceptual unity of
God has been preserved by the demonstration that two human termé aseribing
aom%khing % some activity to Him, have for their 6bject one and the same
thing in Him. (96)
_ Can we say anyﬁhing'else.about God'g natﬁre besides Hls existence
and thinkiné‘?
To ssy some thing about something means lagicﬁlly to predicate somow

thing of a subjeet. What possible predieate, or attributes, are there and

can them be ascribed to uod, Maimonldes now asks,
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As to the Tirst point, bhe distinguishes betlween five possible predw
leaton g =me, 1. @nalytic attributes discovered as belonging to the sube
jeot by definition. By ﬁeans of them to learn anything new about the nae
ture of God, however, is impossible, for a definition, according to the old

Aristotelian anslysis (97}, oonsists of the genmus to which the defined ine

dividual belongs and the differeniiéé by which it is specified end separated
from its fellowsparticipants in the genus. If we were to speak of God in such
terms, we would be forgetting that He is the highest existent, uncaused ond

‘unconditioned, and therefore, is member of no genus - that He 1s uniquesand

¥s that having ne cowparticipaniis, He can also Ihave no differentise.
An object mey, aec@ﬂdly, be deseribed by a partial definition whichy
equally analytical as the first but constituting an incomplete analysis; ape

eribes to it only either its genus or its differentidd., In addition to the

difficulties involved in such a positive description of God as they were
pointed out with regard to the complete definition, howevey, & partial deXe
finitien of God implies that His essence is of a composite nature, because
were He abéclutely simple and one, not containing within Himself parts ox
sompounds, His essence, t00, would not be @ccessible to a partial expositiong
He altogethor or He not at all could be definede

These two atiributive methods, based on the standard Aristotelian
terms of & definition (98}, differ somewhat in their noneapplicability to God.

~ VWhereas, the first is shown by Maimonides to be unreferrable to the Deity

mainly due to His unigueness, the seconds though essentially the same, is roe
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jected on the grounds of His unity.
The third method of attribution, finally, is,as the following, no

longer anslytical but synthetic. It ascribes certein qualities to the
2w ch

aubject,’aﬁ% as color, dengity, extension, ete. Aristotle (99) bad dee

'fined a "gquality" as that "which may or may not be present with anyone

and the self-same thing;® in the language of early Cartesianism, it is

a secondary quality,in contrast to a "property." For the purposes of tha

cencept of God, however, both are equally to be rejected as means of knows

§ ing Him, becouse in the case of "qualities,” He would be a substance, care

g rying certain accidents, » an impossibility firstly because He would be sube
jeet to cheange and secondly because He would mno longervbe complete unity =

aﬁd in the case of "properties” the latter consequence alone would follows
é Therefors, all the various forms of attribution by qualification are 1naam

% missible with respect to God as detracting ffom His unity.

The fourth methed is that of relation, within the history of the

Attributenlehre, i.e. the doctrine that positive judgments canvot be'

formed about Godg,-the Jewish predecessors, vim.Yehudah Ha-Levy, ete., of
Nm1nnnides'haa declared this method as walid (1001,becauae they argued
that a relationship does not express anything about the substance of one
of its terms. Thus,tc say that a men is the father of such-and-such a son
in no way qualifies that man in his essence. Similarly, they arguéd,also
of God can relationships be emunciated without disturbing His unity. Ine

deed meaimonides for this véry renson, admits that "at first thought, it

would seem that they may be employed in reference to God." (101)
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Were it true, as has been claimed, that the negative theology merely seeks
$0 avold the uaseription to God of any plurality, end as the philosopher
himself seems to have believed,(XIV) then indeed there would have been no
nesed %o exolude also this mothod. The Aristotelian concept of the Oneness
of God, hnwever, is transcendeda here by the more nde~Platoniec coneept of
God's uniqmenaag)and waimonides knows it; vSimilarity is based on a certain
relatiénship between two thingsg if between two things no reigtion can be

found, there can be mo similarity between them, and there is no relationship

between two things that have no similarity to each otherj.....since the exe
istence of & relationship between God and men, or between Him and other bew
ings has been denied, similarity must likewise be deniedy" (102) = just as
any relationship must be rejected since all similarity between the -Alﬁ=$2”

A pr anﬂ%bk.A"43Via impossible. Bambergerger, therefore_;s right in sayw
ing that "der Fxistenzunterschied als Begruendung der Leugnung Vo

Relationsattributen ist wesentlich und neu, obwohl auch Tinheits~
beeintraechtigung angefuehrt wird." (103)

Application of an analagous judgment to God like the human "X is a
carpenter" has thus bee; refused. To say, finally, bowever, "X cmrpents (as
1t were} is different from “X is & carpentwr”, for while the latter by means
of the copula does express something about X's being, the former, without
at all concerning itself with the subject, restricts itself to describing
his action. This form of attributions is therefore by Maimonides designaﬁﬁf*é-

ted as belonging to the clasa of attribufes of action. They are the only

leglitinmtbe,. positive attributes of God, expressing His ereative; active manie ‘
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festations in the worldy they 1imit man's knowledge of God exclusively
to His ethical modelity. (104) (105) (XV).

What, thep,nsks maimonides, (108) can we say of od? We ean
and should megate all the conceivable attributes of Him and thus increasw
ingly glorify Him, By denying that te is human, that He is limited, core
poreal, temporal, eompound, etc., We evan;wwwt express His»ineomparabilé
ity with anything not uivine. Vor this very end the pp‘iloséﬁher had dow
voted most of the first 5O chepters of the first book of his philesophie
maggézﬂegus to the concept of the homonymity of terms, demonstrating that
all positive atiributes of God occurring in the Bible are merely used fie
guratively of Him and transferred from human observatibns, on the basis of 1

which he can now advocate thelr denlal as a negative means of approaching

the knowledge of God, Wherever positive attributes are expressed other .
then attributes of action, they are but the enunciation of the tfollowing
train of thoughts "wise" being a human tralt, we should deny this quality
of God, thus sayings God is not wise. In this manner, however, the ime
pression mey be conveyed that God is not complete nor perfect. Therefore,
this judgment is in turn denied to the effect of saying: aoé is not note
wise. The former is a negative, the latter a negation of privation.

The advantage of such a formulation, it 1s elaimed agalnst thoss
who might object that, two negetives being equal o a positive,"not notm
wise" is synonymous with "wise",is that no such positive statement is made
gbout God, that rather judgment is fElled on things - not - God as no% bew %} ‘

¥

ing He«* "It has thus been‘showh thet every #ttribute predicated of God

s

elther denotes the quality of an sction, or = when the a ttribute is intemds

7/




tended to convey some ildea of the bLivine Being itself, and not of His
actions = the negation of the attribute. Hven thesé negative attributes
mast not be formed and applied to God except in the way in whieh, as you

know, sometimes an attribute is negatived in referemce to a thing, ale

though that atiribute can naturally mnever be applied to it is the same, -

CEFCEED we say, 'This wall does not see " (107)

Zevi ulesendruck (108) expounds & most interesting, slightly mode
dernized interpretation of this doctrine which, whetever 1its unhistorieity
may-bé, clerifies it somowhat: = A is not B"(A being God and B any possibls‘
predicate) is a heggtivw proposition which still assums the opposite, 1.e.
a positive attribution of B, as possible. “A is non-r-B":l.s an infinite,prie .
vative proposition which eliminates this possibllity in conformity w.ith
Maimonides' own comparison with the judgment about the wall (109). ﬁoth Prow
positions merely negate one, in ths course of time many,attributes from the
infinity of conceivabls predicates and thus leavel the original infinity of
possibilities unaffectede A is not noneB, a negative infinite proposition,
restores this one predicate to the class of possible ones without actually
predicating it of the subject; it is to be translated, therefore: B ia a

possible predicate of A, "A is mnwmmwB;' & double privative proposition,

28.

finally is to be translated as: B must be a possible predlcate of A, or else: : 3

We muet be able to say of God that he may be wise,”for example, Such a

‘ negessavy -
judgment, says Diesendruck, is not an aggertomic, but an apeﬁicticallijudggz .
ment of possibility, en apoaictic infinite judgment a priori in Kant's téz.;m '

minology, and requiring us to understand Maimonidest® own torms FPTTA J’J-?

a9 "?ﬁilm negation of the possibility of an elimination.®
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It is an lngenious logical thesis which Diesendruck offers and cere
tainly ons whiah tends toward the aim for which Maimonides hihself Btrove,
i.e. by negation to arrive at some Powt of knowlsdge which, in the very
nature of knowledge for the purposes of religion, must bear some positive
meoaning. In addition to the modern terminology vecessary for such & lo=
gleal theory, howe;_ver, also all the steps beyond th‘at of the negative i’n#
finitive proposition do not seem actually to have lsen conscious to Maimone
idess

