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04 GUIDE FOR THE PERPLEXED

being the same. If, on the other hand, they had never heard it mentioned,
and if the knowledge of it was to prove the mission of Moses, what evidence
would they have that this was really the name of God? Moreover, after
God had made known that name to Moses, and had told him, *“ Go and ’gather
the elders of Israel, . . . and theyshall hearken to thy voice ” (ib. xvi. 18),
he replied, “ Behold, they will not believe me nor hearken unto my voice,”
although God had told him, *“ And they will hearken to thy voice ” ; where-
upon God answered, “ What is that in thine hand ? ” and he said. * A rod ”
(th. iv. 2). In order to obviate this dilemma, you must understand what I
am about to tell you. You know how widespread were in those days the
opinions of the Sabeans; all men, except a few individuals, were idolaters,
that is to say, they believed in spirits, in man’s power to direct the influences
of the heavenly bodies, and in the effect of talismans.  Any one who in
those days laid claim to authority, based it either, like Abraham, on the fact
that, by reasoning and by proof he had been convinced of the existence of a
Being who rules the whole Universe, or that some spiritual power was con-
ferred upon him by a star, by an angel, or by a similar agency ; but no one
could establish his claim on prophecy, that is to say, on the fact that God
had spoken to him, or had entrusted a mission to him ; before the days of
Moses no such assertion had ever been made. You must not be misled by
the statements that God spoke to the Patriarchs, or that He had appeared
to them. For you do not find any mendon of a prophecy which appealed
to others, or which directed them. Abraham, Isaac, or Jacob, or any other
person before them did not tell the people, “ God said unto me, you shall do
this thing, or you shall not do that thing.” or *“ God has sent me to you.”
Far from it! for God spoke to them on nothing but of what especially con-
cerned them, i.e., He communicated to them things relating to their per-
fection, directed them in what they should do, and foretold them what the
condition of their descendants would be; nothing beyond this. They
guided their fellow-men by means of argument and instruction, as is im-
plied, according to the interpretation generally received amongst us, in the
words “ and the souls that they had gotten in Haran” (Gen. xii. 5). When
God appeared to our Teacher Moses, and commanded him to address the
people and to bring them the message, Moses replied that he might first be
asked to prove the existence of God in the Universe, and that only after doing
so he would be able to announce to them that God had sent him. For all
men, with few exceptions, were ignorant of the existence of God; their
highest thoughts did not extend beyond the heavenly sphere, its forms or
its influences. They could not yet emancipate themselves from sensation,
and had not yet attained to any intellectual perfection. Then God taught
Moses how to teach them, and how to establish amongst them the belief in
the existence of Himself, namely, by saying Ebyeb asher Ebyeb, a name derived
from the verb Aayab in the sense of “ existing,” for the verb bayah denotes

“ to be,” and in Hebrew no difference is made between the verbs “ to be ” &
and “to exist.” The principal point in this phrase is that the same word [
which denotes “ existence,” is repeated as an attribute, The word asher, 3§
“ that,” corresponds to the Arabic slladi and sllatr, and is an incomplete B -
noun that must be completed by another noun ; it may be considered as the
subject of the predicate which follows. The first noun which is to be de-
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scribed is ¢hyeh; the second, by which gpe fist is described, is Likewise ebyel,

the identical word, as f to show that the object which is to be described 2nd
the attribute by which it is described are jq this rily identical
This is, therefore, the expression of the i GRS DECEMULTY JOEITESZ>
i ! 0% the idea that God exists, but not in the
ordinary sense of the term; or, in other words, He is “ the existing Being

hich is the the existing Being,” that is to say, the Be; S A
w : to sy, the Being whose existence is
absolute. The proof which he was to give consisted in demonstrating that
there is a Being of absolute existence, that has never been and never will be
without existence. This I will clearly prove (IL Introd. Prop, 20 and
chap. i.).

God thus showed Moses the proofs by which His existence would be }
firmly established among the wise men of His people. Therefore the ex- .
planation of the name is followed by the words, “ Go, gather the elders of |
Israel,” and by the assurance that the elders would understand what ‘
God had shown to him, and would accept it, as is stated in the words, ‘
“And they will hearken to thy voice.” Then Moses replied as follows : }
They will accept the doctrine that God exists convinced by these intelligible
proofs. But, said Moses, by what means shall I be able to show that this ex-
isting God has sent me ? Thereupon God gave him the sign. We have

thus shown that the question, “ What is His name 7 ”’ means * Who is that
Being, which according to thy belief has sent chee 7 The senteace, * What
is his name ” (instead of, Who is He), has here been used as a tribute of
praise and homage, as though it had been said, Nobody can be ignorant of
Thy essence and of Thy real existence ; if, nevertheless, I ask what is Thy
name, I mean, What idea is to be expressed by the name ! -~ (Moses con-
sidered it inappropriate to say to God that any person was ignorant of God's
existence, and therefore described the Israelites 23 ignorant of God's name,
not as ignorant of Him who was called by that name)—The name Fab
likewise implies eternal existence. Shadday, however,is derived from day, - .
“ enough ” ; comp. * for the stuff they had was sufficient” (deyyem, Exod. \
xxxvi. 7); the shin is equal to asher, ““ which,” as in she-hebar, ** which \
already ” (Eccles. ii. 16). The name Shadday, therefore, signifies “ he who '
is sufficient ” ; that is to say, He does not require any other being for efiecting
the existence of what He created, or its conservation: His existence is suffi-
cient for that. ‘In-a similar manner the name hasin implies * strength™ ; comp:
“ he was strong (ason) as the oaks ” (Amos ii. g). The same is the case With
“ rock,” which is a homonym, as we have explained (chap.xvi). Itis, thg:d
fore, clear that all these names of God are appellatives, or are 3??\“% S 2
by way of homonymy, like zur and others, the only e:l_'-¢°?“°‘é§°;"“imch
tetragrammaton, the Shem ha-meforash (the nomen proprium é’i&, m)t’ dodaik
is not an appellative ; it does not denote any attribute of i
imply anything except His existence. Absolute exnte?lcti:: Al Skt
of eternity, i.e., the necessity of existence. Note well t :

we have arrived in this chapter.

