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STATEMENT OF PURPOSE

Maimonidean Studies, an international, interdisciplinary annual, con-
celves its area of interest in broad terms and will be hospitable to articles on a
variety of subjects. In the field of Halakhah it will carry interpretations of
Mutmonides™ legal works, studies dealing with their talmudic and geonic
antecedents, the influence of his legal writings on subsequent commentators
and decisors, and comparative legal studies. In the field of philosophy it will
publish interpretations of Maimonides’ philosophic writings, and studies of
their Greek, Hellenistie, and Islamic antecedents, as well as their impact on
Jewish philosophy in the later Middle Ages, on Latin scholasticism, and on
the philosophy of the Enlightenment and the Haskalah. Besides these, Mai-
monidean Studies will carry articles on Maimonides as Bible commentator,
physician, scientist, and communal leader, and on the history of Maimonides’
thne, the Maimonidean family, and the Maimonidean controversies. The
unnual will also publish articles on the language of Maimonides” Hebrew and
\rabic witings and bibliographic information.

Since Maimonidean Studies is largely intended for an English-reading
andience, its primary language is English. Since, however, a substantial part
ol Maimonides research is being conducted in Israel, each issue will contain
some articles in Hebrew. As the need arises, there will also appear articles in
I'rench and German. There will be English summaries of articles in lan-
pguages other than English.

Muaimonidean Studies is not committed to any one interpretation of Mai-
monides” work; its editorial policy is determined by the very history of Mai-
monides research. As is true of the work of any seminal thinker, that of Mai-
monides has given rise to a variety of interpretations and has found, from the
very beginning, its adherents as well as its critics. One need only think of
Muimonides” own controversy with Samuel ben Ali, the hassagot of Abraham
[ien David, the various commentaries on the Mishneh Torah, the Mai-
monidean controversies, down to the controversy in our own days between
Julius Guttmann and Leo Strauss concerning the interpretation of Maimon-
[les” philosophic views. The sole criteria governing the editorial policy of
Muaimonidean Studies are: defensible thesis, cogent arguments, proper docu-
mentation, and the observance of scholarly proprieties.

1



MAIMONIDES IN EGYPT: THE FIRST STAGE

by

MENAHEM BEN-SASSON

I

Rabbi Moses, son of the dayyan Maimon, arrived in Egypt in 1165.
Within less than six years, in 1171, Maimonides had become the ra’s al-
yahiid, the official head of the Jewish community in Egypt and its immediate
sphere of influence—Palestine, Greater Syria, and Yemen. His occupancy of
this exalted office is attested by the fact that these communities began to
invoke his name at the beginning of official documents, by writing: “"under
the authority (reshiit) of our master, Moses, the great rabbi in Israel.”"! How

| See, Jacob Mann, The Jews in Egypt and in Palestine under the Fatimid Caliphs,
¢ ovol (1920, 1927; New York: Ktav, 1970) 1:242-47. 2:310-23. These matters are
{urther clarified in studies by Shlomo Dov Goitein: ““The Life of Maimonides in Light
ol New Genizah Discoveries,” Peragim 4 (1966): 29-42 [Hebrew|; “Moses Maim-
anldes. Man of Action—A Revision of the Master’s Biography in the Light of the
Genizal Documents,” Hommage & George Vajda; Etudes d Histoire et de pensée
fitve, ed. G. Nahon and Ch. Touati (Louvain, 1980) 155-67. For recent summaries of
these questions and their background, see Simon Shtober, “The Historiographic
Waork of Joseph Sambari, the author of Sefer Divrei Yosef ™ (diss., Hebrew University
ol Jerusalem, 1988), 213-18 [Hebrew] and Mark R. Cohen, “Maimonides” Egypt,”
Muoses Maimonides and His Time, ed. Eric L. Ormsby (Washington: Catholic Univer-
Wty of America Press, 1989) 27-28.