Hermen Cohen (110) also seems to have shared this rather common
fealing that Maimonides' negative theology is too negative farR%ositiva rew
liglon as Judaism, conceisely expressed by Husik (111): "This is decidedly
not a Jewish mode of oconceiving of God....The idea of making God transcenw
dent appealed to Maimonides (siel) and he carried it to the limit., How he
could combine such transcendence with Jewish prayer and ceremony it 1s hard
to tell."(XVI) Cohen consequently endeavors 0 see some direct positive
senge in the negabtive atbributes by, after all, i.nﬁerpfeting "God 1is not
unwise®™ as "God is wise". That this,ﬁeo, i® to be rejected has been shown
previously (112}...The psychologileal aisaafiafaetion of religion remalns,
howevér, until the following thought of Bamberger (118) has been aﬁsorbﬁd:-
if,as has been indicated before (1l4) and as will further be shown below,the
concept of the transcandéﬁfahd therefore negatively kunown Cod is essentially
neo=pPlatonis and the concept of the immanent God essentially Aristotellan,
the acting, ethical Upd is essentiélly Jewishg the ethical attributes blend
the neo=Platoniec and the Aristotelian oohcepta of God.into the Holy One,

praised be Hee
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Before we now enter into & short historical and systematic analysis
of this negative theology of Maimonides, one more ramification of his pow
sition need be reported: it might, and appavently was argued (118) thatb,

if admission that we cannot know CGod is the only knoidledge humanly attaine

able, thers can be no increase in piety, God~pleasinguness, learning, that

all men, from the worst to the best, cammot differ in this most important
aspect of their lives. .If others, nawﬁielt compelled to deny any theology
which would entail such a consequence, Maimonides must have felt doubtly

so, for,as we shall see later, he was even condemned for his implicit
teaching that such were the differences which resulted in immortality for
soms and complete perdition for othewse He answers this argument thuss

juat as he who knows that man 1s neither a stone nor a tres, knows more than
he who merely knows that man is not & stone, so he who knows more negative
attributes of God is better than he who knows fewer. (118)

Wolfson, with his usual great technical knowledge, makes out a
good oase for the thesls that the various classes of attribltes are a heri-—
tage of the medimeval Aristotelisn tradition., Definitlon, partial definie
tion, quality and relation he finas easily in Aristotle’s Topies I, 4. With
respect to the attributes of action, a classification rarely found as such
in this literature and by IfbneDaud and Yehudah.HamLevy?for example, still
incorporated in the attributes of relationship, he has to exert more and
gratifying efforts; Im De Interpretations,ehepts. 5 and 10, the Peripates
tie did indeed distinguish between such propositions whieh contain a sopula

in addition to subject and preaicate and those in which copula and predis

cate are merged into one. Ammonius, an early Aristotelian, called ths
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former a proposition of the third, the latter propositions of the second
ad jacent; a deseription which certainly applies to the difference between
the forms "A is B"™ on one hand end "A does® cﬁ the other. But even Wolfson
must admit (118) that, for instance, the integration of spatial and tenpos
ral attributes within the e¢lass of attributes of reletionships and that the
five;fold division of attributes (119) as such, stem ¥éspe¢tively from Ploe
tinus and Porphyry, the foundeps of neo-Platonism. And on the whole, of'
course, Wolfson does not claim that the negative theology which by far sure
passes these tax-ological considerations, but merely that the striectly logie
cal, claasiticatory shpemes are products of Aristotelian thinkinge

Ratherwwe have seen in the tracing of the history of Maimonides® /'

third proof for the existence of God, that proof which establishes the cone

cept of the transcendent God, that the neo«Platonic God is the one with
Whom the negatilve theology stands not only in historical but also ayétemaw
tie unity, (120) and that the neowPlatonie philosophers aectually dréw the
naeeagary consequences out of their specific belief in God, 4lready in
Plato we had seen (121) how,not yet the problem of God's transcendence but
that of theodiey resulted in the germinal concept of divine intermediamiess

These d@mdns or star-gods then became logol and powers, the Blmudie /crwwv

%he viord" of 8t. John capt. 1, in Philo for whom, Jew and fervent Platonie §
zor simultaneously, the contraast of the concepts of the t ranscondent and
immanent Cod grew tol urgent and demanding size.(1l22) The really transge
condent God, 1t‘1s éleaV3 cannot be known but for “is t ranscendence, and
transcendence may be defined as out-of-thiseworldliness and complete othops

ness (we find the mystic tradition in Talmud and xabbalal refer to Him on

occasion as 7/k», The uther); in other words, it lles within the very na-

¥
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ture of the consisbtent concept of the transcendent God that all propositions
having Him as sﬁbject can but negate all possible,; i.e. woﬁldly, not-other
predicates, except for the tautologieal propesitions: God is Cod, or:God is
godly, God is divine, etc. Thus we find Philo at times wallowing in nega=
tive attributes with almost as much ecstacy as later mystics:(123) *He is
not contain@d; He 1is nowherej He can only be conceived of as a pure being;

dtvine nature is indivisidble, incomprehensible and nowhere." "God is actuale

1y without qualities.® (124)

Whatever, now, may be the historical connections between Phile and
Plotinus, (125) this tradition of negative theolegy continues and is elaborated
in the system of the latter who, strictly speaking, is considered the founder

of the neoePlatonie school, (126) We have already quoted Heinemann's basio

'iﬂﬁﬁatement (127) that, for Plotinus, God being transcendent even to reason, He

' 'is unknowable and ineffeble. In the Hnneeds (128) Ploinus also, &3 1s ale

ready tradition, heaps negation upon negation: He 1is nothing, His being 1s
unknoweble, He can only be said not to be -~ anything; and remembering Maimone
ides' theory of homonymgs, the remark is particularly striking that *all
designations of God are but transplantetions from the human sphere." (129)

In the mubaequent‘hiatory of neo~Platonism, this entire complex
of concepts slowly infiltrated into Christianity « this time to stay, after
its tentative intrusions from Philo through Ste. John and the earliest pae
twistics. (130)

Tha‘aforammentioned 8th Century Christian John Scofus Erievgena
(131) finally errives at & real unfolded negative theology. He)with Plotinus,

cen exlaim (132) "Detis est nihil." With Philo he will say (133) that God
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 Compare with this Whitteker's statement of Plothudzposition based on Enneadslf;%3
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is better known by not being known and (134) “dews itaque neseit se quid est
qua wow est quid.® But, like Maimonides and some mederss (135),he is -
unsatisfied by such complete nogativism. Where the Jewish philosopher,there~

fore ,could advance beyond pure negetion through the concept of the negation

of privation, he sought to surpass it similarly by means of the attributes
@minenter, l.e. God is not wise - in the humen sense, He is "super-wises" His
essence 1s supersessence, His truth super«truth, ete. (136)

This,then, 1s the firgt formulation of the negative theology in
seholaéticiam in general, As we have seen, in Judaism it never went much fure
ther and thus had the fortune of remaining within the confines of Maimonidbs'

Aristotelian rationalism. Christianity was less fortunate: Yhere the negaw \

tive theology soon became the mystical doetra ignorantia among the Victorians,
Albigensiang, in Nicols Cuse found its postical expression,in Angelius Sie
belius and Scheffel,and, ite olimax in the sermons of the German Meisxei
Bekeharss "Gott ist nichis." (137) How neo~Platonic this great mystic still
was, how the negative theology even in the form of its moét extreme refinee

moit remaind within the spirit of Plotimus, may be derived from the explance

tion given by Biittner (138) in this exclemation: "Vom Mittelpunkt der reinen

Rinheit breitet er (God) sich wie die Ringe auf dem Teich aus bis
in die Sphaere des aeusseren Daseins: "Alle Dinge sind Gotts" und
zieht sich ebense wieder bis zum ausdehnungs losen Punkt zusammers

nGgtl dist Nichts,"

(139): *The Primal Une from which all things are is everywhere and nowheree

A8 baing the cause of all thingg, it is evar&where‘ As being other than all

things, it is nowhere. If it were only “eyerywhere" and not also “nowhereﬂ’




it would be all thingsi"* Yet how much further Hekehart had gone then the

intellectualist Maimonides in his anti~intellectualist doctra ignorantia ;(140)

mMioechtest Du doch aller Dinge auf einmal unwissend werden, Ja,

‘moechtest Du zeraten in ein Unwissen Delnes eigenen Lebens.' |

It should not be thought, however, that laimonides must nacéssarily
have derived his doctrine of the negative theology directly or exelusivblv
from nsosplatonic souTCes . By his time 1t had spread sufficiently and, as
the philosophie school-traditions in general (141), became Miged with Arige
totlian thought that it may not for him hévn cons tituted a real deviation
from Aristotelienism. Ibn-8ird, whom we have previousiy seen to be one of
the exponents of such & merger (142) and who, more then Christian philosophers
normally, was congerned &8s & Mohewmedan with the establishment of the abgow

lute unity of God, (143)raised the eftributies of Cod to a higher level by de=

. elaring them to be as they are “durch sein (God's) Wesen," (144) jJust as

_ Eriﬂngpwux had sublimated them into supereattributes and maimaniﬁes was bo

rg%gs them to negations of privations. And in the Islamic schools in gener
alﬁ%he possession of positive attributes on the part of God was frequently
denied for just the two reasons which also motivated the Jewish philogopher,

pamely in order %o preserve the unity and uniqueness of God, for example

Sha{}l'a“&i reports of the yghzillja, a Mu'tazilite sect, (145) that
tgie an der Laeugnung der Bigenschaften Gottes, naemlich des
Wissens, der Macht, des Willems und des Lebens halten..etr sagte
wer einen Begriff umd eine Rigenschaft als ewig setzt, der

setzt zwel Goetler."