CHAPTER LXIV

i i by the phrase * the name of the Lord,” nothing
e e uz\amfooa-, comp. “ Thou shalt not take the

{(
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I}' is now clear that the action of bodies upon each other, according to
r.heu.' forms, prepares the substance for receiving the action of an incorporeal
qug, or Form. The existence of actions of purely incarporeal beings, in
every case of change that does not originate in the mere combination of
elemeants, is now firmly established. These actions do not depend on im-
pact, or on a certain distance. They are termed * influence ” (or * emana-
ton *’), on account of their similarity to a water-spring. The latter sends
forth water in all directions, has no peculiar side for receiving or spending
its contents ; it springs forth on all sides, and continually waters both neigh-
bouring and distant places. In a similar manner incorporeal beings, in
receiving power and imparting it to others, are not limited to a particular
side, distance, or time. They act continually ; and whenever an object is
sufficiently prepared, it receives the effect of that continuous action, called
‘“influence ” (or “ emanaton ™). God being incorporeal, and everything
being the work of Him as the efficient cause, we say that the Universe has
been created by the Divine influence, and that all changes in the Universe
emanate from Him. In the same sense we say that He caused wisdom to
emanate from Him and to come upon the prophets. In all such cases we

merely wish to express that an incorporeal Being, whose action we call
‘“ influence,” has produced a certain effect. The term *‘ influence ” has
been considered applicable to the Creator on account of the similarity be-
tween His actions and those of a spring. There is no better way of describing
the action of an incorporeal being than by this analogy ; and no term can be
found that would accurately describe it. For it is as difficult to form an
idea of that action as to form an idea of the incorporeal being itself. As we
imagine only bodies or forces residing in bodies, so we only imagine actions
possible when the agent is near, at a certain distance, and on a particular side.
Therc are therefore persons who, on learning that God is incorporeal, or that
He does not approach the object of His action, believe that He gives com-

mands to angels, and that the latter carry them out by approach or direct '

contact, as is the case when we produce something. These persons thus
imagine also the angels as bodies. Some of them, further, believe that God
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concluding words of this verse, “ i Thy light we see light,” express exactly
what we said, namely, that by the influence of the intellect which emanates

from God we become wise, by it we i to comprehend
the ActgiveThtellect)\ Note this. are guided and enabled to P

o

CHAPTER XIII

Amonc those fwho believe in the existence of God, there are found three
different thegries as regards the question whether the Universe is eternal
Those who follow the Law of Moses, our Teacher, hold
a3 niverse, i.e., everything except God, has been brought by
Him into exisrence out of non-existence. In the beginning God alone ex-
isted, and nothing else ; neither angels, nor spheres, nor the things that are
contained within the spheres existed. He then produced from nothing all
existing things such as they are, by His will and desire. Even time itself is
among the things created ; for time depends on motion, i.e., on an accident
in things which move, and the things upon whose motion time depends are
themselves created beings, which have passed from non-existence into exist-
ence. We say that God existed before the creation of the Universe, although
the verb ¢xisted appears to imply the notion of time; we also believe that
He existed an infinite space of ume before the Universe was created ; but
in these cases we do not mean time in its true sense. We only use the term
to signify something analogous or similar to time. For dme is undoubtedly
an accident, and, according to our opinion, one of the created accidents, like

blackness and whiteness ; it is not a quality, but an accident connected with
motion. This must be clear to all who understand what Aristode has said
on time and its real existence.

The following remark does not form an essential part of our present
research ; it will nevertheless be found useful in the course of this discussion.
Many scholars do not know what time really is, and men like Galen were 30
perplexed about it that they asked whether time has a real existence or not;

the reason for this uncertainty is to be found in the circamstance that tme s

an accident of an accident. Accidents which are directly connected with
material bodies, e.g., colour and taste, are easily understood, and correct
notions are formed of them. There are, however, accidents which are con-
nected with other accidents, e.g., the splendour of colour, or the inclination
and the curvature of a line; of these it is very difficult to form a correct
notion, especially when the accident which forms the substratum for the
other accident is not constant but variable. Both difficulties are present in
the notion of time : it is an accident of motion, which is itself an accident
of 2 moving object ; besides, it is not a fixed property ; on the contrary, its
true and essential condition is, not to remain in the same state for two con-
secutive moments. This is the source of ignorance about the nature of
time,

We consider time a thing created ; it comes into existence.in the same .
manner as other accidents, and the substances which form ks substratum
for the accidents. For this reason, viz., because time belongs to the things .
created, it cannot be said that God produced the Universe in the beginning. .

commands an action in words consisting, like ours, of letters and sound, and
that thereby the action is done. All this is the work of the imagination,
which is, in fact, identical with “ evil inclination.” For all our defects in
speech or in character are either the direct or the indirect work of imagina-
tion. This is not the subject of the present chapter, in which we only in-
tended to explain the term * influence ” in so far as it is applied to incor-
poreal beings, namely, to God and to the Intelligences or angels. But the
term is also applied to the forces of the spheres in their effects upon the
earth ; and wespeak of the * influence ” of the spheres, although the spheres
are corporeal, and the stars, being corporeal, only act at certain distances,
i.e., at a2 smaller or a greater distance from the centre, or at a definite distance
from each other, a circumstance which led to Astrology.

