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MAIMON IDES .

BE $ ORE entering upon the presentat ion o f

my theme
,
I beg you to have indulgence with

the amateu r manner in wh i ch I shal l de al with
it . I am n o t trained sufficiently in specu lat ive

matters
,
and I feel that

,
when I accepted the

honoring invitat ion to lectu re before th is

learned socie ty
,
I assumed a responsib il i ty

beyond th e measu re of my strength . But th e
name O f Maimon ides is dear to me

,
and my

love fo r th i s master-mind emboldens me to at
tempt to speak in h i s behal f

,
especially in view

o f the fact that he is re ferred to mostly only
incidentally

,
and that h i s ph i losophy is rarely

a special top i c . I flatter mysel f
,
there fore

,

that my tentat ive description will n o t be taken
amiss . I bespeak for my subj ect the interest

wh i ch i t deserves
,
and for mysel f your kind and

len ient j udgment .
I t is my intent ion to sketch in as terse a
manner as I can a few o f the most s triking
featu res o f the ph i losoph y of Maimonides . I
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am su re I need not premise that it i s n o t pos
sible to report

,
respecting any o f the m e dia val

ph i losophers , a system in the strict sense o f

the word . They are more o r less d iscu rsive
,

and the most O f them are comm itted to the
advocacy o f some spec ial matter

,
and hence

their specu lat ion is clogged and unw ieldy.

Maimon ides is hampered by the foible o f h i s
ag e . You cannot read a page o f the More
N e b u c h im

” without feel ing a regret at the
spectacle o f th is Prometheu s ln J ewish l i tera
ture bound to the rock o f dogmat ism .

In a rough est imate
,
we may class him

amongst philosophers o f rel igion . He means

to show that a reconcil i at ion between religion
and phi losophy is possible . Bu t the Bible i s

to him st il l an oracle , wh ich ought in all cases to
yield the right response . Be it remarked here,
however

,
that Maimonides is more susceptible

to suggest ions coming from textual cri t ic ism
than

,
perhaps

,
the maj ority o f Spanish -Jewish

writers
,
wi th the except ions o f the Kimchi

’

s

and more especially o f Abraham ibn Esra .

Maimonides does n o t hes itate to aban don the
trad it ional vers ion o f the Bible when i t comes
into conflict with what is proved to b e other
wise incontrovert ible . I t was a d ictum o f his

that reason must be the test o f faith ; nothing
that contrad icts reason can be an Obj ect o f

be l i e f
,
o r can form a

‘

part o f valid religion .
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We have h e re an ant ic ipation by s ix centu ri es
o f the Kritik der reinen V ernun ft .” He c an

didly con fessed that he wou ld wi ll ingly have
rej ected the b ib l ical account o f creation if

Aristotle had succeed ed in proving conc lusive ly
the etern ity o f matter. I n this sense h e has
frequently recourse to a kind o f exege s is wh ich
is extremely i n teresting, and which wou ld form
n o un importan t datum in a history o f th e

e fforts tow ard rat ional interp retation o f th e

Bible . His advi ce to novices in d ialect ic
studies is $ never to be d e ce ived by the l iteral
ness o f th e b ibl ical text . Fo r i t i s evident , h e
says , that there has bee n made popular a ce r
tain m ode o f d ivine portraiture (called te c h n i
cal ly an th ro m o rph ism and an thropopathism)
which

, o n the face o f i t
,
i s nothing sho rt o f

blasphemy. (This is n o t to be charged to th e
au thors o f the B ible so much as to the want O f
cri t i cal d iscernment in the readers .)
This part o f J ewish ph i losophy is really
fo reign to the subj ect we have i n hand , and

I w i l l therefore pass i t ove r. Our atte ntion

is to b e turned not to what was th e posit ion

o f Maimonides regard ing the Bible . He was
a leader in m e dize val J ewish exegetics and

hermeneu t ics
,
bu t we wished simply to show

i n retrospect how Maimon id e s stands related

in this matte r to his predecesso rs . The matte r
i s i nc idental merely to the special quest ion
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w h ich Maimon ides had s e t h imsel f to deter.

m ine $ H o w I s Judaism related to metaphysics $
The exposit ion O f bibl ical doctrin e w as merely
the point o f departu re . None o f the J ewish

ph i losophers had had the cou rage to seize upon
the matter with decisi on . Maimon ides was
the first o n e to put the issu e plainly and d is
tin c tly,

and I may add
,
to h i s cred it

,
I n con

trast w ith th e schol iasts
,
w h o never though t i t

serious enough to conside r it at all . I t i s tru e
that , amon g J ewish th inkers

,
Saadja had , cen

tu r ie s before Maimonides
,
treated of faith and

r eason ; bu t more as to the con trast between
these th an to demonstrate a reconci l iat ion o f

them . Saadja had , in fact , done ample se rv1c e
when he subjected the dogmas of Judaism ,

cu rrent and accepted in h i s day
,
to a searching

scru t iny and to the test of logic . Ph i lo already

had sought the all iance O f the Greek schools o f

thought
,
that they might help to corroborate

revealed r eligion ; and that it m ight become

evident that the Mosaic d ispen sat ion w as in
keeping w ith what was the speculat ive fash ion

,
o f his day . But th e se

x p r e v io u s essays were

radically differen t from the purpose o fMaimon

ides . His concern i t was to dispose o f the
host il ity wh i ch i t was allege d Ob tained essen

t ially between Mosaism pe r se and the cos

m ic ph ilosophy o f the Arabs . I t w as a more

trouble som e m atter than all these former ones
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to reconcil e revealed religion with the funda

m e n tals of a discip l ine wh ich was bold enough

to call i tsel f a ph i losophy o f the un iverse .

The opponents had become qu i te formidable .

There were n o greater astronomers than the
O rien tals

,
and no other study is likely to

induce sooner th e apprehension o f system vast
and grand than th e science o f the heavenly
bodies . In th e face of th is

,
to abid e by a

dogmatic sel f-assert ion fo r a few d isj o in ted
subt let i es would certain ly have been
Besides

,
the ph i losophy of Aristotle had b e

come natu ral ized o n Arabi c ground . J ews had
translated h i s works

,
and had opened th em up

to the th i nking world
'

o f Arabia
,
and

,
i n th is

roundabou t way
,
final ly to Christ ian i ty . Gie e k

ph i losophy -had experien ced a s ingu lar r e su sc i
tation. When the Occidental world had long

ceased to study , Arabia teemed not only with

faith fu l t ranslation s o f Aristo t l e , bu t with
scholarly d issertat ion s and - anno tat ions ; even

later o n the Christ ian world was stol idly c o n

tent with mangled citat i ons from these eastern

sou rces . I t may be maintained for the J ews

that for th is spread of ph i losoph i c study

they d id the largest part . I t is well known

that
,
i n a large number Of Moslem un iver

s it i es o f Spain , they occup ied pres iden t ial

posi t io ns and pro fessors ’ chai rs
,
and that

the aid o f J ew ish savants was sought fo r
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the schools which the Church felt called upon
—in r ivalry with these seats O f learn ing
to establ ish

$

fo r i ts vind ication and fostering .