How such ideas entered into Islemie religious philosophy is a point worthy

of separate investigetion. That they did, however, is to be remembered,for

]
#
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Maimonides wags heir not to three but to four traditionss Jerusalem, ‘he
Acadeny , The Lyceum, and the Mohammedanse

Before we can now ¢onclude our eonsidéfations of Meimonides®
negative theology, three addltional observations need be made, one with
respect to the general nature of the doetrine and twg in ocritielsm of 1ts .

We have previously found some faetors which 1nifia11y inclined
us to 806 SOIS traces of scholéstic realism in Maimonides' philosophy. (146)
Tt would seem, now, that the philosopher's entire and fanatical concern for
even the conceptual, not ounly the ontologleal,unity of God must be prow
mised on equally realistie assumption. Nominalistically speaking, what
difference would it make, after all, whether man thinks of God in one or
miltifarious concepts, once it has been granted thet He 1s, as such,one? In
the nominalistiec approach, whether man thought of God in terms of many &te
tributes or not would certainly in no way affect elther God's ontological
unity, or,for that matter, his own theor¥etical belief in the divine unity.
When Maimonides is 80 afraid of the status of the Godwconcept, when he

fears for monotheism because of an Attributen«lehre, he must somehow bew

lieve that man's thought about Cod in one way or another affects God. And

this would be a definite realistic strain winding through the negative theoks

- logy, The fact that this doctrine flows, as has been shown, from largely

nec=Platonle wells, only increases the likelihood of this conclusion.
Wolfson, (147) tries to avoid such a deduction by means of

the follewing arguments belief is defined by meimonides (148) as "that cone

¢eption of the soul which is attended by the bellef that it corresponds to
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reelity." A merely verbal propositien, on the 6ther hand, lacks this
attending attitude. The negetive theology, therefore, is not expostulated
in order to avold a detraction of God but so s to prevent man from pose
sessing an incorrect view of God and thus missing commnication with Himg
it is, wolfson implies, & dootrine concerning man's religiosity, not God's
essence,.- What Wolfson says seems true = as far as it goes. Nevertheless,
it dﬁéa not aseem to exhaust the reoligious motivation for the doctrine in
the philosophic system of pmaimonides, The Guidé O the rerplexed is not a
cetechism but an exposition of what he believes to be bruth. ‘

This discussion about the point of applicatien, as 1t were, of
one of maimonides' speculations, whether the negative theology is comcerned
| with man or with God, leads directly to an unavoidable ocriticism thaf ms t
be made, for the very same question must be raised with regard to the attrie
butes of action.(149) it is hard to see how these mérely ethical attrie
bubtes oan long refrain from becoming ontological atbtributess If God acta,
He must be the actor; 1if Heaworks, He must somehow be the worker; if He 1s
8 God who acts ethically, it is hard to see how He cannot but somehow be an
ethical God, i.e. how God's ethles can keep from becoming an ontologqﬁf Gode
whet Bamberger (160) says with regard to this problem is certainly true,
nemely, that maimonides expects men to limit himself, %o lohk upon God‘*s
manifestétions, never to the source of these monifestationse. Bub that does
not resolve our problem, for we are asking how he can refrain from so doinge

Finelly, mention must be made of one practical difficulty im regard

$0 the exhortation only %o posit negative, never positive predicates of Gode
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Positively religious spirit will almost necessarily violate this theore«
tical imperative of their own. Already Philo had an occagion burst oub
into execlamations such ag "God~being is all géodness and beauty® (151).
Whitteker (152) cites similar transgressions of his own prineiple on the
part of Plotinus. When, therefore, waimonides mekes quite positive
statements about God, he standsveven there, within honorable neo«Platonic
tradition, although they all would, no doubt, have denied this charge.
1t 15 to be asked, for example, whether the»knowledge of God, whose naw
ture must remein unknowable for us in order to be cémpatible with a theory
of individual Providence, of which he says: (168) 29 95 syc
3?»»» :5& 5"4’8/ /L/K <40 ..S,;/a ')'5;” ?'ﬂ)? (ATIR forom

is the same knowledge of which can be said quite dogmatieally thet
w3 DT RIV TYYROr fant W g o, (I5%) |

In conclusiom ,then, of God and His nature, Maimonides has said
thesé things: God is the cause of the world and a necessary existent, He
is the selfethinking thinker, the Being who acts in His Creation, who,
but for thia,.can be known‘only by means of evew mare negations. By and
large we have found that the causes-concept, and the thinker-concept aré
based on Aristotelian trains of thought, and that the concept of the necese
sary existence of God and the negative knowledge of Him stems from pree

dominantly neo«pPlatonic sourcess




TREATEON

After having concluded our counsiderations of naimonidest views
concerning the concept of God and His wature, we now enter into ﬁhe digw
cussion of the rslationship between God and the world. 'The most importe
ant and extensive aspect of this complex of questlons may be summarized |
as the problem of Creation. Its significance for the Maimonidean philow
gophy has already been pointed out.(158) In it the iamue wiil not be =0
much e tension betwoen Aristotelianism on the one hend and npowPlatonism
on the other, for both maintained the dootrine of the Ebarnity of the
World, as rather the tension between the classic philesophic schools in
general and philosophy of religion, in this case, Judaism.

The importance of the question from the point of view of raii-
Agion was quite conseclous to Maimonides. He realized that upon the answer
to the problem of cosmogony depended several religious beliefs of a :unm
demental natures if Aristotle was right in believing "thet the universe
is the result of the Mrst Cause and must bé eternal as that Cause isveteru
nal® (156) and that, therefore, "the nature of everything remains constant,
that nbthing changes its nature in any way and that such a change is ime
possible in any existing thing,* (167) =« the opposite conclusions would
necessarily be engendered from those resultiﬁg from the acceptam¥@ of the
doctrine of Creation; "Accepbing the doctrine of Oreation, we £ind thatb
miraeles are possible, that Revelation is possible and that every diffie
culty in this questlon is removed. We might be asked: Why has CGod inspired

e certain pewson and not another? Why has He revealed the Law to %%a
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particular nation and not to another? And why He hes not made the prohibitions
and commandments part éf our nature, if it was His will that we should live in
accordance with them?n (158) The issue, thus, has been clearly drawn not bge
twoeen philosophic schools but between religion and philosophy. For the rationm
al philogopher Maimonides, of course, even his acceptame of the doctrine of
Oreation as & Jew must be based on the premise of its compatibility with his
particular philoéophie systeme |
With the perheps greatest talent possessed by Maimonides, nemely the

coneise and alleembracing summarization of entire systems of philosophy into
8 few short and poignant prineiples, and ability which he had already demone
strated in the exposition of Aristotelianism, (159) the philosopher states the
views concerning the problem of Creation of the three grest traditions with
which he was familiar and which therefore presented a challenge to him.

The first is that of the Kalam.(160) 1In this context its views
are irrelevant except to the desree to whiohvit m gt 1afar be shown that the
position which Maimonides takes, despite their superficial similarity, differs
Théy mey be summarized as denying all natural law and making every single phew
nomenon, at each atomic instant, the'praduet of & direoct oreative intervene
tioﬁ of God. The Kalam, unlike both Aristotelianism andrneowPlatoniam, Core

tainly did believe in Creation but only on the basis of a mediaeval occasione

alism,

To us only those views are important which were expounded by Arisw
totelianism and Platonlsm, a circumstance which happily coincides with maimonw

ides'® own evaluation, for he, as & selfwprofessed Aristotelian, was most cone
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cerned with justifying his deviation frém the former. The reasons, now,
which induce the Aristotelian to believe in the eternity of the world,(161)
mey be divided into two classes, ®he first, concernmed with the charaocter
of nature which, in his opinion, makes ﬂreatién impossible, anq the secomd
with the nature of God. From selentific considerations four proofs resulbs
1l¢ The famous first proof for the existence of God (162) is here used for
another purpose; motion, being the transition from potentiality to actuale
ity,_ean never have begun, for in that case it would never have come to be=
ging l.e. the impetus for this transition, being motion, would have te come
from itself, but it does not yet exist; it would not come at alle There
fore, motion must be eternal; but since it has been shown that motion is but
an aceident of the moving object, objects can never have begun t0 exist.
Therefore, the world must exist etermally. 2. The First Substance
mst be eternal, for being by definition formless, its comingwintwexistence,
which, in Arimtotelian terminology, means receiving form, would have meant