As to our assertion that Scripture applies the notion of “ influence ” to
God, compare “ They have forsaken me, the fountain of living waters .-
(Jer. ii. 13), i.e., the Divine influence that gives life or existence, for the two:
are undoubtedly identical. Further, “ For with Thee is the fountain of

life ” (Ps. xxxvi. 10), i.e., the Divine influence that gives existence. Thg
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Con.'fidet this v:'ell-, for he who does not understand it is unable to refute
forcible objections raised against the theory of Creatio ex nibilo. If you
admit the existence of time before the Creation, you will be compelled to

accept the theory of the Eternity of the Universe. For time is an accident
and requires a substratum. You will therefore have to assume that some-
thing (beside God] existed before this Universe was created, an assumption

which it is our duty to oppose.
This is the first theory, and it is undoub
the Law of our teacher Moses ; it is next i
God’s unity. Do not follow any other theory.
the first that taught it, after he had established it by p
He proclaimed, therefore,  the name ot the Lord the Go
(Gen. xxi. 33); and he had previously expressed this theory in the wo

’;‘ The Possessor of heaven and earth ” (ibid. xiv. 22).
[S The theory of all philosophers whose opinions and" works

0
F'\)‘ o:‘\'\o are EnGwn 1o us 18 this : It is impossible me that God produced any-
t_‘m_ng from nothing, or that He reduces anything to/nothing ; that is 1053,
TMpossible that am O Ject CONSISTINg ould be pro-
chat matter is absolutely absent, or thatit should be destroyed

duced when
in sach a manner that that matter be absolutely no longer in existence.
duce a thing from nothing or reduce a thing

tedly a fundamental principle of
n importance to the principle of
Abraham, our father, was
hilosophical research.

d of the Universe ”
rds,

To say of God that He can pro

to nothing is, according to the opinion of these philosophers, the same a8 if

we were to say that He could cause one substance to have at the same time
like Himself, or change

two opposite properties, or produce another being :
Himself into a body, or produce a square the diagonal of which be equal to
The philosophers thus believe that it 13

its side, or similar impossibilities. ; e tha
no defect in the Supreme Being that He does not produce impossibilities, for
the nature of that which is impossible is constant—it does not depend on the
action of an ageat, and for this reason it cannot be changed, Similarly th;rlc
is, according to them, 0o defect in the greatness of God, when He s u:fmth: _
to produce a thin o;hing,_bsggg‘s_e._t_hgz_consad‘cr this.as one O

impossibilities,/ They therefore assume that 3 certain subsug:;d :ﬁs ﬂ

/exsted with God from eternity in such_:h m:mnerdthat n:ir.h:r
i th bst nor the latter Wi v:.u.:1,:_(_3;,__9!?u—f.h_}’Tlf"""“’*’h ¢
e fnce agct;at substance equafﬁg rank that of God ; for Gtg.ol;

Qo i e lgakzmﬂ.g,_., o

ex>T
s
1 were 37 the existence of ;
i is i elation to

cl > the cause of that existence, and t.hc substance 18 m. :1(1; s:z: rdoz:?t_h e
Al a3 the clay is to the potter, of the iron to the smith ; GO Lan e her G
He pleases ; at one time He forms of it heaven .a\nd_. ea <l a s b

He forms some other thing. Those who hold this Miew 250 assu
existence, though not from no-

be reduced to nor.h'!ng.

that they came into
living beings

heavens are transient, ;
thing, and may cease O exist, although they Fa:in?n;uds i
They are cransient in the same manner as the indivi /s
which are produced from some existing subst%:]:cc, mcess | jgc
some substance that remains in existence. : e I:;: '
struction is, in the case of the heavens, the s

beings.
The followers of

ni d princi
opinions an pa.ll olf) esi:

this theory ar
Jes it is useless t0 discuss here ; but ¥

to holds the same opinion: Aristotle 8373

{
%
!

duced t0
pesis and de- &
that of earthly 3

.14 into different schools, whose
Pl chat I have mentioned 8
in "M
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il:ls dfoby::.;,c‘i r.her }clcor?ingg_ to Plato the heavens are transient. This yie

: d in Plato’s Timeus. His opinion, however, does .

;1::1 tj:lu.r Ehehef; only'superﬁci.d and careless persons Wro;gly ass:;l; ;gb:cc
0 has the same belief as' we have. For whilst we hold that the bcarcmt

have been created from absolutel i i
ly nothing, Plato beli
begn formed out of fom:;ha.ing.—Thb is :bcf,ccond r_bcor;ra th“‘!they;-h_;:e ¢
EE; 2@ ?— viz., that of @Eaahw followers, and él:
Aristotle maintains, like the adherents of the second Lbe’oxy, tbiﬂorpoﬁ?f
how-

object cannot be produced without a corporeal substance. He goes
ever, farther, and contends that the heavens are indatr;:cd 7
ty has never been differen 118
ever change : the heavens, which form the permanent dementz’i: O:Ee?fjiiir
verse, and are not subject to genesis and destruction, have always beea so;
time and motion are cternal, permanent, and have neither beginning zor
end ; the sublunary world, which includes the transient elements has alwa
bFen the same, because the matersa prima is itself eternal, and m:::cl com{!
_blncs successively with different forms ; when one form is removed, zﬁodzcr
is assumed. This whole arrangement, therefore, both above and here below,
is pever d.wmri_:cd or interrupted, and nothing i roduced contrary to th, 5
laws or the ordinary course of Nature. /He further says—thoug. -

3
=

Terms—that he copsiders it imp ssible for God to change His will or
conceive a new desire ; thar God produced this Universe in its rowalicy by
Aristotle finds it as impossible to assume that

His will, but not from nothing.
God changes His will or conceives 2 new desire, 25 to believe that He is non-
existing, or that His essence is changeable. Hence it follows that this
Universe has always been the same in the past, and will be the same
eternally.
This is  full account of the opinions of
ence of God, the First Cause of the Universe,
But it would be quite useless to mention the
recognize the existence of God, but believe that the existing state of things
is the result of accidental combination and separation of the element, and
that the Universe has no Ruler or Governor. Such is the theory of Epicurus
and his school, and similar philosophers, as stated by Alexander {Aphrodi-
siensis) ; it would be superfluous to repeat their views, since the exstence
of God has been demonstrated whilst their theory is built upon a basis proved
correctness of te

to be untenable. It is likewise useless w0 the
' d theory in asserung heavens are (ransient,

followers of the secon i
because they at the same time believe in the Frernity of the Um;e;: =%
s0 long as this theory is adopted, it makes 10 0 ﬁekwsusosmce X
believed that the heavens are transient, and that oy -
eternal, or the heavens are

held to be indestructble,
view of Aristode. All who follow the Law of Moses, our e :
Abraham, ous Father, A

nd all who adopt similar theories, a3S0ICE ©
is eternal except God,a and that the theory of Creatio “:i 1.uhin :-:::iq no-
thing that is jmpossible, whilst some chinkers even regard it -',=_'3
m;iht r having d ent theories, 1 will now proceed t0 show
e

how Aristotle prov A Wim to adoptit. 7
totie p

those who consider that the exist-
has been established by proof.
opinions of those who do not