Albertus Magn us and Thomas Aqu inas are to
be considered d isc ip les o f Jews

,
strange though

i t may seem “ D r . Jost has made o u t a clear
case O f the debt which Albertu s Magnu s owes
to Maimon ides

,
and Emi le Saisse t, the eminent

p rofesso r o f Cathol i c d ialectics , goes so far i n
h is adm issio n o f th e dependence O f Th omas

Aqu inas upon the same Maimonides that he
states $ “The M or e N e buck z

’

m i s the forerunn e r

o f the S um m a O f Aqu inas .” Even in Eng
land the rev ival and re enforcement o f scientific

study were d rawn from Jewish sources . Friar
Bacon is a pup il o f a J ewish Rabbi

,
and

among the earl iest pro fesso rs at Ox fo rd were
J ewi sh teachers o f mathemat ics

,
astronomy

,

and med ic ine . I need not re fer wi th any addi
tio nal emphasis to the fact that du ring the
Midd le Ages

,
nearly all

,
i f not all

,
the body

physicians to Kings , Emperors , popes and

potentates were J ews
,
amongst them ou r

Moses Maimon ides . I m ent ion i t besid e the

other less grat i fying fact that this d ist inct ion
was bought by the Jews at a heavy price . The
p rom inence O f the J ewish practit i oners and
teachers aggravated the i ll-w i l l o f the popu lace,
and it w as made an occas ion fo r m uch vindic
t ive n e ss.
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The m any-s ided intellectual amb it ion O f the
J ews helped to preserve for Europe Aristotle

,

the m aster Of ph i losophy. I t was a serv i ce , fo r

the want o f wh ich , i t may be , the d isc ip l ine O f
the schools would have been u seless . The

vers ion o f Chu rch doctrine received by i t the
admirab le consistence and severe un i formity

attri butes fo r which the history o f the Catho l ic
Church stands pre-eminent . Aristotle is the
backbone o f the schol iasts . Though P lato
had been an earl ier favorite O f Christian ity

,

i t was felt later o n that the n e w faith needed
n o more mere poetic exhilarat ion . To that
Platonism , i n it s pu re phase , and N e o -p lato

n ism
,
much more recondite

,
amounted . The

id e alism o f Plato
,
as wel l as the fantast ic va

garies o f Philon ic logos-d reamery , cou ld n ever,
i t was fe lt soon afte r the conso l idat ion o f the

separate churches , serve as a mate rial sub ve n
t ion . The Church , in that stage o f its l ife , need
ed a substructure o f abso lu t ism . A late attempt

to foist Hegel ian ism upon Christ ian ity h as

p rove d that th e t ime has gone by when ideal
i sm can bear upon Chri st ian apologet ics . H e

g e lian ism had to go , j ust as Platon ism had to

yield to Aristotel ian ism .

I t mu st be remembere d that Maimonides

d id n o t fai l in suffic i ent insight in this m atter.
The paramount concern o f his mind was , that

by th e philosophy O f the absolu te to deter
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mine that the un ity and cont inu ity
,
n o t m e rely

popular bu t fundamen tal , between th e bibl ical
and the p o st-biblical phases o f Judaism could
be established . He knew that z

‘

hal
‘ could

be consum mated only by a method o f c On

strain ing logical evidence . Aristotelian ism had

been classi cal before the t im e o f Maimon ides ;
but he was the fi rst to s e e util ity in the current

au thority, and m ost especially the
’

first to

undertake the proof O f the ident ity betwe e n
natural rel igion and ph i losophy . I say natu ra l
religion

,
though I do n o t w ish to int imate that

Maimonides u sed the term in the modern sense .

-Bu t he e llm lnate s priest ly accretion so much

from Mosaism
,
pure and simple

,
that we are

j ust ified in saying that he must have conceived
a generic kind o f rel igion

,
o r a simple prim itive

faith . In all h i s re feren ces to trad it ional forms

and practices
,
he sh i fts , to o pers isten t ly not to

be Intent ional
,
from a ph i losoph i c to the theo

logic posit ion . I put in evidence for th is tw o

fold mean ing o f rel igion in Maimon id es the

order and sequence of the subj ects as they

follow o n e another in th e “ More N e b u c h im .

”

A b arb an e l, the masterly commentator and ex
pounder o f the More

,

” has establ ished that

m ost clearly . The breaking up of the concep t

o f religion in to original and tradit ional c o n

stitu e n ts , was n ovel ; i t natu ral ly encountered
opposit ion . J e h uda Halev i c ontravened i t
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i n h is n ow famous “ Cu sar i.
” Judaism

,
this

p oet-philosopher maintained
,
has had its

fi t exposi t ion wholly nei ther by bibl ical au
th o r itie s alone , nor by the light wh i ch the
peripatet i c school could throw upon these .

I t has had its e x e m plifi c atio n and i ts only
faith fu l portraitu re in h istory . W e are bound

to acknowledge that by this recogn it ion O f the
signifi cance o f h istory as incon trovert ible test i

mony
, J e h udaHalevi is o n the true path . Bu t

upon the question wh ich was at issue , o f c o

ord inat ing revealed rel igion and derivat ive

rel igion
,
th is has no bearing. He simply turned

his back upon d ialect i cs peremp tori ly .

I cite the case o f the Cu sar i,
” because i t

presents ano ther instance o f the fact h o w s e du c

t ive idealism is . Th e Cu sar i i s thoroughly

Platon ic
,
though modified by the addit ional

featu re , not congen ital with Platonism ,
that i t

pleads fo r the s ign ificance o f h istory. The

poet i c att itude gave occas ion and prest ige to
Kabbal ist i c mys t i c ism . Myst icism is the most

un fortunate o f al l phases in th e h istory o f

though t . Th is t ide o f the Kabbala
,
which

th reatened to engul f rationalism amongst th e
J ews

,
was stemmed by Maimon ides . I m m e di

ately after h is death
,
however

,
I regret to r e

port
,
th i s c reat ion O f diseased m inds celebrated

i ts orgies in a grim dance to d eath ” o f al l

rat ional endeavo r.
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I wish to mention here by way o f parenthesis
another o f the Platon ists in J udaism , o n e , whose
name

,
for a long t ime a mystery

,
has been r$

stored by the learned M . Munk
,
the l ibrarian

Of the Nat ional Library and member o f th e

French Academy. I t
‘

i s A vic e b ron , _
w h om also

Albertu s Magnus and Thomas Aqu inas quote
w i th d e ference , as w e found them quoting Mai
m o n ide s . His work is th e Fons V i tae ,

” and

h is real name Salomo ibn G e b iro l
,
the poet .

We have n o occasion here to re fer to th is in
te r e sting work more expl icit ly
In attend ing to the reasons which M aim o n i »

de s p roposed for a friend ly intimacy between

philosophy and rel ig ion
,
we m ust rem ember

that the consider ation o f th is subj ect w i ll bring
us i nto qua int m atters . These becau se o f thei r
pecul iar id iom may seem tr ivial . But it is j us t

that this phase o f M aim o n idian thought be de
scribed in i ts o w n termino logy. I t lacks p r e .

c isio n and Kantian v igo r ; bu t it has served as
a vehicle in J ewish philosophy fo r more than
seven centuries and is current in it to day.

The cosmology o f that t ime was bu i l t upon
the doctrin e o f Emanation . One sphere gave
l ife to another sphere , and the graduation o f

these , o n e i nto the other
,
made up a

‘

chain

o f asce nding d ign ity in spi ritual personal i ty.