receiving form « which is impossible ex hypothesi. Therefore, the First

Substance muist exist eternally. B. By the mere fact that something does

not exist eternally, it is shown not to exist necessarily. Therefore every
thing thet has a beginning i destructible. But destructibility being nothé
ing but the composition of opposite elements for Aristotle, since the spheres®
eircular motion is a asign of their lack of oppoéite elements, they are ine
destructible, and, therefore, can have no beginning. (saimonides, of course,
endeavors to show that the world has had a beginning; it might, therefore,

be assumed that he, as a good Arigtotelian, also believes in its destructibile

itye. Hventually, however, he will also here deviate from the comsequences




»interqﬁting to leawn whether Mpimonides had knowledge of them when he wrote
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of strigt Aristotelianism and try to demonstrate (163) "the permanent exist
ence of the universej;" i.e. he belleves in a world with beginning but withe /
out end, strongly reminiscent of Herrman Cohen's synthesis of the comept of
God as the a?hntor of a "world without ena.“) 4. “When the world was not
vet in existence, its existence was either possible, or necessary, or imposw
sible. If it was necessary, it could never have been noneexistent; if impose
sible, it eould never have besn in existencej; if possible, the gquestions |
arises: what was the substratum of thet possibility? For there must be in exe
isténea something of which that possibility cen be predicated." (164) ‘the

lagt clauvse is, of course, taken from the Categorles and has always beenva

thorn in the eyes of the Church. The Articles of Paris of 12877 (it would be

R

this part of the Guide) specifically prohibited the belief that every ace
cident needs the substratum of a substance, for it demolished the belief in
the Transsubstantiation.

All these arguments from the obgervatlons of nature are refuted
by one Maimonidean assertion: (165) "We hold that the properties of the unie
verse as it exists at present, prove nothing as regards the forces at work bee
fore its existence.” In other words, everything stated in these four argue
ments is correct as a deseription of the processes of mture. Bub before there
was & nature, no necessity exists that these selfesame properties functionsde
What Maimonides thus cfiticizes in Aridotle is that he raises an empirical
Jjudgment o the level of a logiesl one, generalizing an historieal observation '}
also for preshistory, ,

This eonclusion coincides with the result of an investigation
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into the nature of time and-its relevanece éo the problem of creation.(168)
When it is said that God "existed"™ before the creation of the world, it
seems to be 1mpiiad that He exlsted in time, for such is the common use of
the term; when it is said that God created tﬁe world "in the Beginning,"
it seéms b0 be implied that time existed before the oreation of the worlds
i.e, both phrases assume the exlstence of time as an independent dimension,
aimllar to the coneept‘afwépace as an existant without nscessary dependence
upon the objects which fill it, space which would be & vacuum. But neimonie
des, following Aristotle‘'s analysis of time &s an "accident of motion, " (167)
i.0. the form ol mmtion,any&hsehauungsform? replies that time itsélf 16 but
the form of the moving objeot; thus time is an “"accident of an accident" and
cannot exist without objects to which.it is attached. Therefore, "if &eu
@' admit the existence of time before the Creation, you will be compelled to
accept the theory of the Hternity of the Universe."

| Thus? as time has been shown to be dependent upon phenomena, so
also the so~called laws of nsture:s they cannot exist without objects. When
there are no objects, therefore, these concepts are meaningless. To be
gure, this refutation by no meaens proves Greatiqn, ﬁut'itiat 1eést disproves
its impossibility. |

The éecond elass of reasons which induce the Aristotelians to eme

brace the doetrine of the Eternity of the Univemse and not its creaturelis
ness are derived from the nature of God. Majmonides cites three specificale
ly: (1e8) 1. If God produced the wofid at any given time, thereby becoming
an eotive agent, previous to this time He must have beem a~paasive'agant,
a potential agents In order to transform & potential agent into an active

one, however, the initial impetus referred to in the first argument froem
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’ fined as unaffected and unafrectable. 3. If God at one time desired to

48,

nature (169) must have existed previous to Him. Thus He eould not have

been the First Cause = whioh 1s impossible ex definitiong. 8¢ The will

to aot is inhibited only by external impediments, accidents, which obe
stPuct the exeoution of the intention. In the first.place, however, no
such externals can have existed when there wes nought but God, and in the

second place, even if théy had, they could not have impeded God who is dem

create the universe and at another did not, He hes undergone change,which
again contrediebs the definition of God as unchangesbles (170)

. Hero again, as in the case of the arguments fraﬁ'n&ture, Maimonse
1des accepts on the whole everybhing maid of the nature of God by the Arise
totelians; he merely denies the validity of the conclusion derived from it
with reflerence to the cosmogonicel discussion.(171) It is true that no
change can oceur in Gody it is true that God econtains ﬁothing merely possible
or potentialy it is true that no externals or accidents can affect Gode put,
Maimonides c¢laims, an incorporeal being can act manifestly at ome time and
not at another without being invelved in change. Exactly how he attempts
%o prove this statement is not understood equaliy by his commentators and
doea,>indeed, contain much thet is obsecure. Atlas, on one hand, with some
systematic likelihood, claims thats (178) *Maimonides? iepudiation of
these proofs for the Rternity of the World is bound up with his theory of the
negative attributes of dod, since the distinctness of Aivine and human will, .
precluding the poésibility of inferring the maturs of the former from the

latter, has its roots in the thesis that the Aivine a tbributes eannot be dee
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fined positively.* (XVIII) Bambefger says contrariwise: "Es liegt im
Wesen des Willens (as such) bald zu wollen, bald nicht zu wollen, sagt
Maimonides." Ipstein gives a stlll different explanaﬁion: he says that,
aecording to Maimonides, Blod indeed does alﬁays and unchangmably will, but
does not always execute His wiil, because for His purposes one moment of
eternity is just as serviceable as another:"...weil jeder Augenblick Seinem
Zweck ebenso geeignet iste™ (174)

Actually meimonides compares this strange actionwnon-action 0
the Active Intellect: (175) Wenn auch siochtbare Aktualisierung sus diesem oder
Jenem Grunde nicht immer zum Vorschein kommt, « beim dktiven Intellekt,

Wwoil elne geeignete Bubstanz, guf dle er einzuwirken haette, fehlt; - be;n'

Gott derum, weil Sein Wille zu dieser und keiner anderen Zeit sich aesussert."

@() (Why?) « The statement of Thomas Aquines with regard to this specific poiuk

| seems somewhal more clear: (176) "In agents acting by will, what is conw
ceived and ordained is econsidersd as fhe form which is the principle of ace
tion. Therefore, from the eternal action of God an eternal effect does not
follow; there follows only such an effect as God has willed, an effect, name=
1y which hes being after nonwbeing." Thomas also puts it somewhat differe
ently(177) in a formmlation which, 1t is true,,is nowhere to be found in
Maimonides himself but, in effect, so conforms to the latter's refutst ion

of the Aristotelian arguments from nature thet 1t may well be in his spirit;
it is, at any rate, the clearest and most cenvineing: before God has crested
the world, there was no time. (178) Change, however, even change falsely

conceived and predicated to God, ceceurs only in time. Therefore, it is
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meaningless to apeak of a change 1ﬁ God before there even was time,#/&nd
yet Crescas could remark to this entire exposition: ®It eontradicts itself.®
(179) |

With respect to Platonism and neosPlatonismy the situation was sompe
what different for the JeWish philosopher: certeinly also Plato and Ploe

tinus, possibly even the Jewish Philo of Alexandria, did not believe in

¢reation in the sense of ereatio ex nihilo., They did, indeed, on occasion
speak of "ereation," but only in the sense of the everlasting re«creation
of the world through.the eternal emanations from the Deity. Vossler (1801,
dubiously attributing thié view also to 'Thomes, states thelr position guite
clearly: "He distinguishes & creation “out of nothing" (ex nihilo) from

one “"after nothing" (post=nihilum); that is, transleted into modern termw

inology, a metaphysical and an empiricel ereation. The latter is:...an irras
tional conceptions Motion and matter have been in existence as long as time
and space, for time and space proceed only solely from moticﬁ and mattoﬁ,
which are therefore as endless as they. But...there is a beyond to time

ani space. The transition from that beyond to the here of time and space

is metaphysical creation, or, as the unfortunate expression goes, creatio

ex nihilo. This is outside of all time and all sequences, or spesking metaw

physically, it goes on constantly; speaking empirically, it never occurse

1t caen only be thought, indeed it must be though®; but it camnot really be

inaginedecsee o™

Epétein (181) pointe out and expleins an interesting distinction

which Maimonides makes in his polemicss in Chapter 2l,he distingulshes
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Arlstotle's original argument for the Iternity of the World from thet