| uceept the overall framework of dates proposed by Mann and Goitein for Maim-
nides activity as the Head of the Jews in Egypt, despite corrections in certain details,
which will be brought below. These dates are based upon the use of the term “author-
i1y (reshit) as indicative of his holding the highest office in the Jewish community,
und ure combined with evidence from parallel historical sources in establishing the
fuct that the individuals in question indeed held this office. Mann (Jews in Egypt
| 21718, 233, 266-68) has suggested that, in those cases where reshat is mentioned
i connection with two different personalities during the same years, this may be
sxplained in terms of a division of authority. However, even in such cases, it is quite
¢lenr that the carriers of reshiit enjoyed a high political-institutional status (see below,
n o 19)
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4 MENAHEM BEN-SASSON

did a great scholar and physician, who had not much earlier immigrated to a
country filled with local Jewish leaders, come to occupy the highest political
office in its hierarchy of leadership? What were the initial stages of the
involvement in public affairs that brought him to this office?

The country to which Maimonides had come did not suffer from a
dearth of leaders. While Egypt during the second half of the twelfth century
was indeed a center of immigration for refugees from West and East, it was
also an established center of Jewish leadership in the Near East. There were
many experienced candidates for communal leadership to be found at the
time in Fustiat and in Cairo who had already lived there for a considerable
time, including several with good ground to claim authority and leadership:
wealthy individuals, including great merchants connected with the trade to
Yemen and India; descendants of the families of the Exilarchs; heads of the
Palestinean yeshivot (academies) who had moved to Egypt during the first
quarter of the century; and others who were close to the rulers by virtue of
their office—e. g., tax-collectors, government officials, and physicians.? As
Maimonides  descendants continued to head the Jewish communities of
Egypt and the Near East for more than two hundred years following his
death, the question of Maimonides’ rise to prominence as the head of the
Jewish community is one the elucidation of which sheds light, not only upon
the life of the great man himself, but also on the nature of the forces acting in
the Jewish communities of Egypt, Palestine and the Near East during the
period of his leadership.

Several years ago, Professor. S. D. Goitein suggested that Maimonides’
rapid rise to leadership of the Jewish community of Egypt was the result of
his being “'a man where there were no men.” As evidence, he cited a letter
which Maimonides wrote to the Jewish communities in Egypt urging them
to redeem the captives of the city of Bilbays. This letter, according to
Goitein, was written in the year 1168/69, less than four years after Maimon-
ides” arrival in Egypt and before he occupied any official position. Goitein
notes that this effort on behalf of the captives contributed to the public per-
ception of him as the leader of the generation, not only spiritually but also in
worldly matters.3 But alreadv at the time that Goitein published this docu-

2 See Mann, Jews in Egypt 1:220-50; Mann, Texts and Studies in Jewish History
and Literature, vol. 1 (1931; New York: Ktav, 1972) 21-34.

38, D. Goitein, Ha-Yishuv be-Erez Yisra'el be-reshit ha-Islam uvi-tequfat ha-
Zalbanim le-"or kitvei ha-Genizah [Palestinian Jewry in early Islamic and Crusader
times in the light of the Genizah documents] (Jerusalem: Yad Yitzhak Ben-Zvi, 1980)
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ment, o number of questions remained unanswered. First, was Maimonides’
activity on behalf of the captives of Bilbays a sufficient reason for preferring
liim over others when the time came to appoint a leader of the communities
fwo years later? He was, in fact, assisted in redeeming these captives by
virlous figures from the traditional leadership of the Egyptian community,
av Maimonides himself explicitly states in his letter. Secondly, and maore
tmportant, in order to prod the public to respond to his appeal and to assist
lifm in this matter, he already needed to be a well-known public figure, one
whose authority was established and whose ability to engage in practical
setivity was already accepted—not only by virtue of the circular letter, but
hecause of his other activities—so that those who received the letter would not
puzzle over the identity of its sender. In addition, one may add a further chal-
lenge to the chronology proposed by Goitein. Professor Mordechai Akiva
I'riedman, after examining the original of Maimonides™ letter to the com-
munities, reopened the possibility of the reading proposed by two earlier
scholars, Rabbi Samuel Hirsch Margulies of Florence and Norman Ben-
twich. ' The date of the letter seems in fact to be a year or two after Mai-
monides” appointment to the office of Head of the Jews. Hence, the substan-
live questions raised above, together with the problem of the date of the
[etter, bring us back, so to speak, to the query of the people of Sodom: **Shall
one but come to live and make himself judge?”