Each sphe re w as ensouled . We cannot easi ly

th ink o u rselves i nto th is p e cul iar account o f
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un iversal l ife . Copern icus , Keppler, Newton ,
and Laplace have happ ily made it st range
for u s . Maimonides thought there were con
cen tric C i rcles o f spherical layers around the
earth

, o n e superimposed upon the other
,

water
,
air , fi re . The moon was another one

o f these spheres . Above i t those o f Mercu ry,
V enus , Sun , Mars , Jupiter, Saturn , and the
p lanets . Lastly

,
a fictit iou s sphere , which

revo lves daily and d rags al l other spheres by

sympathy . We would suppose that th is is

s imply a m e chan ical explanat ion o f terrestrial
and astral phenomena. Bu t i n th is ast ronomy
the spheres are al ive . Each is separately an
emanation from each preced ing o n e , and the

rotat ion o f each and o f all i s continuou s and

eternal ; and since they are interdependent

and interact
,
and their rotation is well defined

an d has a defin ite aim , each O f them , because

o f i ts d ist inct ive purpose and movement , gives
ev idence o f a res ident intell igence . These
separate intel l igences are in essence d i ffere nt

on e from the other . The d iversity O f phe

momena and the mu tual ity of their relat ionsh ip

are thus accounted for by mytho logic and ,
indeed , l ight metaphys ics . But it is st i l l t rue
that modern ph i losophy and science have n o t

been ab le to cl inch the matter more fi rmly .

Maimonides had to som e extent e m an c i

pated h imsel f from this Mohamm e dan c o s.
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m og o ny. He was constrained
,
howeve r

, to

start from i t , i f he would hope to meet Ob

j e c tio n s Of another kind . The fi rst chapte r O f»

Genesis and the first o f Ez e kiel had long been
mysteries o f the Law,

” the esoterism o f the
Bible . J ewish thinkers had Imported in to
them matters at once fo r e lg n and c o n tradic

t ory to the basal facts O f J udaism . Kabbalist ic
l iteratu re from beginn ing to end is a ted iously
extravagant p lay with these two passages O f
the Bible .

Maimon ides p rotested against such perver
s ion and abuse o f the fair name Of biblical
authors . He would have noth ing to do with

allegories and types and angelo logy. He ad
m itte d that the l iteral aspect o f th e passages

was inadequate and
,
considering thei r repu tedly

eminen t sou rce
,
ludicrously inexact . He saw

the necessity of some sort of help fu l comment .
He cou ld under nocircumstances suppose that
the materialist i c description o f the D ivine Be»

ing cou ld be meant seriously . Some apology

would have to be made for them .

In the first place
,
h e emphasized

,
as very

proper and wise
,
the Talmudic m ax I m that the

Thora employs su ch dict ion as is l ikely to be

most communicative . Hence not mu ch mo re

is to be made o f instan ces in which the Bible
speaks Of the eye o f God,

o f the hand of God,

Of the anger o f God , and the l ike, than can be
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made o u t Of any rhetorical ph raseo logy wh ich
i s employed only to convey an abstract though t .

I f any significance does attach to such c o n ve

n ient terms
,
i t l i es most probably n o t in each

s ingly
,
but in the fact that certain figurat ive

appellat ions
,
w ith reference to God

,
used inva

r iab ly under s im ilar circumstances
,
show that

there is a method in the use o f them . To
s ubj ect such regu larly and persistent ly appl ied
t ropes to some scrut iny is legit imate work

,

and by i t we might arrive at a well-establ ished
system o f bibl i cal in terpretat ion . To such in
V e stigatio n Maimonides devoted the first part
o f the “ More

,

” and th i s may be regarded as

very humble prolegom e na fo r a philosophy of
language .

Here then is the first opportun ity ln which

we can see the stand he took , from the side o f
pro fane ph i losophy

,
regard ing the widely d is

t ribu ted cosmogony and the much-cherished
f ostering o f myst i c ism

,
which the fi rst had e n

gendered . The theory that the un iverse is a
chain o f spherical agency , is an importat ion

into J udaism from foreign sources . M aasse

Beresh ith and M aasse M e rkab ah were reduced

and elim inated by the logic o f hermeneu t i cs to
popu lar phrases wh i ch have n o oth er sig n ifi

cance than to serve to make th ings more easily
intelligible . Thus rat ional J udaism got easily

rid o f a very unwelcome int ruder.
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Th e four categories o f Aristotle provided
the construct ive part o f the More .

” I wil l
state it in

“

this way $ Every obj ect
,
acco rd ing

to Aristot le , is composite , being a bundle o f

matter
,
form , effic ient cause , and final cau se .

$ pon efficient cau se Maimon ides based the
cosmological p roo f o f the ex istence o f a

’

GOd.

All phenomena, when traced even to the most
d istant reg ress ion , are reduc ible to a primal
efficient cause . The contrast betw een “ mat
ter ” and form furnishes another proo f O f the
ex i stence O f God. The fi paim 53M; (the original

matter) logically presupposes a 7t/J 6510V r aw/ 013 V

(an o rig inal force). This latter is isolated ,

and to i t n o m ovement can be com m unicated .

This “ Esse nce ,
” the First Fo rm

,
then

,
i s

God.

The onto logical proof, un l ike the more r e

cent mod ification o f i t
,
is based upon the fact

that the world is
,
as Ari stotle would say,

who lly a flood o f potent ial i t ies into actual iz a
t ion . This transit ion from late nt condition
into real state must p rocee d through some
suprem e agent . This is all in stri ct

‘Obed i .

ence to Aristotel ian au thori ty. Ma imonides
adopted add it ional ly the following corrobora

t ive proo fs .
The unity o f God is an abso lute o n e . I f

there exi sted tw o divin e beings this absolu te

ness would be log ically imposs ible . On the
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one hand
,
they wou ld have in com mon the fact

o f divin i ty ; on the other hand , there wou ld
have to be some reason why we shou ld d is

criminate o n e from the o ther . To be what
they are they wou ld have to be both common
and special

,
which o f cou rse exclude s u lzim az‘e

cond ition . Again , i t cannot be supposed that

tw o respec tively exclusive de it i es voluntari ly
d ivided au thority between them

,
fo r wherein

shal l the compromise l ie $ I n a d ivis ion o f

labor $ Is not the fact o f such an arrangement
an ev idence o f i n fer iority, s ince th e ir absolu te

ness wou ld be hampered $ At any rate the

yielding up O f au thori ty and power mu st have
some ground (fo r nothing can be ungrounded ,
even in a God) , and i f there is a reason fo r i t ,
then evident ly the reason is an extraneous

constraint ; and th is makes absolu ten ess ab
surd .

I shou ld l ike to be more detai led in the

demonstration w h i ch Maimonides gives o f the
existence O f a God ; as I shou ld l ike also to

refer
,
more than by a passing notice , to the

care recommended by h im regard ing the pre

eminently J ewish no t ion that God is on e . The
philosoph i ca l aspect o f God

’

s essence mu st not

b e confounded with a numerical commonplace .

$ n ity is re ferable to God only in the sense
that in H im n o such c o in c ide n c e

‘

o f form and

matter takes place as is att ribu table , accord ing
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to peripatet i c ism
,
to transitory phenomena .

God is on e
,
as the absolu te essence .