"!!1); LD

BRI ‘r
ISR

escribed the differ

ed his theory, and what induce
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CHAPTER XIX . |
IT has been shown that according to Aristotle, and according to all that
defend his theory, the Universe js inseparable from God ; He is the cause,
and the Universe the effect; and this effect is a necessary one; and as it
cannot be explained why or how God exists in this particular manner,
namely, being One and incorporeal, so it cannot be asked concerning the
whole Universe why or how it exists in this particular way. For it is neces-
sary that the whole, the cause as well ag the effect, existn this particular
manner, it is impossible for them not to exist, or to be different from what
they actually are. This leads to the conclusion that the nature of everything
remains constant, that nothing changes its nature in any way, and that such
a change is impossible in any existing thing. It would also .fol]o.w that the
Universe is not the result of design, choice, and desire ; for if this were the

case, dthey would have been non-existing before the design had been con-
ceived.
~—_ We, however, hold that all things in the Universe are the result of design,
and not merely of necessity ; He who designed them may change them when
He changes His design. But not every design is subject to change; for
there are things which are impossible, and their nature cannot be altered,
as will be explained. Here, in this chapter, I merely wish to show by argu-
ments almost as forcible as real proofs, that the Universe gives evidence of
design ; but I will not fall into the error in which the Mutakallemim have so
much distinguished themselves, namely, of ignoring the existing nature of
things or assuming the existence of atoms, or the successive creation of
accidents, or any of their propositions which I have tried to explain, and
which are intended to establish the principle of Divine selection. You must
not, however, think that they understood the principle in the same sense as
we do, although they undoubtedly aimed at the same thing, and mentioned
the same things which we also will mention, when they treated of Divine
Selection. For they do not distinguish between selection in the case of a plant
to make it red and not white, or sweet and not bitter, and determination in
the case of the heavens which gave them their peculiar geometrical form
and did not give them a triangular or quadrilateral shape. The Mutakal-
lemim established the principle of determination by means of their pro-
positions, which have been enumerated above (Part I., chap. Ixxiii.). I will
establish this principle only as far as necessary, and only by philosophical
propositions based on the nature of things. But before I begin my argu-
ment, I will state the following facts : Matter is common to things different
from each other; there must be either one external cause which endows this
matter partly with one property, partly with another, or there must be as
many different causes as there are different forms of the matter common to
all things. This is admitted by those who assume the Eternity of the Uni-
verse. After having premised this proposition, I will proceed with the
discussion of our theme from an Aristotelian point of view, in form of a
dialogue.

We.—You have proved that all things in the sublunary world have one
common substance ; why then do the species of things vary ? why are the
individuals in each species different from each other ?
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is possible, and that every difficulty in this question is removed- why has
be asked, Why has God inspired a certain person and not anothe! '. 2 why
He revealed the Law to one particular nation, and at one particulzr tim - ugh 2
has [He commanded this, and forbidden that } why has He show™ thr e
prophet certain particular miracles ? what is the object of thes¢ lawts i
why nas He not made the commandments and the prohibitions P "o
nature, if it was His object that we should live in accordance with decided
We answer to all these questions : He willed it s0; or, His Wisdo,m vime, in
so. Just as He created the world according to His will, at a certaln i-;d’om
a certain form, and as we do not understand why His will of His wd.o o
decided upon that peculiar form, and upon that peculiar time, 5° we g
know why His will or wisdom dectermined any of the things mentio eent”
the preceding questions.  But if we assume that the Universe has t},‘e pr. ’ [a7?
form as the result of fixed laws, there is occasion for the above question 1 :nd '
these could only be answered in an objectionable way, implying denia 0 i
rejection of the Biblical texts, the correctness of which no intelligent person
he theory of the &

doubts. Owing to the absence of all proof, we reject t : i
Eternity om?%nwcrse ; and lmTHPlTVETy'reaso;] that the ‘,‘ObICSt ml;nds ’“:3
spent and will spend their days in research. For if the Creation had hee:'n 2
demonstrated by proof, even if only according to the PlatoniC hypot es;:’ b7
all arguments of the philosophers against us would be of no 3"‘“.1' If, on tne 4
other hand, Aristotle had a proof for his theory, the whole teaching of Scrip- Ert
ture would be rejected, and we should be forced to other opinions. I have i
thus shown that all depends on this question. Note it. ’E ;

CHAPTER XXVI ;E;f

o
Ty

In the famous chapters known as the Chapters of Rabbi Eliezer, I find R,
Lliczer the Great saying something more extraordinary than I have ever seen 3

e
A

1 St
"C{:g 4
e I
A ade *

in the utterances of any believer in'the Law of Moses. I mean the following %
passage : ““ Whence were the heavens created ? He took part of the llghtz‘éf

of His garment, stretched it like a cloth, and thus the heavens were extending 7
continually, as it is said : He covereth Himself with light as with a garment,: i
He stretcheth the heavens like a curtain” (Ps. civ. 2). “ Whence was the!!fi
carth created ? He took of the snow under the throne of glory, and threwﬁ%&
it; according to the words: He saith to the snow, Be thou earth ” (Jobi?
xxxvil. 6). These are the words given there; and I, in my surprise, as_kﬁ%{; ‘
What was the belief of this sage ? did he think that nothing can be pro%i -
duced from nothing, and that a substance must have existed of whichr:.
the things were formed ? and did he for this reason ask whence were thé
heavens and the earth created ? What has he gained by the answer ? Wéj.
might ask him, Whence was the light of His garment created 7 or the snoﬁ?}{%‘?‘
under the throne of His glory 7 or the throne of glory itself ? If the termgji
““the light of His garment” and * the throne of glory ” mean somethingi"
eternal, they must be rejected ; the words would imply an admission of thi:~
Eternity of the Universe, though only in the form taught by Plato. Thér
creation of the throne of glory is mentioned by our Sages, though in a strangé:
way ; for they say that it has been created before the creation of the Univers:

Scripture, however, does not mention the creation of the throne, except iii
;24
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ON THE LANGUAGE oF rue PROPHET®
. anent
religion. The opinion of Aristotle is (hat the Univers® &emﬁ,v:[:‘lrcady
and indestructble, 15 2 maland without beginning: fjnivcfsc is the
shown that this theory is based on the hypothesis that _‘"F cludes a certain
necessary result of causal relation, and that this hypo"‘.cs's"\""; e in the next :
amount of blasphemy. Having come thus far we will mcncsis. For the i
chapter a few remarkE on passages in the first chapters uch as possible of Al
primary object in this treatise has been to expoun d the description s

the Scriptural account of the Creation (mataseb bereshit)s arr:: ise two.gtnecal 1,
of the heavenly chariot (maaseh mercabab). But let us P

. . il
observations. .« not, 48 is generally j gl i

AR e e e S e 2

0
m

I:‘irst, the account givcn- in Scl_-ipturc of the Crcatlonif this were the case,
believed, intended to be in all its parts litgr:l. F": and our Sages would
wise men would not have kept its explanation secr” Creation] in order to
not have employed figurative speech [in treating of t" discuss it in the pre-
hide its true meaning, nor would they have objected ¥ hie words: might fcad
sence of the common people. The literal meaning_oI : ;bo t God g
us to conceive corrupt ideas and to form false opin"’"s 5 S I 96 ot efv 0
entirely to abandon and reject the principles of 0vf Faih:, s Fhere or;
right to abstain and refrain from examining this subJCC_t superficially an
unscientifically. We must blame the practice of ™ 18norant preachers
and expounders of the Bible, who think that wisdom consists in knowing the
explanation of words, and that greater perfectio? ** attained by employing
more words and longer speech. It is, however, ight that we should examlnef
the Scriptural texts by the intellect, after havifg acquired a knowedge o B
demonstrative science, and of the true hidden meaning of prophecies. But o
if one has obtained some knowledge in this matter he must oot p teas s gn 1:1:
as I stated in my Commentary on the Mishnah (Hag:gah,gg. 7)1’ an ?::r b
Sages said distinctly : From the beginning of the PO?‘k to a4 p afceG—ad o
the account of the sixth day of the Creation—it 1 the glory of God to
conceal a thing * (Prov. xxv. 2).

We have thus clearly stated our opinion. I : 2
Divine plan that every one who has obtained some perfection transmit it to o
some other persons, as will be shown in the chapter on Prophecy. It i, i
therefore, impossible for a scholar to possess knowledge of thes:t problems,
whether it be through his own researches or through his master’s teaching, it
without communicating part of that knowledge to others ; it cannot b": done ’
in clear words ; it must be done sparingly by way of hints. We find in the
words of some of our Sages numerous hints and notes of this kind, but mixed =
up with the words of others and with other subjects. In treating of these
mysteries, as a rule, I quote as much as contains the principal idea, and leave
the rest for those who are worthy of it.

Secondly, the prophets employ homonymous terms and use words which
are not meant to be understood in their ordinary signification, but are only
used because of some other meaning which they admit, e.g., “a rod of an
almond-tree (shaked),” because of the words which follow, * for I will hasten ‘
(shaked)” (Jer. i. 11, 12), as will be shown in the chapter on Prophecy. Ac- i
cording to the same principle Ezekiel in the account of the Divine Chariot
employs, as we have stated the term hashmal (Ezek. i. 4); also regel egel
(v. 7), nehoshet kalal (v. 7), and similar terms; Zechariah (vi. 1) likewise
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. This view
B to Playo the heayens are tl"l';"c:;:)'cs pot agree
Tim&w i opinion, howe':'u’ngy assume that

nat the ecavens

i (hat they have

his Physics, that accordin
is also stated in Plato’s

with our belief; onl
Plato has the same Telle as we Nhay
1ave been created from absolure y nothing
been formed out of something.—This iy the second theo™)”

. mentators,
Third Theory.—viz., that of Aristotle, his followe® 2" .;g:n a corporeal
Aristotle maintains, like the adherents of the second 1607 He goes, how-

object cannot be produced without a corporeal sub?tancc.uctiblc. For he
ever, farther, and contends that the heavens are i" cs't[;crcnt, nor will it
holds that the Universe in its totality has never bee? dllcmcnt in the Ui
ever change : the heavens, which form the P""mncnt : ¢ always been so ;
verse, and are not subject to genesis and destruction; h?‘;ner besinis ’
time and motion are eternal, permanent, and have nclt] glgmng nor
end ; the sublunary world, which includes the transi®t clcme;lus, s always
been the same, because the materia prima is itself eternd, and merely com-
bines successively with different forms ; when one form 1S removed, another
isassumed. This whole arrangement, therefore, poth above and here below,
is never disturbed or interrupted, and nothing is Pf"d“ced contrary to the
laws or the ordinary course of Nature. He furchef 2y5—though not in the
same terms—that he considers it impossible for God to change His will or
conceive a new desire ; that God produced this U}HVCISQ in its totality by
His will, but not from nothing.  Aristotle findsit S lmpo_sslble to assume that
God changes His will or conceives a new desire, 2 1© believe that He is “°}:‘,‘
existing, or that His essence is changeable, Hence it follows that sy
Universe has always been the same in the past, apd: will-he ‘the same
« eternally. ; ;
This )1; a full account of the opinions of those who Consldeli.t;:a:l Lhe exlstf-
ence of God, the First Cause of the Universe, has been establishe % ) dpmo :
But it would be quite useless to mention the opinions 9f .those ik of cl)l‘not
recognize the existence of God, but believe that the existing state or things
is the result of accidental combination and separation of the element?’ and
that the Universe has no Ruler or Governor. Such is the theory of Eplcurl}s
and his school, and similar philosophers, as stated by Ale_xander [Ap:hroch-
siensis] ; it would be superfluous to repeat their views, since the existence
of God has been demonstrated whilst their theory is built upon a basis proved
to be untenable. It is likewise useless to prove the correctness of the
followers of the second theory in asserting that the heavens are transient,
because they at the same time believe in the Eternity of the Universe, and
so long as this theory is adopted, it makes no difference to us whether it is
believed that the heavens are transient, and that only their substance is
eternal; or the heavens are held to be indestructible, in accordance with the
view of Aristotle. All who follow the Law of Moses, our Teacher, and
Abraham, our Father, and all who adopt similar theories, assume that nothing
is eternal except God, and that the theory of Creatio ex nibilo includes no-
thing that is impossible, whilst some thinkers even regard it as an established
truth.
After having described the different theories, I will now proceed to show
how Aristotle proved his theory, and what induced him to adopt it.
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MAIMONIDES THEoRy X

and I have not heard, nor do I k } es have been
established by proof. ) now that any of these theor