For nearly a hundred vyears, accepted scholarly opinion has associated
Muaimonides’ rise to public prominence with the affair of Zata, Head of the
Jews, who was known, like many others of his contemporaries, by a variety of
other names and bynames, such as Yihya and Aba Zikri. This incident is the
focus of the present study. In our opinion, the answer to the questions posed
it the beginning of this article is rooted in this affair, which we shall examine
in light of a series of old and new sources, some of which have not vet been
related toit. These sources will assist us in clarifying the various stages in the
allair of “the evil Zata.”

The primary source for this affair is a scroll composed by one Abraham b.
Hillel in the year 1197, some fifty years after the beginning of the events

§12-20 [Hebrew]; according to his findings there, see his remarks in ““Moses Maim-
onides, Man of Action™ 156-61, and Cohen, “Maimonides” Egypt™ 27.

" Mordechai Akiva Friedman, “"New Sources from the Genizah for the Crusader
P'eriod and for Maimonides and His Descendants,” Cathedra 40 (1986): 72-75
[Hebrew]. | examined this document during the winter of 1988 while working at the
Iibrary of the Jewish Theological Seminary and found Friedman's hypothesis to he a
plausible one.



6 MENAHEM BEN-SASSON

involving Zita in Egypt and shortly after their completion, recounting the
salvation of the community from the hands of an enemy. Concerning some of
the events recorded in the scroll, the author notes: *'1 was told [about some of
them| by.my father and teacher/my honor and glory,” while some of the later
events he witnessed himself. The affair involved three distinct stages; at the
beginning of each of these Ziita was appointed to the office of Head of the
Jews, while at the conclusion of each he was deposed from this position.®

The first stage occurred during the term of office as Head of the Jews of
Samuel b. Hananiah ha-Nagid (1141-59), and it took place prior to the year
1148. At that time, Zita gave 1,000 dirhams to the Muslim ruler, evidently
al-Hafiz (fl. 1130-49), or to the official appointed over the gate of the sultan,
Ibn al-Salar (assassinated 1153), in order to remove Samuel from the post of
Head of the Jews and give it to him instead. Zita's request was succesful, but
after a period of sixty-six days, Samuel was restored to office and Zuta was
deposed. Following Samuel’s death, Ziita again hoped to receive the office by
virtue of the information he had given to al-F#’iz (ruled 1154-60), to the
effect that 10,000 gold coins were buried under Samuel’s body. But it soon
became clear that this was not true, and Zata was not returned to office until
the ascent of a new ruler over Egypt.®

In the second stage, the author of the scroll notes, “And after those many
days, the king of Egypt died and there arose a new king over Egypt, and the
leadership was assured to him [Zata] for 200 dinars each year ... and he
[Zata] ruled nearly four years.”7 If the second stage was in fact proximate in

5 Passages from this scroll have been published in various forums (the Leningrad
MS now bears the number Firk. 11 A 1425.1-4). The full text of the seroll was pub-
lished by David Kahana, *“The Scroll of the Evil Zuta,” Ha-Shiloah 15 (1905): 175-84
|Hebrew|, and by Zvi Malachi, Sugyot ba-Sifrut ha-lorit shel Yemei ha-Beinayim
|Studies in medieval Hebrew literature| (Tel Aviv: Nophet, 1971) 42-51. All refer-
ences below are to the latter edition, hereafter abbreviated as “Scroll.”™ A critical edi-
tion of the scroll, based upon all extant fragments and citing alternative readings, is
still a desideratum.