B
'

ut w e

‘

m u st hurry o n . In the philosophy
o f Maimon ides , perhaps more so than else
where in J ewish l iterature

,
the relat ionsh ip

between God and the world i s conce ived to

be intimate . God is the f or m o f the world ;
withou t His d irection we cou ld n o t conceive
how the world is c o n tin u O I

‘

I s . He is n o t simply

a ele m e x m aek z
'

na, who has once performed H is
se rvice o f creat ion and is thence d ism issed fo r
e ternal indolence . Since Go d i s “ form

,

”
e very

origination Of a terrest rial phenomenon springs
o u t o f the bosom o f His infin i te opu len ce . Re

gard in g th i s point Sp inoza has been charged

with disc iplesh ip o f Ma imonides
,
Which Pro f.

Caird
,
i n h is Life O f Sp ln o z a,

” takes pains to
d isprove . But there 18 no necessity to claim

more than that Maimon ides is in this
,
as nearly

everywhere
,
on the ground o f Aristotel ian ism .

Maimon ides ’ God is the subl imat ion of o n e ,
o f

to o con trad ictory terms
,
wh ich stand forever in

the world in i rreconcilabl e opposit ion . Sp l

n o z a
’

s Pam i s on e substan ce , o u t of wh i ch matter,
as its cognate

,
flows as water flows out o f the

spring .

By the establ ishment O f an ever—present God

(and an ever-act ive o n e ) Maimon ides has r e

deemed the Bible and J ewish theology (per

haps all theology) o f a very formidable charge .



M aim on ide s . I 7

I p roceed to state it tersely . I t i s a common
practice to speak O f God as the Creator ; bu t

the nature O f H is present whereabou ts and o c

Cupatio n i s not made o u t . Gran ted tha t “ i n
the beginn ing ” He created heaven and earth ,

”

where has He kept h imsel f ever s ince
,
seeing

that the p roviden t ial p lan is ge t t ing along so
wel l i n H is absence $
Maimonides answers i t thus $ God is n o t

only the form ,

” bu t also the “ final cause o f

the world . In other words , He is n o t only th e ,

occasion that brought the world into being , bu t
also thei r pu rpose . Th i s teleological tu rn i s

admirable
,
and it is vital . God did not make

things as they are s imply in th e capaci ty Of a
mechan ic

,
but as an artist

,
fi tt ing the material

to its p roper use in the economy o f th ings .
This i s a weighty word for opt im ism

,
that wis

do m i s res ident in the world
,
and that the

world is preparing a glorious m ise e n scen e o f

the best .
I n th i s sense

,
I mean my asse rtion that Mai

m o n ide s has brought God and natu re Into im

mediate and in t imate relat ion
,
and has given

ample consolat ion for the d isparagin g events
o f acciden t

,
in an ab iding conviction that the

cosmos is normal and moral .
I wish now to pass to the consideration o f

ano ther theme o f M aim o n idian specu lat ion .

We have so far considered God and natu re .
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Tw o othe r topics ar e sti l l le ft to be pre sented .

Th e first is, what relat ion is there between man
and n ature ; and the second , what relation sub »

s ists between God and man $ The quest ion
,

w hat posit ion man has in the cosmo s, was n ot
ind igenou s to mediae val thought . Th e ident ity
o f the phys I cal basis in all organ ic be ings was
recognized bu t a g e n e r ic kinship o f man and
an imal

,
on the ground of soul-l i fe

,
was in c o n

Ce ivab le to the schoo l o f Maimonides, fo r the

reason that the not ion “ organism ”
w as n o t

known to them . Organ ism is n ot s imply a
body which is ensou led , bu t a body which

possesses c o -ordinated functions . I t is tru e

they supposed the un iverse insp irited
,
but in a

mytho logical sense , o r at least in a restricted

sense
,
someth ing l ike the occasionalism o f

Gu e lin x . To the conception o f a possible
fundamental id ent ity i n the tw o aspects o f

being (material and spir i tual), none o f th e

Jewish thinkers, as none O f the others , had

attained . Within the compass Of physical l i fe
man was scarcely more significant than any
other instance o f atomic aggregate . The
eminence o f the human spec ies lay rather I n

another d irection ; the sou l o f man was pre
eminent among al l other instances o f l i fe .
Within the psychology o f the individual
the re were (a) a vegetat ive sou l ; (5) a sensa
tio nal sou l (c ) an imaginative soul (d) an ap
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p e titive soul ; (e ) a rat ional soul . Similarly there
was the soul o f the m ineral , o f the vegetab le ,
o f the an im al , world . The definit ion O f sou l
as preferred by Maimonides is The form

o f a thing is i ts sou l . We can guess what the

sou l o f m an would be .
And sti l l we must n o t allow the impression

to gain upon u s that Maimon ides d id n o t posit
any th ing w ith refere nce to the intrinsi c d ign ity

o f man . I t i s possible fo r man alone , he says,
to grow i n streng th o f mental vision so that h f

can come into communion with the abso lute .
There is a gradat ion in the mental experi ences
o f man . At fi rst h is intellect is s imply fly/lie .

The essence o f th ings is h id from him
,
and the

potent ial i t i es are und iscovered because they

are h idden unde r a heap o f m aterial it ies . He

knows phenomena only as separate and ind i

vidual th ings . His second stage is a growth .

Here the mind seizes upon abstracts . In the
h ighest statu s o f mental ity

,
finally, the mind

reverts upon itsel f through the intermediate
stage o f percept ion and conception . I n te lle c

tual susceptib i l it ies
,
potential ities in the things ,

appercept ion by the m ind
,
— these three are

w edded by Maimon ides into congen i te un ity .

The second quest ion
,
h o w i s God related to

man $ and vic e ve r s‘z , brings u s into th e pres

ence o f the subj ect o f morals
,
and, as a very

v i tal part
,
o f the quest ion o f free wi ll .
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Ma imon ides has treated the subj ect O f free
will very defin itely . He pos its the following
Man has been endowed wi th complete free
dom to choose the good or the evi l ; he alon e
o f all creatu res d iscr im inates betwe en these
by h i s reason

,
though the transit ion from a

mental att i tude toward these ethical alterna
tiv e s does not entai l that th e correspond ing

act and conduct must follow . Allow me to
1n se r t here the remark that Maimonides em

ph asiz e d the total separation o f cogn i t ion by

the m ind from the enl istment o f the m ind fo r
conduct

,
i n opposition to the D sc h ab ar ite s, a

Mohammedan sect . Th is sect had w o n danger

Ous prest ige , an d ‘

s in c e i t was a fatal istic school ,
Maimonides des ired to stem i ts ingratiat ing in
flu e n c e . Before M alm o n ide s i t had been b e
com ing less O ffe n sw e to bel ieve that

,
inasmu ch

as God is omnipotent
,
man cou ld not

,
in any

way
,
assert h imsel f . V ol it ion was st igmatized

by the b l ighting frown o f these fatal ists .
D O not th ink

,

” he says
,

“ as some much
m i sgu ided people dO

, ‘

that God foreorda ins
immed iately at the inception o f a man ’s l i fe

what he shall be
,
whether righteous o r wicked

nay
,
every man becomes what he h imsel f de

termines to be . One is compassionate , the

other hard-hearted ; o n e i s m iserly, the o ther
l iberal

,
accord ing to h i s o w n predilect ion . Ther e

is no constraint . Accord ing to a d ictate from
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with in
,
man chooses the way he will g o . I n

the sphere O f moral select ion the law Of caus

al ity does not Obtain as i t does in nature
,
as i f

the will o f a man were simply the effec t o f

some cau se to wh i ch he is impli cit ly subj ect .
The will O f a man is p rimarily the sou rce O f all
h is act ions .”