of his medieeval followerss he says: "it is the same thing whether we say
in accordance with the view of Aristotle that the universe 1s the result
of the Prime Cause and must he eternal as %hat Cause is eternal, or in ace
cordance with these philosophers (some recent ones) that the universe is
the result of the act; design, will, selection and determination of God, i
but 1t has always been so and always will be s0.% Aristotle‘’s view, thus,
would be that the universe is eternal due to the necsssary relationship
existing between a cause and its effect, logically, a relationship with
which the will of God can in no way interfere, while "these recent philow
sophers,® obviouuly in an attempt to harmonizp the teachings of their |
Church with those of the Lyceum, believe that the world is eternal due %o
\M?’ ) the e ternal will of God and His design. Epstein now argues that Maimoni-
des' shtatement that the concept of the Eternity of the world "opPoOsses

our very religion and endangers the entire 'loraht (182) applies only to
the former, whilgithe latter he merely says: "until now, you have no proof
for your theoryv- implying thus that ﬁroof is at least conceivable: wif
on the other hand, Aristotle had & proof for his theory, the whole teéchm

ing of Soripture would be rejected and we should be forced to other opinionsl

(183) maimonides, then, is not so much interested in refuting the doctrine

of the Eternity of the Universe, as in proving that the world is not a rew

.sult of the necessary laww of nature but rather of the will of Gode. From
there on, it becomes a secoundary question whether the world is eternal or
not, because once the first has been established, though the Creation of

the World may not yet be accepted, the religious doctrines which have been




47

shown involved as consequences in this problem (1§4) are made possibles

The rlatonic view that ex nihilo nihil fit, and that God, the

fireatior, can therefore have been bui the demiurge, the Former of the Chomer
Kadrmon, the hyle, the primaeval matter which 1s coweval with God, though,

of course, detracting from pure monotheism, has historically moved to be

at least compatible with judaism: David Neumarck sees an entire strain of
Jewiesh thought in Talmudic and mediaeval times as én expression of this docw
trine, and waimonides himself cites one example: (185) despite his reintere
pretatibn of rnabbl Eliezer's famous sentence so as to fit it into his own
neosPlatonic cosmology, it is clear that it entails the belief in primeeval
matter which in this form occurs again and again in conneotion with the Ma '~

agseh Merkabeh in kabbalisgtic speculations. 1t is, therefore, not too sure

prising thet maimonides never returns to Plato after chapter 18 at length,
because so long as the will of God and not the necessities of mture andAlo»
glec are considered the causative agent for the existence of the world he is
primarily setisfied. |

Whet then is the Jewish belief? "Those who fodlow the Law of Now
ses, our teacher, hold that the whole universe, 1.6. everything except God,
has been brought by Him into existence out of nonaaxistencé. In the begine
ning, Cod existed and nothing elses...He then produced from nothing(creaﬁio
0x nihilo)all existing things such as they ere, by His will and desire." (186)
By refuting to his satisfaction the argumenis'of the Aristotelians, Platonists

and neo=Platonists, maimonides hae established the possibility of Creat ion,

a situation in whieh it is philosophically conceivable that Creation might
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have been the beginning of the world. He hes not proved Creation and will
not try to do so; for this he remains too much burdened with his Aristotew
lian affiliation. (187) - All that he will try to do, according to his own
claim, is to establish some probability for it beyond its possibility. kor
the rest, he will trust upon vthe authority of ﬁropheey.“ Just as Kant's
antinomies of pure reason are dissolved by the postulates of practical rea=
son, 80 the uncertainty of waimonides' rational arkqments, endowed, however,
with a certain amount of preferability, will be fiﬁally and definitively dow
e¢ided by Revelation. Substibubting the word "practical reason" by "Revelation®
and “réason" by "pure reason®, Gruell's sentence (188) could have been said
of Kant when the latter deals exsctly with these questlions, the problems of
oreation, freedom of the will, ete.; "Dle Offenbarung ist nicht zur Bequemlichkeit
geschehen, sondern sie war notwendig, weil sie eben Fragen be%%wﬂgtat, welche
die Vernunft nicht beantworten kann." (189) And when one considers thgt for
Maimonides the Torah was ethies exbternally demanded, i.e. by written 1aw;the
dissimilitude between the methods anployed respectively by Kant and Maimone
ides decreases even morasers the pfoblem is solved by the ethies from within,
ndas moralische Gesetz in mir," « there it is solved by the ethics from withe
out, "das morallsche Gesetz ansser mir."

| By two arguments essentially does Maimonides attempt to establish
a probhility for the theory of Creation, the first one from teleology, the
socond couched in the terminology of the age=-old Platonle problem of the One
and the Manys |

1. The teleological argument: this argument, in turn, consists of

two partss af the first rests upon the atronomico~philosophical beliefs of

Maimonides® time: in his astronomy, certain stellar movements have either been
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postulated or astually observed which vioclate the cosmological axioms of
Ptolemaa&n Aristotelianisme. ‘Therefore, concludes Malmonides, they must

have bsen specially designed to move in these irregular courses, since the

- laws of neature do not apply to them, though the purposss of the design may

Wuin-
be[ﬁg§wn. (190) "The variety of things in the sublunary world, though
their substance is one and the same, can be explaimed as the influence of
the apnareao.aﬁut who has determined the variety in the spheres and thé

stars if not the will of God?" « Wyen Husik (191) labels this argument of

vgstigation; he misses the poinb: it 1s true that Maimonldes says: "“The

R SN

answer o this question is that all this has been made for a certain pure

R

pose, though we do not know 1%, " (192) but this 1s not to eliminate seien~

4ific observation and further interesty it merely declares that above and

peyond the "how" of science may always stand validly the "why" of "theology."
Aléo Bpstein seems to misunderstand the real import of the argu=

ment in saying that, according to Maimonides, design contradiets Gre&tion,'

(193) because "Zweck weere acusserlicher Zwang, waehrend der Mensch will ume.s, |

gobt will. *0n the contrary, this design, not imposed upon God from the oute |

side but equaily willed b& Himself, is proof of the fact that God's will is

thovPrime Cause, not the necessities of the laws of matures Whether, of

course, a teleological argument can at all be based upon ignorance of the

purpeose is another question; perhaps N.K. Smith is right when he says that

vargument to design must precede argument from design."

%. _ The argument on the basis of the problem of ‘the One and

the Manys (194) in ome short question Maimonides gives the death=blow to the
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transcendental emanationalism of nsowPlatoniam, the impersonal Deity eof
Plotinuss "ﬂbw,than,oan‘the compound form of existing things come from such
an Intellect (2 simple Intelleet) by fixed laws of nature, as Aristotle ase
sumes? (195) On the other hand, *a single agent that acts with will and
deaign, and not merely by the forcq of the laws of nature, can produce dif-
ferent objeots.” (186) I.B. will, like the human; for example, is able of
wanting and 1nten&1ng morTe than one objeet, but the abstract One of neow
Platonic demiurgy can rationally only produce one completely identical with
iteelf and, thus, not account for the multiplicity of the real world.
Herewith maimonides has accomplished the task he set for himself: an inie

tial probability for the theory of ereatio ex nihilo has been establishedy

now the teachings of Revelation set ing "The miracles are evidence for the
correctness of our view."™ (197)

In eassence thug, Meimonides does not deny matural law as the
Kelem felt obliged to do in order to be able to continue to uphold the re=
ligious doetrine of Creation. Nor, however, does he declare natural lew to
be the sole foree in and outside of the world as severs Aristotelianism
meintains. Rationalist and medimeval scientist that he is, he recegniies
natufal law to be the law of the world, but considers just this natural law
o be the'expression of the will of God. Natural law thus rules the world
up t0 "the fifth sphere" in the neowplatonic world-pictuve, from where on
up the divine will reigns, Natural necessity is thus anchored in divine
freedom., This final conclusion of the Maimonidean philosophy regarding the

problem of Creation co~ineides, as Bamberger reeognized (198), with the final

conelusion of the discussion of the conscept of God as such; in whieh, tdo.
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the necesslty of the "natural," immanent, Aristotelian God is anchored in the
freedom of the supermatural, transcendent, unknown God of neowPlatonism, which
in turn is bridged to the real world by the attribubes of.aebion. God is not
the pure form which needs matiter in order teo be realized but the pure form
without which matter cannot exlsts "the whole universe, i.e. §Verything oXe
cept God, has been brought by Him into existenae‘from nonwexistense." (199)
Just so the effect of his teaohings about Oreation results in bthe ethicai CON=
copt of the world as did his theology, negative but for the attributes of age
tiones (200)

If there had been no Creation in the Beginning, if,that 1s to say, the
ecreative prineiple of freedom had been repudisnted dn-pmineipdw in favor of
Aristotelian necessity, also the freedom.whiehiis a necessary premrequisite
for the Maimonidean, nay Jewish conception of morality would have fallen by
the wayside., "There is thus a correspondence between the consept of Géd énﬂ
the 1dea of meng and both find expression in the same attitude toward the
problem of Oreation." (201)