' CHAPTER XXV

We do not reject the Eternity of the Universe, because certain passages L‘:
Scripture conﬁ;m the Creation ; for such passages are not more m.m}er'o
than those in which God is represented as a corporeal being ; 1O js it 1m

possible or difficult to find for them a suitable interpretation- We might
have explained them in the same manner as we did in respect 10 the Jncor:
n showing

poreality of God. We should perhaps have had an easier task 1
that the Scriptural passages referred to are in harmony with the
the Eternity of the Universe if we accepted the latter, than Wé had in ex-
plaining the anthropomorphisms in the Bible when we rejected the idea that
God is corporeal. For two reasons, however, we have not done so, a_nd
have not accepted the Eternity of the Universe, First, the Inc_orporeahry
of God has been demonstrated by proof ; those passages in the Bible, which
in their literal sense contain statements that can be refuted by Proof, must
and can be interpreted otherwise. But the Eternity of the Universe has not
been proved ; a mere argument in favour of a certain theory is not sufficient
reason for rejecting the literal meaning of a Biblical text, and explaining it
figuratively, when the opposite theory can be supported by an equally good
argument,

Secondly, our belief in the Incorporeality of God is not contrary to any
of the fundamental principles of our religion ; it is not contrary to the words
of any prophet. Only ignorant people believe that it is contrary to the
teaching of Scripture ; but we have shown that this is not the case; on the
contrary, Scripture teaches the Incorporeality of God. If we were 10 accept
the Eternity of the Universe as taught by Aristotle, that everything in the
Universe is the result of fixed laws, that Nature does not change, and that
there is nothing supernatural, we should necessarily be in opposition to the
foundation of our religion, we should disbelieve all miracles and signs, and
certainly reject all hopes and fears derived from Scripture, unless the miracles
are also explained figuratively. The Allegorists amongst the Mohammedans
have done this, and have thereby arrived at absurd conclusions. If, how-
ever, we accepted the Eternity of the Universe in accordance with the{sécond
of the theories which we have expounded above (ch. xxiii.), and assumed;

Plato, that the heavens are likewise transient, we should not be in opposition

theory of

o the fundamental principles of our religion ; this theory would not imply the ~

rejection of miracles, but, on the contrary, would admit them as possible.
The Scriptural text might have been explained accordingly, and many ex-
pressions might have been found in the Bible and in other writings that would
confirm and support this theory. But there is no necessity for this expedient,
so long as the theory has not been proved. As there is no proof sufficient to
convince us, this theory need not be taken into consideration, nor the other
one ; we take the text of the Bible literally, and say that it teaches us a truth
which we cannot prove ; and the miracles are evidence for the correctness

of our view. _ i
Accepting the Creation, we find that miracles are possible, that Revelation
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& of famous scholars. They reject the words of the prophets, because the

latter do not employ any scientific method by which only a few persons
woul.d be instructed who are intellectually well prepared, but simply com-
municate the truth as received by Divine inspiration ,

In the chapters which follow we will expound the theory of the Creation
in accordance with the teaching of Scripture.

CHAPTER XVI .

In this chapter I will first expound my view on this question, and then sup-

port it by argument—not by such arguments as those of the Mutakallemim,

who believe that they have proved the Creatio ex nihilo. 1 will not deceive

myself, and consider dialectical methods as proofs ; and the fact that a certain
proposition has been proved by a dialectical argument will never induce me

to accept that proposition, but, on the contrary, will weaken my faith in it,

and cause me to doubt it. For when we understand the fallacy of a proof,

our faith in the proposition itself is shaken. It is therefore better that a
proposition which cannot be demonstrated be received as an axiom, or that

one of the two opposite solutions of the problem be accepted on authority.

The methods by which the Mutakallemim proved the Creatio ex nibtlo have

already been described by me, and I have exposed their weak points. As to

~  the proofs of Aristotle and his followers for the Eternity of the Universe,
they are, according to my opinion, not conclusive ; they are open to strong
objections, as will be explained. I intend to show that the theory of the
Creation, as taught in Scripture, contains nothing that is impossible ; and
that all those philosophical arguments which seem to disprove our view
contain weak points which make them inconclusive, and render the attacks
on our view untenable. Since I am convinced of the correctness of my
method, and consider either of the two theories—viz., the Eternity of the
Universe, and the Creation—as admissible, I accept the latter on the authority
of Prophecy, which can teach things beyond the reach of philosophical specu-

lation. For the belief in prophecy is, as wi n in the course of this
treatise, consistent evefi with the belief in the Eternity of Universe:

phical reasoning, show that our theory of the Creation is more acceptable
than that of the Eternity of the Universe ; and although our theory includes
points open to criticism, I will show that there are much stronger reasons for
the rejection of the theory of our opponents.

I will now proceed to expound the method by which the proofs given for

the Eternity of the Universe can be refuted.

CHAPTER XVII

EveryTHING produced comes into existence from non-existence ; even when
the substance of a thing has been in existence, and has only changed its form,
the thing itself, which has gone through the process of genesis and develop-
ment, and has arrived at its final state, has now different properties from
those which it possessed at the commencement of the transition from poten-
tiality to reality, or before that time. Take, e.g., the human ovum as

“When I have established the admissibility of our theory, I will, by philoso- .
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)--fx'nd I have not heard, nor
established by proof.