And
,

” he cont inues
,

“ i t is t ru e an Obj ect i on
migh t natu rally obtrude i tsel f upon o u r atten
tion . I f the human will i s sovereign

,
i n what

sense shall we comprehend the equally valid

truth that God is all-powerfu l $ D oes n o t
,
by

the allo w aric e to man Of such sel f-mastery, the

d ivine omnipotence suffer much disdain , nay,
does i t not become logically impossib le $ ”

Th i s i s h is answer $ “ The freedom o f the

human will i s i tsel f a determinat ion o n th e

part o f God when he created man , j ust as i s
the natu ral law

,
according to wh ich

,
fo r in

stance
,
l ight , gaseous bodies rise and heavy

stuff partic les s ink . God has prescribed to

every th ing its specific character . The d is

tin c tive character o f the human being in thi s

sense is h i s free will (or as we would pu t i t

perhaps more adequately
,
i t i s the mode

,
the

law o f his being) .
There is a second obj ect i on possible agains t

the conj unction Of personal free wi ll with
d ivin e absolu teness . I t m igh t be j ustly c o n

str u e d that free will
,
as it acts arb itrari ly and
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occasionally
,
i s inconsisten t with and clashes

with d ivine omniscience . God fore-knows
,
i f

in the sense o f absoluteness he knows at all .
When , therefore , God knows events and doings ,
i t is tantamount

,
in d ivine logic , to thei r be ing

at the very moment Obj ect ive real it i es . Ho w

then can there obtain any alternat ives for man

to choose from
,
i f as so o n .as God has fixed i t ,

man is confined to what He has determined $
To this obj ect ion Maimonides repl ies rather
apod ict ical ly . The ent i re matter need not
trouble us . For th e relat ion , as alleged , is
impossible . God i s absolute

,
and Of a posit ive

essence , l ike the absolu te , we can say

’

n o th in g .

God ’ s essence and God ’s cogn it ion are not , as

i n the economy of human mental ity
,
an t e c e

dent and consequent
,
as i f i t were brain and

sensuous impressions carried to the brain . I n
God un ity admits o f no d iscreten ess . We know
nothing o f how God knows

,
n o r can we , i n th e

stri ct sense
,
say at all that God knows . $ o r i n

o u r terminology knowing presupposes facu lty

for perception
,
concep t ion , abstract ion , and

naming. All these are phases o f m ind-activi ty ,
where mind is d ist inct from and simply the too l
o f a spi ri tual personality . Bu t i n the d ivine per

so n mind is not a subord inate instrumental ity,
fo r the absolute has no such d ivision o f labor
in its make-up . We are , th e r e fo r e , ou nab le to

d eclare any th ing as to God ’s omniscience
,
and
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we cannot say that human freedom is in anv

way affe cted by the absolu te essence O f God .

I n th i s way Maimon ides d isposes of the
d ifficu lt i es

,
wh i ch are in the w ay o f an b armo

n iz atio n O f the seeming Opposit es o f free wil l
and divin e fore-knowledge . Bu t th is matter

brings u s close to another quest ion not qu i t e
so perp lexing and insu rmountable .
Whence comes responsib il ity $ I f freedom

is an endowment , what is i ts exact natu re $
and what is i ts sou rce $ Freedom and l ib

—

e i
—

t
'

y
are synonyms in the popular vocabu lary , bu t
the d istinct ion between them is very marked
when they are employed wi th some n icety .

Freedom is inalienable ; l iberty is a privi l ege .

Freedom is an ethical cond ition ; l iberty a

civ i l grant . Freedom is a pos it ive and last ing
property ; l iberty an immun ity from incidental

Obligat ion . $ nl ike l iberty , freedom is an h a
b itual state o f sou l . In th i s normal

,
original

,

and cont inu ous state there must be a personal

admin istrat ion , an uncond it ional di ctate , so

that the aim o f th e ind ividual and the destiny

o f the race are served best . This is the basis
o f eth ics . The consideration O f i t is eminently
a qu est ion o f ethical ph ilosophy . With Mai

m o n ide s i t is closely related to theology o n

the one s ide
,
and , as we shal l see , w ith sci ence

o n the other.
There is no question to the so lu tion o f wh ich
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the philosophe r ough t to bring h i s acumen to
bear more d irectly than upon the quest ion o f

-the origin , the character, the
' content o f the

not ion o f right . I submit the p ropo sitio n
'

th at

o u r mental d iscipl in e , the insight we have got

into histo ry, the pro found method o f c o m par im

so n o f which w e make u se in all .branches o f

archae ology, language , myth o logy, and rel igion ,
and finally the analysis o f psych ology, will

bring a supreme benefit . For they will make
more pract i cable a science O f eth i cs . We make

sh i ft p rac t ically with amateu r morals . From
the aspect O f scientific study we are content

with reassu ring ou rselves that o u r m ax rm s ,

customs
,
and habits do not run counter to o u r

cri tical sense , and that they have the authority

o f history and the consensu s o f o u r c o te m po
rar le s . The fau lts common to d ivergent theo

logi cal systems o f morals can b e subsumed

under the one rad ical o n e $ they all beg the
quest ion none is i n all iance with the only r e

l iable m ethod Of compari son
,
which

,
though as

yet in i ts i n fancy
, w ill r tu rn ou t to be the most

fert i le and effici ent . And le t s m e add , there

can b e no well substantiated classification o f

moral precepts
,
except o n the basis O f psychol

o gy. And by that I do n o t mean merely a

graduation o f psychological phenomena, the
abstract study o f sou l -experiences . I have in

m ind a treatment o f the history o f ethics , so
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that i ts mani fold
,
d ivergent , and conflicting

facts will yi eld someth ing bes ides a c lassifi c a
t ion Of moral maxims . The h i story Of cu ltu re
wil l show that there is a basal u n ity in the

l ogic
,
the psychology

,
and the morals O f every

epoch and that these are mutually dependen t
one upon the o ther . There is n o su ch th ing

possib le as common-sense contrad ict ing itsel f
anywhere .

But let u s retu rn to the consideration of
what were the principles o f Maimon ides

—

r e

gard ing e thics . He shares wi th many others

the op in ion that the eth i cs o f the people are in

keep ing wi th thei r experiences . Morals are to

him n o t much more than regu lat i ons . These
regulat ions are fo r the most part deduct ions .
Here is the way he arrives at a fundamental

c riteri on Of what 15 vi rtu e $ The extremes Of
human volit ion

,
he says

,
are no t the m easu re

by which rect i tude can be ascertained . The
anci ents recommended the m ean ; neither to o

great an en thusiasm n o r too heavy an indiffe r
ence . J ust as the pendu lum settles in i ts

proper place after osci llat ing to bo th s ides , so

moral qual i t i es are compromises between the

swayings O f the passions . I Experience and the
d iscipl ine wh i ch comes from experi ence , and
what i s st i l l better sel f-d iscipl in e

,
these bring

hab i ts in thei r t rain and lay the foundation for

moral sel f-su ffi c ie n c y .
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“ I n the m atter Of motives ,
” says he

,
the

select ion of which is relegated to the ind ivid
ual , there is n o d ifference between re l igion and
philosophy. The restrict ive Influence O f

’

r e li

glon Is n o t a pre-determinate
,
nor is i t posit ive

i t is s imply corrective .” I strip the quaint lan
guage o f Maimonides and render it in modern

phraseology as approx imately as I can . The
natu re o f rel igion is predominantly o f a r e

strain ing force ; i t 15 prescript ive and origina
t ive only with re ference to the detai ls O f worsh ip .