In summary, end with speeific regard to the source«problem of this
essay, it is clear from the exposition that Maimonides stand can nelther be
attributed to a neo-Platonie nor an Aristotelian influence. Hven while em=
bracing‘the religious prinéiple of Creation without going to the extreme oge
casionalism of the Kalamy Maimonldes accepts the coneept of natu:al law and
necessity for the real world of Aristotle. ¥or a proximity to neo-Platonium
in this complex of duastion may speak only the following econsideration: if, in
the rabbinic exegetical discussion, the view that God ereated the world out

of His attribute of love confronts that view which holds that He oreated 1t

out of the attribute of juatice,((ZOQ) as the prineiple of divine freedom
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Versus necessity, then also the greater emphasis of neo=Platonism on the idenw
$ification of goodness and love with the Deity, the One and His causative,
emanational activity as resulting from love, approximates more clogely the
philosopher's belief of God's freedom in the creation of the world. Indead,

wo have seen (203) that implicitly Maimonides does not seem to oppose the Flae
tonie view of the origin of the world as strenuously as the of the Aristotelian

tradition. In essence, however, philosophically speaking, Maimonides takes

an agnostic stand with regard to the problem of Oreation and answers 1t poss

1tively'only on the religious level. From the point of view of the considors

‘ations of this essay, it may, therefore, be said that the answer given by the

philosopher is meither to be classified as within the Aristotelian nor in the
neosPlatonie treditions, for both of them differed fundamentally with the religims

gonception of Judaisme. From this a conclusion may be permitted concerning the

Rembam's predilection when placed in the position of a dilemma of 1oyaitieso




53

PROVIDENCE,

==
—m

Whether the problem of Providence would structurally morevproPerly
belong with considerations about the GodwMan Relationship than with those
about the God-World Relationship, is a legitimaée question whose answer
will lead straight into Maimonides' answer to fhis problem. If Providence
is conceived as the principle of the actual conduct of the entire cosmosy
naturally inclusive of the human race and all its members, then its dise
cussion belongs at the place in which it is here actually offered, ~If, on
the othér hand, a formlation of a coneept of Providence is suggested and
naintained by an author, which extends God's knowledge and compensatory juse
tice only o&er rational beings, i.e. in effect human beings, then it might
be more correct in the exposition of the system of that parﬁicular'philosc-
'@'« pher to integrate his discussion of Providence within the narrower discuse

slon of the relationship between God and man. This will, indeed, turn out
%o be Maimonides' conception of Providence. ihy, then, do we persist in
viewing it as a part of the issue of the relationship between God and the
worid at large? = For two reasons, mainly: 1. Regardless of what Maimonides*
eventual answer to the problem may be, it remains brue that he will have to
deal in his polemical differentiation with other philogophers also in their
terms, and those tems are usually 6ovar1ng of all the natural world, not
only its human constituents. 2. As orthodox Aristoteliens in general do,
%@yﬁ there is a second fggbet to the sewlsh philosopher’s answer to the problem
of Providence, and that will turn out to be that in addition to human indivie
duals also all specles, human or otherwise, are objeets of divine knowledges

and prescience. It is bo be assumed, therefore, that the world as a whole cone

‘%~ stitutes such a super-species under the eyes of God. In fact, we can define
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itely state thet it is, for although Maimonides confesses mot to know, even

‘not to be able to know the purpose of the world, he certalnly balieves'that

it has such a pgrposeq‘(aeé) As such, therefore, the world as a whole in ade
dition to the human individuals inhabiting it stands under the direoct Provie
dence of God. For this reason, too, it is apprently justified to view the

problem of Providence as & pard of the problem of the mlationship between God

.and the cosmos in generale

In regard to his position on the problem of Providencs, Maimonides can
perhaps best be shown teo pursue a systematic, consistent line of thinking cone
nocted with his answers to the other problems with which ho deals. A£ the be«
ginmning of his discussion of prophecy (208) he states that the three view of
it correspond to the three views of (reation. Theve now (206) he presents the
view of Aristotle which enbraces the doctriﬁe of the Bternity of the Universe
and the consequent supreme and éxcluaiVe rule of necessary natural 1aﬁ,q that
of Plato which upholds the same principle but premised on the existence of tha.
primaeval hyle, from which, however, eésentially the same results as to0 the
present nature of the world would follow,~and lastly his own, the religious
doctrine of Creation from which the existence of freedom in the world can be
concluded. That the theory of Aristotelian nedessity, now, corresponds te
that gonnaption of prophecy which would make 1t a completely netural phenome
enon, achievable by any man threugh his own offorts, is clear.

Diesendruck then claims (207} that the conception of prophecy as enw
tirely depending upon the grace of God and independent of all man's intelw

lectuel and moral strivings toward it corresponds bo uaimonides' own belief

in Creation. He 1s ¢learly wrong, however, for the denial of all matural law
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as implied in this view of prophecy is not a characteristic mark of Maimone

1dean Cre@tion.(208) Mank, on the other hand (809) harmonizes this view

- with Platonism, an equally fallacious interpretation, for it, too overlooks

the essential difference between Platonie natural ceusation and this prow
phetic grace stemming from the omnipotence of God, Rether the denial of all
natural lew in propheey corresponds to the view of the Kalam with regard to
Creations (210) although this position is, iﬁdeed, not stated in the pertie
nent cheapter 13 of the second book of The Guide OFf The Perplexed, Maimonie
des must undoubﬁedly have taken reference to his exposition of that view in
chapter 74 of the first book. Gonsequently, therefore, that conception which
holds that prophecy can indeed be striven for with men's natﬁral means and
is anchored in God's will only to the extent that Cod mey then yvet use His
freedom to deprive him of 1% synchronizes with the view of the nature of the
world as bound by necessity but anchored in original divine freedom, (811)
both maintained by Maimonidess (XIx) (- of. Weinn, Eifover dov VeuinHaam, ad Josuw)
This position of the Jewish philosopher, half-way between Arise
totelian necessitarianism ana HataKalfimuwmn ocoasionalism, he again takes
with regard to the problem of Providence.(212) 1In order to maintein the
omnipotence of God, the Kelam must again deny all natural law and submit eve
ery phenomenon, good and bad, to the will and Providence of Gode mpccording
te this theory, there is nothing in the whole Unive&se, neither a class nor
an individual being, that is due to chance; everything is the result of will,
intention, and rule." This position, leading, as it does, as much to a d@e
nial of free human will as Aristotelian natural law, must of course, bo reo=

Jected by Maimonides: "The Ashariysh were therefore compelled t0 ASSUMGce.se
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that it is not in the power of man to do a certain thing or leave it undone."(21%)

Aristotelianism, on the other hand, in order to maintain the "omnipotence
and exclusive sovereignt& of natﬁre in which 1t_obaervos ﬁhe birth and death of
individual existences regardless of their moral status," and that everything dife
ferent from the existing order of things in nature is impossible," (214) must
hold this opinion: "EVarythiﬁg ia the result of management which 1s constant,
which d@aé not come to an end and does not change any of its properties, as e.ge«
the heavenly beings and everything which eonﬁinues according to a certain rule
and deviates from it only rarely and exceptionally, as in the case in objects
of Nature. All these &re the result of mansgement, i.e6. in a elose relation to
Divine Providence. But that which is not eonstant and does not follow a certain
rule, as e.g. incidents in the existence of the individual beings in each spew
cles of plants or animals, whether rational or irrational (2185) is due to chance
and not to management; it is in no relation to Divine Providence. (216) N@&mni»
deé realizes that "this view is closely connected with his (Aristotle‘s) theor&
of the Eternity of the universé," (217) because,Aristotelien netural lay, only
covering the constant 3p6016§, also Providence,which is synonymous with it and
nc@i;eligious conception of the will of Goq’will be limited to this.

In Chapter 16 Maimonides states the reesons which induce such bew

liefs: one 1is derived from the problem of theodicy, namely that there can be
no divine Providence where good men live in misery aﬁd misfortune whila the

evil spend their days in joy and luxury. The other group of reasons of an-

. epistemglogical naturq, are pertinent to the above view: 1le it is impossible

that God should have knowledge of earthly things, for the individual members

of a specles can only be perceived by the senses and not by reason; but God
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does not perceive by means of eny of the senses. 2. The individuale are
infinite but knowledge comprehends aﬁd_ciraumsoribes the bbjﬁet of its ace
tion, and the infinite cannot be comprehended or ciroumseribed. B Knows
ledge of individual beings, that are subjeet to change, necessitates soms
change in him whovpdsmesaes it, beocauss this knowledge itself changes cons
stantly. 4. The opposite view would imply the impossible opinion "that there
can be knowledge of a thing that does not exist at ally and 5, it leads to
the conclusion that the knowledge of an object in potentia is identicsl with
the knowledge of that same object in reality." (218) The similarity of these
arguments with those against Creation from the nature of God (219) is unmige
takablee
Religiously speaking, maimonides must uphold humen freedom agmipst the
Kalem, (220) Divine rrovidence against Aristotle, divine justice against'tho
doubters of theodicy, and philosophically netural law ¥ith Aristotlee
The evil that befalls men, therefore, doss not detract from God's juse
tice but is the result of man's wrong use of his full will. In order to prove
this doetrine, he must subseribe to two theories which ars religiously and
- philogophically of & dubious steture in his system:l.fhe exact correspondence
of man‘'s fate on earth with his meritsJd(281) This ancient, ng'ive belief
against which already Job revolted, he buttresses with the Talmudiec quotas
tion . }H T e 5,» /'y/o" /'Icl ﬁﬁ% /c§:o VAN /'lc. sAlready the come
meptator ,396:}? objeets to this argument on justified Jewish grounds: (228)
» e et/ jlq,s %n)-Q ._U i O 7)) ,J\ﬂ“'zq A 7/"I<? v
\J/;mv /cSo /659!) '////'o“ /Ja //;/o" iuu /40/; /JA IAY /'/“"JM'//«M
ol /(-j/Vde [CAA AN T F J@/ ARNIA'L 2A2 Dwired rgje Yo
W 1300: (w190 (’;angf.f (WD _ord) sop e PO [ g7 amscd
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In order to maintain this view he must even deny the 3;? Jr2ror

§Aanlc , the eoncept of. /l’CLJ etece All this is the more amszing as he
might well have evaded the diiemma by en answer pointing to our ignorance of
God ‘s will and intentions in accordence with His negative attributes for whieh
he eould have found ample seriptural suppert in the Book of Job which, after

all, comss to this very conclusion. 3, His answer, however, contains a ses

|
cond part without further elaboration at thet point: (223) "The evils of | !

man originate in himself (224); or form partbof his material nature."