4

do I know that =nf of these theories have been

CHAPTER XXV

Scripture cc.)nﬁrnf the Creation ; for such passages are not more numerous
* than those in which God is represented as a corporeal being; nor is 1t im-
- possible or difficult to find for them a suitable interpretation. We might
- have explained them in the same manner as we did in respect to the Incor-
 poreality of God.  We should perhaps have had an easier task in showing
.. that the S.criptural passages referred to are in harmony with the theory of
: the. Eternity of the Universe if we accepted the latter, than we had in ex-
. plaining the anthropomorphisms in the Bible when we rejected the idea that
God is corporeal. For two reasons, however, we have not done so, a.nd
“ have not accepted the Eternity of the Universe. First, the Incorporeal':ty
- of God has been demonstrated by proof ; those passages in the Bible, which
-in their literal sense contain statements that can be refuted by proof, must
-and can be interpreted otherwise. But the Eternity of the Universe has not
3 been proved ; a mere argument in favour of a certain theory is not sufficient
ireason for rejecting the literal meaning of a Biblical text, and explaining it
;ﬁguratively, when the opposite theory can be supported by an equally goo
" argument. (
-~ Secondly, our belief in the Incorporeality of God is not contrary to any
of the fundamental principles of our religion ; it is not contrary to the words
wof any prophet. Only ignorant people believe that it is contrary to the
“teaching of Scripture ; but we have shown that this is not the case ; on the
. .contrary, Scripture teaches the Incorporeality of God. If we were to accept
- the Eternity of the Universe as taught by Aristotle, that everything in the
" Universe is the result of fixed laws, that Nature does not change, and that
‘there is nothing supernatural, we should necessarily be in opposition to the
‘foundation of our religion, we should disbelieve all miracles and signs, and
ertainly reject all hopes and fears derived from Scripture, unless the miracles
'are also explained figuratively. The Allegorists amongst the Mohammedans
‘have done this, and have thereby arrived at absurd conclusions. If, how-
rever, we accepted the Eternity of the Universe in accordance with the second
{of the theories which we have expounded above (ch. xxiii.), and assumed, with
Plato, that the heavens are likewise transient, we should not be in opposition
:to the fundamental principles of our religion ; this theory would not imply the
:tejection of miracles, but, on the contrary, would admit them as possible.
he Scriptural text might have been explained accordingly, and many ex-
ressions might have been found in the Bible and in other writings that would
nfirm and support this theory. But there is no necessity for this expedient,
o long as the theory has not been proved. As there is no proof sufficient to
nvince us, this theory need not be taken into consideration, nor the other
neé; we take the text of the Bible literally, and say that it teaches us a truth
hich we cannot prove ; and the miracles are evidence for the correctness
~of our view. |
7 Accepting the Creation, we find that miracles are possible, that Revelation
Wis ’
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the only member of its species, and does no 2us€
. thin beingiantherefore nothing in commor: ie'ﬂft::l?e: t::{n;’ ment
2 Fourth Argument.—This is likewise a well-known IuilosOPhica v |-[‘actu..
E We constantly sce things passing from a state of Pmcr:nialill e ':h'“; agent
3 ality, but in every such case there is for that transition of 8 t"""E ’hasgzlso
¢’ separate from it (Prop. XVIIL). It is likewise clear that the agent

I

L

whatever ;

passed from potentiality to actuality. It has at first been pO“"mI’ e
it could not be actual, owing to some obstacle contained i
account of the absence of a certain relation between jtself an
its action ; it became an actual agent as soon as that relation th
Whichever cause be assumed, an agent is again necessary 0 pemre h.e
obstacle or to create the relation. The same can be argued respecting tl“
© last-mentioned agent that creates the relation or removes the o.b A
:;.- This series of causes cannot go on ad infinitum ; we must at Jast arrive at a

cause of the transition of an object from the state of pOtcntiality to that of
whatever. In

ence included

in itself, or on
d the objcct of
was present.

actuality, which is constant, and admits of no potentiality‘
the essence of this cause nothing exists potentially, for if its ess '
any possibility of existence it would not exist at all (Prop- XXIIL); 1t cann.o;
be corporeal, but it must be spiritual (Prop. XXIV.); and the lmt'mtem
being that includes no possibility whatever, but exists actually by' its own
- essence, is God.  Since He is incorporeal, as has been demonstrated, it follows
i that He is One (Prop. XVI.).
;- _Even if we were to admit the Eternity of the Universe, we could by a“)’j
- of these methods prove the existence of God ; that He s One and incorporeal, - f
- and that He does not reside as a force in a corporeal object. . "'J
The following is likewise a correct method to prove the Incorporeality and
the Unity of God : If there were two Gods, they would necessarily have one
:. element in common by virtue of which they were Gods, and another element
% by which they were distinguished from each other and existed as two Gods ;
¢ the distinguishing element would either be in both different from the pro-
¥ perty common to both—in that case both of them would consist of different
" elements, and neither of them would be the First Cause, or have absolutely
% independent existence ; but their existence would depend on certain causes
 (Prop. XIX.)—or the distinguishing element would only in one of them be
. different from the element common to both : then that being could not have
%5: absolute independence.
¥ Another proof of the Unity of God.—It has been demonstrated by proof that
. the whole existing world is one organic body, all parts of which are con-
nected together ; also, that the influences of the spheres above pervade the
earthly substance and prepare it for its forms. Hence it is impossible to
 asume that one deity be engaged in forming one part, and another deity in
% forming another part of that organic body of which all parts are closely
47 connected together. A duality could only be imagined in this way, either
: that at one time the one deity is active, the other at another time, or that
=17 both act simultaneously, nothing being done except by both together. The
“#/ first alternative is certainly absurd for many reasons; if at the time the one
3 deity be active the other could also be active, there is no reason why the one
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‘e

some other cause [besides these deities] which [ata certai t,:ot c'i’lv]:icsc
the one to act and disables the other. (Such difference wf’"ldnction !l cd i
by time], since time is without change, and the object of ¢ ies exlstciom
remains one and the same organic whole, Besides, if Mo'dtc heir ac; "
this way, both would be subject to the relations of time iting P ;loir
would depend on time ; they would also in the moment © o : o the