The stimu lat ing or rather the o r lg lnative ele
men ts O f conscious pu rpo se / c o m e to the surface

rarely in a system o f rel igion which is t inged

c ate c h ism ic ally. Maimonides Ins ists o n a c o n

c e ptio n o f ethics
,
which shall not be confined

to a r e m edial pu rpose . I t shall , he says , never
be an apology for either sel f-indulgence o n the

o n e hand , or, on the other, for a super-r e fin e d

notion o f sel f-negat ion o r abnegation . I su s

p e c t Maimon ides here o f a sly dig at the ascet ic
schools o f the Christ ian i ty

,
O f his day , and at

Mu taz il it e transcendental ism
,
wh ich taugh t the

ficti on O f the se nsuous kind o f compensat ion ,
notoriously Mohammedan . Ascet ic ism , he says ,
i s a revuls ion from the extrem e o f lu x u r lo us
sensual ity

,
j u stly abhorred

,
the more since i t I S

cloaked under a d iss imu lat ing religiousness .
Transcendental ists

,
already in the day o f Mai

m o n ide s, as th e y do even in o u r day, made
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virtue a contemplat ive
,
a specu lat ive at t itude .

The agent is to do the virtuous act fo r virtu e ’s
sake . I f i t were allowed to lay open the
mechan ism of su ch phi losoph i c v irtuousness

,

i t would be tan tamoun t to a yearn ing after
an ideal , to a sort o f poetry . Th i s ideal o f

pure morality is no t an inner force
,
bu t an

external ity
,
wh ich allu res because o f its fas

c inat io n . Maimonides in s ists on i t that the
sou rce o f the pure act l ies wi thin the man and
that the analys is o f motives will prove it .
Moral fo rce is res ident with in the agen t

,
and is

no t dependent upon an allu ring fict ion ou ts ide

o f him . A man is moral ly good in proport ion
to the personal contribu t ion he has made in
the effort . There is a combat between sel f
consciousness and organ ism— o r as Maimon ides

pu ts i t
,
an opposit ion Obtains between man

and sin . B ut the virtuous man is such only

i f h is consciousness has had someth ing to do
with the select ion o f the act . S t i l l th is st ruggle
between the men tal fac tors and the physical

factors o f th e organ ism is not a host i le opposi
t ion

,
bu t a part ing O ff and a balanc ing. And

this affects main ly only the non-essent ial mat

ters
,
su ch as

,
for instance

,
ceremonialism and the

propriet ies are . They are an “ After-moral
,

”

art ificial and sub ve n tio nal, i n contrast with
spontane ity

,
orig inal and basal .

I t may not be apparent h o w in this M aim o n i
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des fol lows Aristotle . But in the principle
o f the M ean , as the desideratum o f moral
i ntegrity

,
Maimonides agrees wi th more ph i

lo soph e r s than the Greek . Even in the most
recent phase o f eth i cal ph i losophy

,
th e sub

s umption o f ethical ru les has no t gotten farther
than crowd ing them under the e xperiential
maxim o f the

/

golden mean . But Maimon ides

regarded the compromise o f selfishness and
love

,
the two con trad ictory states O f morals ,

as rep resenting more an ar t o f e th i cs than a

sc ie n c e o f ethics . On th i s accoun t he felt the
need o f a farther analysi s o f mot ives . I f there
are act ually variou s psychological factors in
the d eterm ination O f a mot ive

,
i t cannot be

supposed that these are men tal phenomena
in a mele e with pass ions , bu t kindred facts o f
mind . Why I should rather do th i s than that

,

i s not determ ined by my personal au thority

,
over against physical demands

,
bu t becau se I

con trast by an in tu it ive logic two unequal
,

though s im ilar mot ives . Thus Maimonides
maintains h is posi t i on among the ideal ists,
and has swept the charge o f theology from
h im . I am anxious to pu t th lS clearly, fo r

th is posit i on o f Maimon ides as to ethi cs has
been endorsed by al l later J ewish ph i losophers .
I men t ion as the most sign ifican t Bac h ja ibn

Pakuda
,

—whose “ Ch o b o th Hale b o b o th
” car

ries th is p r1n c 1ple of th e mental— I shou ld say
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spiri tual— character o f moral motives as far as

i t can be carried legit imately
,
viz . , to constrain

as unessen t ial , though from the l e gislat ive
poin t Of vi ew they may be serv i ceable and even

occasionally necessary
,
the abandonment o f

many inj unct ions and proh ib i t ions which have
the endorsement o f t rad it ion

,
bu t are not

entai led by the fundamen tal principle o f pure

morals .
Maimonides gave d irec t ion to J ewish phi lo s

ophy far beyond the immediate compass O f

Mosaism . He had fu rn ished criteria for later

phases o f J ew ish thought .
In the subj ect we have i n hand j ust n o w

,
I

will allo w mysel f to add that i t is a c o nv e n

tio nal V iew,
wh i ch has gone into l i terature to a

regrettable exten t , that J udaism has continued

i n its teach ings regard ing eth i cs i n a monoto

nous way ever s ince i ts inception . I n one

respect I will not deny it
,
namely as to specific

regu lat ions and practices . But as to the aspect

O f eth ics as a whole there has been no mod i
fi c atio n . From Moses to Moses Ma imonides

,

and from th is Moses to Moses Mendelssohn
,

all matters p e r tain 1n g to religion , as well as to

m Orals
,
were referred to psychology in the last

i nstance . An abidance in this at t itude I do

n o t con s ider a wan t o f growth ; fo r I bel ieve

that beyond the psychological key th e r e ' is no

better . The eventfu l h istory o f the J ews has
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no t affected nor mod ified the original meaning
o f person and Of relationship . I t may have
entai led and forced upon the J ews a deleterious
depression O f the emotions . And in so far as
sen t iments react upon the person and c o m plie

cate the original d isposit ion
,
we may be able

to notice certain evidences o f what bigotry did

cause ; and th is may account for the legal ism
o f Moses and for the casu istry O f the Rabb is .
But the concept ion o f morals in the abstract
and ph i losoph i c sense was always that they
were essent ially intu it ive .

I said above that Judaism maintain ed c o n
tin u o uslyan o r ig inal psychological concep t ion
Of person and relat ionsh ip . I repeat i t n o w

,

because I wish to advert to the next subj ect
,

which
,
in the ph i losophy o f Maimon ides

,

natu rally follows from a sc ientific view o f

morals . I mean the state . Maimonides ma in

tains that as soon as we shal l be able to give a
precise accoun t O f morals in the ind ividual , we

shal l have come nearest to the d isposal o f the

quest ion h o w Man , he
says

,
is by natu re gregariou s (n ol z

’

r zn on 80507 ,

Adom M ’d in i b ’

te va) . He is re ferred to his

fe llows by the d emands o f h is person . I add
,

by yo ur indulgence , that th is n eed o f fellowship

from . the organ ic S ide o f the ind ividual carries
in germ every other element fo r a sci en tific
apo logy for the state . Natu re here hin ts only,
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and the h istory o f the race brings forth the pat

ent fact that sp iri tual communion is necessary .