.Wb receive a more extensive ilmpression of this phrase in the statement
of hls eosmological beliefs. (2325} There he elaborates his view of the unle
verse as & mecrocosm) one of the exceptions to this scheme to which he admits
is that cebtain phenomensa arise‘not for a certain taleologieal funetion of

@E} purpose but out of the nature of matter; (226) "Thers are also parts which in

themselves are not intended for any purpose but are mere accessories and ade

junets to the constitution of other parts....Uther spscies do not serve any

purpose, they are the mere resuli of the general nature of transient things,
as e.ge the various insects which are generated in dunghills, the animals
generated in rotten rruit....*(XxX). Hore then, we have additionally the in-

(. 2790k 2933R 20180
dependent, purposeless matters)/>>2» 'aS ~AYNO8 ) (AP 251 pﬂgl,Purposelesﬂ

now is synonymous with evil, just as uneresated by God 1s, and so we have the

peo=Platonic evil matter which Heinemann deseribes in Plotinus' language
4s "Was das Denken Dbriglésst® ,"Lige" , "Geschmuckter Leichnam," ete., (227)
With regard to the other, epistemelogical strain of argument against

Providence, Maimonides first states his own position: (288) "In the lower

ai} or sublumery portion of the Universe, Pivine Providence does not extend to the




individual members'of species (8o for strictly Aristotelian naturalism) eiu
cépt in the case of mankind....but the idea that irrational living beings
should recelve a reward (l.e. stand under Divine Providenbe) has never been
heard of in our nation (against the Kalam),®

That God knows the individual, if anything, he bases (229) on an exe
plielt statement of hominalism: universals being only ereatures of the mind,
not real existents, are not real in the full sense of the world. If, therefore,
God knows anybthing, He surely must'know the real individuals.(280) (XXI)
Againat the objection that an infinity of objests cannot be known and that
the knowledge of changing objesots would imply change in God, the Knower, Maimonw

ides brings up two arguments: (231) le. for a bostoriori knowledge of the human

sowt 1t is, indeed, impossible to "eircumsoribe" an infinity of objeots, but
for the knowledge of God which i1s a priori and creative of its objeotﬁ;_thia task
by>no means represents an impossibility. (¥xIT) (282) It i1s again true that
human knowledge changes with the change in its objeets, bubt when we aseribs
" knowledge tg God, we do so ounly by way of a homonym. His knowledge is in-
comprehensible to us, and how He can know changing objeets without changing
Himself, indeed how He can know en infinite number of objects and objects in
potentia, we can, therefore, not kaow. Thus the theory of negative attrie
butes and homohymity saves the philogsopher out of this dilemma. (XLIIIL)

How now is it tmmmhﬁsaoheeo%mwvidenee over the individual, applies
only to individuals? (233) "I hold that'Divina Providence is related and

closely connected with the intellect, because Providence can only proceed

from an intelligent being, from & being that is itself the most perfect ine
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tolleet. Those cregtures, therefore, which receiwve part of that intellecs

@W@_ tuel influence, will become subject to bthe action of Providence in the same
proportion as they asre aeted upon by the intellect." Just as greater at=
tachment to the Aotiv«.lﬁtelleat results in a greater chance of immortality
for the individual, so also the wise stands more under divine Providence than
the foolish. This intellectualistic train of thought stems directly from a
long Aristotelian discussion throughout the Christian and Arabiec Middle Ages
as to the function and nature of the Active Intellect. (234) Suffice it to

;}§?}~p say that the “acQuired intellect"™( Xﬁiz&g'J J;eb)is soncolved as attached to

o men by the Active Intellect and thus, elmost in itself separated from the body

by the hypostatic Je199 30 ,in a state of spiritual immortality as well as
"providenced."

At the end of the discussion of this entire concept stands, as at its

ﬁaginning, the problem of teleologys The problem of theodicy and the problem
of Purpose commected with it, insugurated it; it must end it, As Atlds
points ous (2351,1n the Aristotelian worldwplieture no purpose was necessary
because AVGrything is naturally mneceassitated and motivated; there}in other
words, the principle of ceusality makes the prineiple of teleology superflu-
ous. In Maimonides' worldwpicture, on the other hana, where freedom and new
cessity both find their plsce under the primacy of the former, Purpose must
aupplément causality. Its actual content, however, vanishes in the fog of
man's incomprehension of God‘'s ways and intentions, S22 ) ‘2% (238),

and thus leads back into the neo«Platonic "doctra ignorantia“,

8
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CONCLUSION

As between Aristotelianism and neo-Platonism, we have seen (237)
$hat Maimonides in general takes a medium position. In the problems of Crea-
tion, Prophecy &nd providence this was particularly conspicuous. law as cone=
celved by the Aristotelian tradition is retainéd; thus making sclence and noe
ture possiblej freedom, or at any rate, absence of‘law as conceived by the Ka=
lam, is accepted to the extent to which it may be considered the origin and
condition of law, thus making ethics and religion possible; mysticlism, or at
any rate, the more~than«rational as concsived by the neo-Platonic tradition
is integrated into this sytem in order to make the God~concept what it had to
be in religious conceptsow .

Specifically; in the proofs for the exlstence of Cod, His 1mmanenee
wasvguaranteed by Aristotelian, His transcendence by essentially neo-Plétonie
prguments; in the ngure of Gpd, the negative theology in eoncordance with |
God's transcendence was of neo=Platonic origins, and in the remaining dlscuse
gions this negative theology again and again demonstrated its systematic funce
tional valuoe

Put the eclectic constituents of Maimonides' systems should not be
rogerded as undigesteu fragments of an indiscriminatorily collecting minde
Moses ben Maimon's genius is partly described by his ability to find truth

wherever he seemed to discover it, to nermonize and systematize it with his

own conceptual additions such as the elaboration of the notion of the attrle
vutes of aetion, the refutation of Aristotle's argument against Creation, obce
Not whet he learmed from others but how he used snd supplemented it Marks his

plece in the history of philosophy in generaly in Jewish thought his place




stands undisputed. "The hallemark of a thinker comsists not in what he has in

common with others but what is unique %o himself." (R38)
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Foot Notes

Io  ofs’Geschichte der Aristolelesiibersetzungen; Richard moKeon, -*Aristotele
iansm in western Uhristianity”,in "Environmental Factors in Christian nlstory®,
Chicago 1939, ppe 2064831, Dpe 203:" Aristotlets works, slight until the 13th
Centuryy at which time the econcentrated labors of ons hundred &ears of transw
lation had rendered the major part of the wrltings of Aristotle into 1nteliig1ble
Iatin®y Nirenstein, "The Problem of the Hxistence of God™, Phil&delphia 19242
"It was in'ilQO that Maimonides first becams acquainted with the work of
Averroesg', and contrary-wise other authnraQﬂDavid Kﬂﬂfmnnn, "Geschichite der
Attributenlehre,”™ Gotha 1877 p. 368"§ "Die Theologie (a psoudoﬁﬂristotaliaﬁ,
actually profoundly neo~Platonie work whieh.(cf‘ Muank ¢ “Mélange de Philosophie
Juive et Avabe®™, Paris 1987, p. 249 {f.) aeemb to have sprung from Jewish
oireles) mag von Maimonides benutzt worden sein"; "The Guide of the Per; '
plexed", transl. by Friedlaender, London 1904, pe 418: "Referencas to Works
on Scionce and Philosophy" in the Guide; ete. ebde.; or in the cass of neow
Platonism, while it is beyond doubt that Philo was not only the great antes
cedent but also the predecessor of Plotinus, Whittaker ("The Neow~Platonists,"
Cambridge 1928, page 33) oan e¢laim that "Philo waes pretty certainly unkuvown
to Plotimus." and this problem, whether this neo«Platonic historical tradie

tion was at all conscious to the selfwconfessed Aristotelian Maimonides, arises

‘equally when we ask whether the thoughts of Scotus Erieugena (cfeps'3 4}, for

example, were at all known in mediseval Jewilsh Spaine)