The date of composition is given at the end of the scroll: “Wednesday, 6th of Av,
may it be changed into joy, [the year] 1508 [n”pnx] of the Seleucid era” —i. e, July 23,
1197. The above-mentioned published versions should be corrected accordingly.

6 Scroll” 44-45; for the calculation of dates for this period, see below, near note
29.

7“Seroll”” 45. The phrase “And after those many days’™ does not necessarily indi-
cate the passage of a long period of time, as it is clearly required by the second half of
the expression, “the king of Egypt died”—both borrowed from Exod. 2:23.
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time to the first stage, the Egyptian king [Sultan] referred to here must have
been the last of the Fatimid rulers, al-<Adid (1160-71).

At that time, a kind of salvation came to the Jewish community at the
liands of Maimonides, as the scroll continues:

Until the Rock looked down from his high place/and took pity upon the multi-
tude .. . and sent a faithful servant/a sign of glory and a wonder of the times/
Rabbi Moses/the light of East and West/the clear light and the brilliant star/
the unique one in the generation and its miracle/from the rising of the sun until
its setting/and he restored the Law as of old/and established it properly/and
removed the image from the sanctuary/and he made an effort and overcame/
and the beginning of the salvation took place through his hand/to the seed of
his beloved one ®

The character of Maimonides™ involvement in the second stage of the
Zuta affair may be seen from a halakhic question addressed to him, to be dis-
cussed after a description of the third stage of Zata's activity.

The third stage followed the ascent of an honest king who refused to take
bribes. At this point, Zita and his son tried another tactic. Taking advantage
ol the heavy atmosphere of suspicion against those who had collaborated with
the enemies of the new Muslim king [Sultan|—suspicions which could easily
he directed against the Jews—Zuta and his son offered their services in appre-
hending the collaborators. This description fits sometime at the beginning of
the Ayyibid rule, probably ca. 1172-73 as there were elements within the
population which remained loyal to the Fitimids even after the Ayyabids
wized power in Egypt.® Some of the Jews—particularly the heads of the com-
munity—had good reason to remain loyal to the Fatimid rulers, who provid-
o them, not only with physical protection, but with honored positions in the

Scroll” 45-46. The accepted interpretation of this passage is that it refers to the
wseent of the Ayyibid dynasty. However, the atmosphere portrayed in the third stage
ol Zutu's activity makes it more likely that this period was marked by political change
I Fyypt. This reading corresponds to the date of Maimonides arrival in Egypt and
whit we know about events within the Jewish leadership of Egypt during the 1160s.

" On the transitional period in Egypt and the sense of suspicion, see Ronald |. C.
Wrondhurst, A History of the Ayyubid Sultans of Egypt (Boston: Twayne, 1980) 37-43;
Clande Cohen, “Ayyubids™ EI2 1:796-807; Richard S. Humphreys, From Saladin to
the Mongols: The Ayyubids of Damascus, 1139-1260 (Albany: SUNY Press, 1977)
100 Joshua Prawer, Toldot Mamlekhet ha-Zalbanim be-Erez Yisra'el [A history of
the Latin kingdom of Jerusalem], vol. 1 (Jerusalem: Mossad Bialik, 1971) 333—43
[Hebrow]; and J. Drory and A.S. Ehrenkreutz in: J. Kraemer (ed.) Perspectives on
Matmontdes (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1991) 295-307.



8 MENAHEM BEN-SASSON

government. Thus, Zita's “loyal”" proposal to the new king may be connect-
ed with the early days of Ayyibid rule. The king rewarded Zita in the antici-
pated manner: “And the king said ... write concerning this one that he
should return to his place [i. e., his office], and the eye of the king shall be
over his people.” 10 Ziita remained at the head of the Jewish community for at
least two years, and, in accordance with his promise, turned five Jews over to
the government.