But I mus t continue . Man is natu rally social ,
and he is dependent upon variou s and mutually
d iffering relat ionsh ips with fellows to make his
l i fe possible

,
even in th e elementary matters .

I find in th i s a suggest ion o f the economic
principle O f d ivision o f labor

,
though I scarcely

wish to claim that Maimon ides knew Of pol it i

cal economy as a sci ence . The p olit ical c o n

d it ion o f his t ime admitted O f no such notion .

Polit ics and statecraft and the arts o f govern
ing were relegated to some few privileged
ones

,
and the thought o f sociology was ex

c e e din g ly remote . Not even this had dawned
upon them

,
that i rrespons ible royalty m ight

be subj ected to cri t i c ism . Bu t Maimon ides
recognized the interdependence o f man upon

men , and the d iversity o f characters as a n e c e s

sary cond it ion for the moral status o f th e

individual .

But i t mu st n o t b e supposed that the mutu
al ity o f men makes impossible the d ist inct ion

o f some one or some few
,
above the mass o f

med iocres . Leadersh ip i s not a voluntary
assump t ion o n th e part o f one person nor an
enforced yield ing up on the part of the people .
Sove reignty and gen ial gu idance are essential ,
not inst i tu t ional . As much as the ind ividual

needs soc iety
,
so society needs the ind ividual .



3 2

I f society were S imply an aggregate o f S ingle
men , it w ould fai l to respond to the demands
o f human ity . The h ighest human powers a r e

i n the service to secure the co nsistence and
u n i ty o f society . Th i s i s a view o f hero
worsh ip upon the evidence o f h i story o f wh ich
I know no o ther defender except Emerson . .

Gen iuses are not lent fo r a. t ime . Those who

l ead the human it ies o f the ages are not ou t o f
t ime an d place . They are n atu ral products and

natu ral causes . Even though we cannot lay o u r
fingers upon the pulse o f thei r creat ive powers

,

they are logically necessary. Society and h i s
tory , the experi ences , th e Shocks , the amen it ies ,
the monoton ies

,
the exaltat ions

,
the thousand

fold agenc 1es and pat iences o f men
,
have their

centre and polarity in gen ius and talen t .
.No

theory o f the h istory O f cu ltu re is adequate u m
less it has room fo r what i s cu rren t ly term ed

except i onal because obtrusive . N O h istory O f ‘

cu ltu re is sc i e ntifi c unless i t Shows that the
bi rth

,
caree r

,
and death , failu re and success

o f leaders , i s as norm al a phenomenon and

as traceable to soc ial u lt imates as the large

m ovements themselves . Th is i s more than a

mere forecast o n the part o f Maimon ides , for

though he is undeniably p rej udiced in favor
o f Mosaism ,

i t i s a very th o ro ugt i n g view o f

his . We are so occupied with the worth o f

o u r heroes as magnificen t persons , that we
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forget that even such magnitudes might be
subservien t

,
— subservien t to a pro found plan

in wh ich they are on ly tools . N O h i story o f

civi l izat ion has yet been written except in a
d i scurs ive manner . Epochs and occu rrences
in the l i fe O f peoples and leaders are treated
as i f they were S O many plan ts wh i ch have

vegetated in turn . O f a graduat ion of h istori c
facts

,
h o w one occu rrence plays into the other

,

Shades o ff o n e i nto the other , each a requ i s ite
antecedent and a necessary consequent

,
all

h istory withou t a break
,
con t inuous from first

to last , from n o w as far as the certainty O f law

will carry u S
,
— o n that method no o n e has yet

constructed the tru e ph i losophy o f history . I t

redounds to the cred it o f Moses Maimonides ,
that

,
desp it e the shortcomings O f h is t ime as

to scientifi c in trospect ion
,
desp ite the absen ce

o f any histo ri c sense in h is day
,
he St il l has

a presen t iment that there Obtains ordered
arrangement o f human affai rs in thei r large
scope , and that th is has an equally fit place for
th e people and fo r genius . The gen ius is the

prophet . Law , e . ,
administrat i on

,
i s not ac

c e sso ry,
but a d ivine inst i tut ion . Legislat ion,

however, i n the narro w sense o f police

au thority
,
though i t i s j ust ly vested with exec

ut ive power
,
st i l l

,
in the presence o f the supreme

facts o f human natu re
,
i s an impertinence wh i ch

i s tolerated because i t is u seful . Law
,
Maimon

3
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ides contends , as the groundwork o f Soc iety
,

is only another expression o f soc iety ’s o w n

mode O f be in g . I submit th is as the teaching )

o f the J ewish Hugo Grot ius $ I t is the righ t o f
those who const itu te the social compact to
protect themselves against ind ivid ual violence

,

inasmuch as su ch V iolence evidences a flagrant
perversion O f the social

$

inst inct
,
and the

malevolen t agent cannot be in a sound con
d it ion . He lacks o n e o f th e attributes O f
human ity.

The state j s supreme in au thority, n o t on ly
because i t encompasses all the membe rs O f the

commun ity
,
but also because i t is an efficient

agent in the curricu lum Of their moral d isci

pl ine . The order o f importance in the three

departments o f c ivi c interests is $ first
,
the

state
,
and consequently the special form Of

government ; second , economicspe r se ; th ird ,
the sp i r itual matters

,
fo r these are what they

are only in d irect p roport ion and analogy with

the other two . Both national p rosperity and
national intel l igence ar e dependent for the ir

resou rces and Opportun it ies upon the Character
O f governmen t and paternal guard iansh ip o f

the fostering state .

We se e that Maimonides is indebted fo r the
pos i t ive character o f his ph ilosophy

’

to h is op
posit ion to the Mohammedan Schoo l o f fatal
i sm . Bu t he cou ld not avo id fall ing h imsel f
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i nto the snare o f a more pol ished fatal ism .

There is
g

n o Clearer case O f fatal ism than the
scientifi c . Sti ll i t is only such by an extension
o f the mean ing Of the word fatal ism . There iS a
fatal ism of p r e fig u ratio n ,

and there is another .

fatal ism
,
which has noth ing to do with provi

d ential ukases . The act ivity o r experience o f

every th ing in natu re i s with in the l ines which

the mode o f the th ing prescribes . Th is i s

fatalism as l ittle as is the log i c al - constraint o f

the term square , the S ides o f wh ich must

alw ays be equal and Shorter than the d iagonal .

Nothing can make the S ides equal to the

d iagonal N O amount O f d isdain can make

this second kind o f scient ific de fin ite n e ss kin

dred to O ri e ntal fatal ism . Maimonides must
have been aware o f th is d istinct ion ; and in th e

matter o f morals and o f pol ity i t is evident that
he was . There must be

,
he says

,
a reciprocity

between peop le and leg islators o n the ground

o f the natu ral law .

I ough t n o w to offer some sl ight exposit ion

o f the doctrine O f prophecy for wh i ch Mai

m o n ide s i s d ist ingu ished in J ewish l iterature .
But the subj ect is p roperly theological and is

5 0 treated at length in the More ” ; and I

bel ieve i t is o n th is account i rrelevant in a d is

c ussio n o f his ph i losophy in general . I may

say that the prophet is described by M aim o n i

des as a supremely endowed human be ing,



3 6 M aim on ide s .

whose del icate sensit iveness is a fact o f h is con
stitu tio n

,
econom ic cond ition

,
and consequen t

exh i larat ion o r depression . Prophet ic genius

is o n e o f a class . But Maimonides r eserves fo r
himsel f this l im itat ion

,
that the genial endow

ment i n itsel f is a mystery . How far soever

we carry the analys is
,
and however w e feel the

pu lse o f that splend id l i fe
,
we cannot fix up

the element which makes i t d ifferent from all

o thers .
o

Th e prophet may be s imply a rational
person

,
bu t what gives h im the facu lty Of ex

h austive insight and foresight , i t must be

admitted
,
i s s imply an act o f the w i l l o f God .