II. Dre Samhel Atlas points out orally thet whether Malmonides really bew
lieved in the possibility that the dogtrine of the Ibternity of the World, might

be proved, 1s not quite as simple & question as that. (0f course, Aristotle

and othe®s after him had proved it to their satisfaction, but Maimonides, with
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the exegetical tradition of the rabbis and that of the often similarly forced
reinterpretations of the scholasties, behind him, not only disagrees with them
buty consequwntly, also doubts whether they themselves msant what they saide
¢fe ibe che 16) That the doctrine has not been proved would normally not mean
that it will not be provedi in other words, the historioal absence of proof
is not identical with the logiéal antinomy, such as those of Kant for example.
In the closed univemse of discourse of the mediaevals, on the other hand, in
which all truth was believed contalned in the c¢lassic philosophie writings,whieh
only needed oliciting in form of scholastic commentary and superacommsntary,
just as all religious truth was believed to have already been reovealed and on
1& needed discovery by a corregt understending of the Bibley an historical
antinomy might conceivably be equivalent to a logical one. Perhaps, therefore,

Maimonides did not, after all, believe that the world's eternity could st1i1) be

proveds)

1944, Index of Authors, "Maimonides", Vole IX; DBell74e

Ivs - efs Suprs
Ve efs Supras PrQof that the Primum Mobile camnot be & bodyd
VI That Husie ("The History of Medmeival Jewish Philosophy™, New York 1930

Pge 263) completely and disastrously misses this point, is proved by the followe

ings "whereas iaimonides frankly bases his entire argument from motion (provisione

ally to be sure) upon the Aristotelian theory, inending eternity of motione.,eo™
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Are we to understand that Maimonides offers his first, and therefore, also his

fourth (ofe pe !/ )y proof only provisionally? Whers doss he say that?

VI, Munks IIs pPe 29y ne 1, therefore, seems to be wrong in saying categorie
cally that "ses démonstrationmssont de celles qu'on a appeldes "physiques" ou "eogs

mologiques!)

VIIIe BHumker, in "Witelo, Philosoph und Naturforscher déa XIITs Jahrhunderts)
p¢585,'Anm. 2, traces the proof to Themistius, and munk (a.ds locum) to Ajexander
of Aphrodisiag, « both later, and thus not altogether unadulterated Aristoteliansg
Nirenstain; in "The Problem of the Kxistence of God" in Maimonides, Alanuas and

Averroes® Philadelphia 1924, ps 24, bikings it down o Alfarabi and Avicennas

o IXo of. Aristotle, Mebaphysics XIT, 7, 1072 b 9 fo: "the first mover prow

| duces cireular motions The first mover,then, exists of necessity," which Ross

(The Basie Wérks of Aristotle, ed. by R. McKeon, New York 1924) explains cqr»'

rectly by commenting (ad locum): "But it (the first mower) produces this (eir»
4

cular mot:len) and therefore cannot share in ity for if it did, we should have to

look for something that is prior to the first mover, and imparts this motion t§

it

Xe That, at this point, Munk (ad locum) dées not notice Maimonides' realise
tic assumption (ef. also p.f0) is momnens;, indeed, astonishing, since he almost
says it himselfs " Par eonséquent@ toute existence qui se pré%ents, dang nétre
Egggéép eomme'un composs de deux ggégg, comme par example matisre et forme,; ne

saurait @xre, tolle qu¥elle se prééen%e, nécessaire en elle = m@ma, puisqutelle

Cﬂﬁ‘ est, tout au moins pour la,penséé, le résultat d'une composition.” He even
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(1bs pe 29y note 1 end) recognizes the special status of this third proof by an
indireet hint§ « This very same disguise of scholastic realism we shall ree

encounter in our discussion of the negative theologys

XT. That this was Plotinusf goal is doubted by none., But whether he suce
ceeded in eénstrueting a completely monistiec system, just as the certain faile
ure of the neo«Platonic tradition in the area of nsgative theology will péru
foree be pointed out in it Toper place, constitutes the subject mat ter of an
interesting divergency of opinion between Heinemann and Dean Inge: the former
argues (ops oite ppe 244w247) that an emenational system that purports o ene
brace all levels of reality cannot derive from one source, but that in fact
the ray of emenations streams out of the One and, when arrivga at its loﬁeaﬁ
step, is'reflected by the second source, primordial matter; so as td create

a descent from above, i.e. metaphysiés, and an ascent from below, i.e. §thics;
but this involves that the "uﬁsprﬁhglimher griechischer Dualismus zwischen
Geist und Meterie ist nieh ganz aufgehoben? (ps 245) Inge,on the other hand,
categorieally, and also rathér dbgmatiea&ly stetes (ops cite vol 1, pe 112),
that "it was the Stoles who teught him (Plotinus) that "Matter™, so far ss it

existey 1s the creation of Gods (?) Perhaps, as De Faye says, the Stoa helped

" him to reject Guostic dualiem and pessimiem," = it certainly seems as if Dean

Inge'*s Christian creationiam played him a trick in his understanding of hig

much revered Plotinus$

XTI The sixth proof for Creation runs along somewhet similar lines (Guide
Of the Perplexed, I ch. 74): the world can be conceived as nonwexistenty; i.e.

1t could notwbei but it isy therefore, it must have been caused to bee Maimone

ides rejects this argument on very poignant grounds, yet it is apparently the
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superficial similitude to the neowPlatonic jump from contingency to necessity
involved in hie third proof for the oxistence of God which causes him to say
of it, unlike all others: "Voila une methode (qui peut paréitra) tres satise

falsente, maise.ssecoe" (Munk, ad locum)

X111, It is for thie reason that some smong the scholastic philésophersg'
‘ with the
6+ge Averross and some Christians; came to identify Hod Himself/Active Intele

lect, and that the Counsel of Paris 12877 had to ben such theories.

XIV, "What we have explaindd in this chapter is this: that God is one
in every respect, containing no plurality or any element supsradded to His

680eNCa.+...", Friedlander pe 78§

TR XV, David Keufmann, ‘Geschichte der Attributenlehre! Gotha 1877,1 465
raises the ridiculous elaim, and repeats it on pe 472, that Maimonides really
re jected also this form of attribution and only accepted it as a compromise

with the Orthodox Jewish ﬁmassaa;"

XVIe To be fair to Husik, the following additional, though vague
statements must be quoted: "His negative theology was only a means to a posie
tivee.s.slf we cannot undemstand howy, 1t is because the matier is beyond our

limited intellect."

XVIIX Orally Dr. Atlas has applied this same method 2lso %o the probw
lem of God'a preselenceg a problem he says, arises only when there are two
confiidting truthsy in this case, for example, the doctrine of Greation, and

the unchangeable Divine Wille If, now, ons of these two conflicting claims is

i§i{‘ eliminated or at least, as in Malmonides, so sublimated, befogged, that nothing

can or is knewn about it, then automatically the other claim gains ipkwodibilivy.
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So also with regard to the dilemma as betweer the dootrine of Providence on
the one and knowledge which normelly cammot know the ageyatwnotwexistent on

the other hende

XIX. Prophecy as such finds no place-in the 1nVemtigaﬁ1@ns‘of this paper
because it is of a pbychological m ture in Maimonides® view (bf. Guide of the
Perplexed II chs.B32-45), whereas the concept with which we are dealinqis of
a theologleal, logical nature, i.e. the.oonoept of God 1is not involved except
to the.degree which has been indicated in the texte Only so much may be said
of syétematic importance: the ecstacy of Plotinus® "Scheu"™ of God as above raw
tional thinking is necessitated systematically by the irrational mi ture of the
Onee The trascendence of the neowPlatonie God requires thet, in order to be
known at allgan 1rrationﬂl, mystic aet of cognition must transpiree Similarly
Maimonides® supreenatural God would be known only negatively if prophecy did
not exist. Propheey as a more«thansnatural process of cognition, therefore,
is intimately connected with the neo~Platonic comstituents in yaimonides? Y g

tome.

AX. - eof. aristotley Historia Animalium, Book V 539 a 21ffs "So with
animals, some spring from parent animals according to their kind, whilst others

grow spontaneously and not from kindred stock; and of these instances of Sponm

taneous generation some come from putrifying earth or vegetable matter, as is

the case with a number of inseeta...p.." Thie belief in spontaneous generation

persisted universally up to Louis Pasteur.

XXTe It might be asked, then, how God can know on these premises the

animal=gpecles.
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FRK
XX1Te For the neo-Platonic nature of this argument c¢fe pel{.
XXIIXo For the neo«Platonic also of these arguments ¢f. ch. on Negative
Theology; also Atlas? Description en g;.ehmu _L‘”wﬂ_.- /
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