potentiality to actuality, and require an agent for suc ti! cqua]lmd it

essence would besides include possibility [of existence] 5 (encs

to assume that both together produce everything in s forces must be
neither of them docs anything alone ; for when a numb¢ ,ccorq, an
united for a certain result, none of these forces acts of '** union 18 the

none is by itself the immediate cause of that result, but :
immediate cause. It has, furthermore, been proved M. Jlsoan 3t ¥ ich
absolute cannot be due to an [cxternal] cause. 'Theunio” 1 b e one; it is un-
presupposes a cause effecting that union, and if that causcate forces, a cause
doubtedly God ; but if it also consists of a number of SCP;{ st case. Finally,
/_is required for the combination of these forces, as in th® hr existence of the
one simple being must be arrived at, that is the cause 0,“ ¢ ce whether we
Universe, which is one whole; it would make no differZ = atio ex nibilo,
assumed that the First Cause ha erse [I't is thus clear
or whether the Universe co-existed with the First Caus% Universe is one
Oow we can prove the Unftyof-God Trom the fa s
whole.

Another argument concerning the Incorporeality of G”d"_EveZn CZL%OC{C;}
object is composed of matter and form (Prop. XXII.); ever);)fi tign Be-
these two elements requires an agent for effecting their €Om m; i : b
sides, it is evident that a body is divisible and has dimensions ; a bo l" 13 thus
undoubtedly subject to accidents. Consequently no‘thmg corporeal can be
a unity, either because everything corporeal is diViSlb]C. or because it is a
compound ; that is to say, it can logically be analysed into tW0 ‘elerrfen.ts;
because a body can only be said to be a certain body when the dlsnng}ushmg
element is added to the corporeal substratum, and must t!lerefore include
two elements ; but it has been proved that the Absolute admits of no dualism

whatever.
Now that we have discussed these proofs, we will expound our own method

in accordance with our promise.

CHAPTER 1II

The fifth essence, i.e., the heavenly spheres, must either be transient, and in
this case motion would likewise be temporary, or, as our opponent assumes,
it must be eternal. If the spheres are transient, then God is their Creator ;
for if anything comes into existence after a period of non-existence, it is self-
evident that an agent exists which has effected this result. It would be
absurd to contend that the thing itself cffected it. If, on the other hand,
the heavenly spheres be eternal, with a regular perpetual motion, the cause
of this perpetual motion, according to the Propositions enumerated in the
Introduction, must be something that is neither a body, nor a force residing

in a body, and that is God, praised be His name! We have thus shown that
v’\-\-’.
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I3 shsolute Being, whose existen Bument, ternity oL ",c;mit
r

: the o,
$83 in itself any potentiality, % f:::o oy ‘"beu::is tt;n::ryoi’(‘f’e’ eal has
4t likewise been established by proof Y that Gog ;4 One and 1n€" ‘}J‘cof)' o
th. the Creation or the Eternity of thew[?h- Ut any reference to the ;,incd by
#7' us in the third philosophical argument T er8e.  Thig has been cIC}; of God),
._- and als? In our subsequcnt dtsCfiption mf Support of the Existe? hjlosophers
i/ in proving the Incorporeality ang U:it the methods of ‘
& We deem it now convenient to c°ntinuz of God. of the PhllOS?l-l
j:"th, and to give their proofs for the exi with the thcﬁ'ryences- We wxf
fgx: then show that their theory in thjg ” Stence of Intell' he teaching ©

R . : X ard js j tht

.;i; Scripture concerning the existence ogf angscllsn hj\r?t\on);h‘:‘ i trcatmc!l}; :x
ki this subject we shall return t : R of cred

: ] 0 0ur task and djscuss the theo™ ¢ be fully

A
= nibilo. For the best arguments in fayo, f this theory 7" 11
3 comprehended unless t r of ths t . ences be we

5 ed unless the theory of the existence of I"telhgeeir existence.

i understood, and also the method which | adopt in provin8 t1° quce you

: We must, however, first give the followi i}
: hich Wi
2into the secrets of this whole subject, bor;i ‘;(f’t:},l a‘:’ \:;u L we have glready

iven and of what will yet be given. e
e Note.——'It was not my intention when writing this treatise tO %JE}::: .
E%- fiatural science or discuss metaphysical systems; it was not m)fho ) mber
.prove truths which have already been demonstrated, ot describe the nub‘ i
d the properties of the spheres: for the books written 0B thescIs\(li Jecot
serve their purpose, and if in some points they are not satisfactory, 1 do 1
think that what I could say would be better than what has a];e.ad)’ beIen o
plained by others. But my intention was, as has been stated 18 the Intro-
duction, to expound Biblical passages which have been imPugned’ an d to
elucidate their hidden and true sense, which is above the comp rs:hensmn of
the multitude. When you therefore notice that I prove the existence and
mumber of Intelligences or the number of the spheres, with the Garnes: of
their motion, or discuss the true relation of matter and form, the meaning
‘of Divine manifestation, or similar subjects, you must not think that I intend
inerely to establish a certain philosophical proposition ; for these subjects
+. have been discussed in many books, and most of them have been demonstrated
gby proof. I only desire to mention that which might, when well understood,
=" ferve as 2 means of removing some of the doubts concerning anything taught in
‘Scripture ; and indeed many difficulties will disappear whenthat which I am
‘about to explain is taken into consideration, From the Introduction to this
{reatise you may learn that its principal object is to expound, as far as can be
(done, the account of the Creation (Gen. i.-ii.), and of the Divine Chariot
(Ezék. 1), and to answer questions raised in respect to Prophecy and to the
knowledge of God. You will sometimes notice that I am rather explicit on
truths already ascertained ; some of them Natural Philosophy has established
48 facts; others Metaphysics has either fully demonstrated, or at least shown
)'tb be worthy of belief ; others Mathematics have made plain. But you will
 invariably find that my exposition includes the key for the understanding of
= some allegorical passage of Holy Writ and its esoteric interpretation, and that
I have mentioned, explained, and demonstrated the subject only because it
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