In a general review o f the ph i losophy of

Maimonides it will be pardoned
,
I hope

,
i f

matters dear to the student o f the More ”

have had insu fficient attention . I wi ll content

mysel f
,
i n conclusion

,
to state that the Jewish

adage $ “ From Moses unto Moses there has

been none l ike Moses
,

” applied to Ma imonides
most worthily . He holds an honored su

p r e m ac y in J ewish philosophy .

I t is to be noted ,
“

however, that in the
history o f thought a period o f rat ional ism

has generally been followed by a relapse into
myst i c ism

,
and that n o S ingle large movement

o f l iberalizat ion and renaissance has been ex

empt from this reversion . I t was so i n the
case o f Maimonides . His successors were the

Rab b an ite s and Kabbal ists . These endeavored
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with al l the malice o f thei r b igotry to stigma

tiz e the “ More .

” The grave o f Maimonides
was disgraced . He was excommunicated even

in death
,
and a few years after h i s death h is

work
,
denounced by fan at i cs

,
was burned in

the m arket-place a t Pari s and Toulouse as

dang erous and heret i cal . The Inqu i s it ion
,

with its prompt and most chivalric persuasion
,

s uppressed the study Of al l J ew ish ph i losophy .

But all th is cou ld n o t avail . ‘The pseudo

graph s and forgeries O f the Kabbala
,

”
o f the

“ Sohar,
” etc . , met with deserved obloquy,

wh i l e the “ More ” has grown in respect and

reverence .

I can no t speak of h is other works
,
such as

hi s work o n logic h is codex

(
“Yad Hac h az ak ah wh i ch i s the foundat ion

o f all later elaborat ions o f J ewish law . The

composit i on o f the latter work wou ld in itsel f

have been sufficient to secu re to h im endu ring

fame in the h i sto ry o f Judaism . But I have

re frained from speaking o f these fo r the reason

that they are foreign to a consideration O f h i s
ph ilosophy .

Maimonides may be designated as the Aris
to tle o f Juda ism . S o Gratz calls him . Jewish

thought is excep t ional i n the history o f rel ig

ions
,
because it appropriates and domesticates

the world ’s th inking . O f th i s we have a striking

instance in the manne r i n which Maimon ides
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read i ly im por te d Aristotel ian ism into J ewish
ph i losophy. The un ive rsal p resenc e o f God
and th e plast ici ty o f the hum an so ul , the kin
sh ip o f all l i fe

,
the convict ion that everywhere

i s the throb o f l i fe and o f thought ,— these are
the teach ing O f the J ew Of Spain , o f the J e w
to -day

,
and of the best in the world

,
and as

in the e leven th ce ntu ry so also in the more

p romising ninete en th .

THE E N D .
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I t is a book of wor th I would hear tily commend i t to all
as a work calculated to broaden knowledge

,
deepen true

r eligious convictions , and make more r everent and catholic
the religious Spirit . I n writing this book

,
Rabbi

Grossmann has honored himself, his religious faith ,
and the

city in which he has his home .

”
— Rev . $ RA N $ B . CRE SSY

,
in

D e tr oi t 7 on r n al.
“ \V e can r ecommend the book as one that intelligent

people
,
Gentile and J e w ,

who are interested in the subj ec t ,
will find to be full of wisdom and really catholic liberality .

”

P /zi laa
’
e lp/i ia E ve n ing B u lle ti n .

A serious and learned thinker . O f the eleven
chapters contained in the slender volume none lacks inter es t .

The general tone of the book is serious and profound ;
on e feels that the wri te r has reviewed the Old topics and read
the modern authorities with a fresh mind

,
and considered them

from an individual point of view . Such sentences
,

recalling in their ter seness and sometimes in their discon
n e c te dn e ss the E ssays Of E mer son

,
give some idea of the

suggestive qualities in this li ttle book Thus it will
be seen that Rabbi Grossmann is neither one of those forma
lists who follow pr ecedents blindly

,
and subj ect their o w n

reasons to the doctrinaires o f his faith
,
n or one of the free

thinking H ebrews who br eak with the past . These
essays are well-written . They are scholarly and thought ful

,

void of nar r owness and spite .

-1V e w Yor lz Ti ne e r .

I n a thoughtful spirit and in a scientifi c manner . D r .

Gr ossm an n
’

s book is so full of ideas as to repay the labor of
trying to understand it .

”
— C/zr isz

‘

ian $ n io n .

“ Rabbi Gr ossm an n
’

s book ‘

Judaism and the S cience Of

Relig ion is clearly wr itten and with a cour tesy of thought wi th
respect to other systems of religion that secur es the confidence
o f those who differ from him even most widely. I t is
eminently worthy th e attenti on o f all interested in the great



profoun de r character will enj oy . W e bear the amplest testimony
to the ex cellence of this little book .

”
— P r oo ia

’
e n c e you r nal.

The book is fullof suggestions . -P opu lar S c i e n c e M on tfi ly .

The contents of this little book cover a wide range Of

res earch and thought concerning th e historic and moral
development Of Judaism and the E volution Of the S cience of
Religion . The author treats these subj ects in a broad man
ner and with a candid spirit of inquiry . The author
brings W ide scholarship and breadth of treatment to the
illustr ation of the proposition . Gre at penetration
and sympathy are evident we have here the evidences of an
acute thinker .

”
Tne $ n i tar ian .

1

“
$The writer$may be perfectly content with w hat he has

accomplished . This is sufficient to denote the mag
n itude of th e task which D r . Grossmann has tried to do , and
with credit to h isr r e putation as a young minister.
The work as a W hole is em phatically a good one and deserves
a p lace in the collection of American J ewish literature .

”

ye w i sn M e sse ng e r .

A valuable book for the perusal o f religi ous thinkers and
workers . ”— D e tr o i t $ r e e P r e ss .

The author is learned and a thinker. The book
is well worthy of attention . I t is suggestive and
adapted to correct some popular mistakes . ” -Cni cag o Tr iou n e .

A very th ough ful essay .

”
—1Ve w Or lean s P i cayun e .

“ Rabbi Gr ossm an n ’

s book well deserves reading .

”
— $ i t

e r ary W or lo’.

Rabbi $ ouis Grossmann
,
D .D . , of D etroit , has added a

valuable contribution to current religious discussion .

The book is ex tremely interesting , an d will hold the attention
o f even the general reader . N o t only specialists in
the study of comparative theology

,
but any whose r eading

may take them into the fi eld o f current religious discussion ,
w ill enj oy Rabbi Gr ossm an n

’

s ex position Of th e place of Juda
i sm ln religi ous development . ”— M in n eapoli s you r n al.

There is a thoughtful spir it and a scientifi c manner mani
v fe st in Rabbi G ro ssm an n

’

s treatment of his theme .

The wealth Of ideas (of th e book) makes it well worth while
to study it attentively. I t is a book which the
students of r eligion cannot afford to pass by unr ead .

”
$ n i

o e r sali st $uar te r ly .