The author of the scroll notes that Zita, in his stupidity and foolishness,
had said that “the light of salvation will spring forth in my lifetime, and from
me will they receive the Messiah,” 1! This period—the age of the failure of the
Crusades in Egypt, and of the Muslim reaction which led to the first battles of
the Arabs to reconquer the Land of Israel from the Crusaders—was indeed
marked by a feeling of pride and expansiveness within the Jewish commun-

10 Seroll” 49. It is related in this passage that three of those turned over were
“strangers, poor and destitute Jews . . . who came from a distant land to the Land of
Egypt.” One may speculate that these were among the earliest Jewish immigrants
from Europe to Egypt and Palestine during the last third of the twelfth century. Con-
cerning population, and economic, cultural, and social problems related to their arriv-
al, especially in the thirteenth century, see Elhanan Reiner, “Pilgrims and Pilgrimage
to Eretz Yisra'el (1099-1517)" (diss., Hebrew University of Jerusalem, 1988), 24,
37-39. 51-69 [Hebrew]. On the prominent place of these immigrants among the
recipients of aid in the communities of Egypt, see 5. D. Goitein, A Mediterranean
Society, vol 2 (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1970) 126-31 (the ram).

Zita's unusual energy during this period is explained by the author of the scroll in
light of the fact that Zata's patron had been transferred to a task in Palestine, and
hence, evidently, Zita needed to demonstrate especially intense activity. If the
“prince’” referred to in this passage is other than the “king,” I am unable to identify
the Ayyabid administrator-military man referred to here who went to Palestine.
However, it may refer to someone who arrived as a prince and became the Sultan.
Two years (if this term is not a repetition of Gen. 41:1) had passed from the time that
the people of Cairo had begun to recite the hutbah in the name of the ‘Abbasids until
Saladin went out to battle in 1173 (see Broadhurst 37-45, n. 9; Prawer, Toldot Mam-
lekhet ha-Zalbanim 350-53). His father, Nujum al-Din, might have been considered
king for these purposes, as he was resident at the time in Egypt; see below, n. 42.

This departure was cause for rejoicing in the camp of Zata's opponents, as is ex-
plicitly stated in the scroll: ***When the Lord restored the captivity of Zion we were as
dreamers. for we saw that the prince who had helped him had gone to the Land of the
Hart [i. e., the Land of Israel].” It is not impossible to associate the beginning of this
quotation with the events surrounding the conquest of Jerusalem by Saladin in 1187.

1 Seroll™ 46.
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ity, and echo of which may be found in contemporary writings.'2 Moreover,
the declaration of the Head of the Jews that he would herald the Messiah
corresponds to the impression gained from a Genizah letter of that period. in
which Zita is mentioned in the same breath with such a claim. According to
the author of this letter, a judge in Alexandria who had been appointed to his
post by the Head of the Jews, the gaon '3 that is, Zita, both he and a number
ol other people around him had been denounced to the authorities and an
attempt was made to condemn them to death by burning, on the grounds
that they belonged to the camp of Ziita and supported his messianic claims. '

In the light of what has been said one may now better understand the
combination of circumstances mentioned in the seroll which led to Zita's fin-
al deposition as head of the Jews. The scroll reports that when the “prince”
who had helped Zita went to Palestine—evidently in the context of Ayyiibid
activity there—several leaders of the community, first and foremost Isaac b.
Sasson ha-Dayyan, succeeded in ridding themselves of the burden of Zata. '
Zita never again returned to office. Thus, the third period of his activity end-
ed during the mid-1190s, at the time of the writing of the scroll.

Given the time frame of these events—namely, the last third of the
twelfth century—Maimonides’ involvement in Zita's activity was almost in-
cvitable. Indeed, the scroll explicitly states that the salvation from Zita
hegan by virtue of Maimonides. This occurred at a time when Zita had
acquired a good deal of power, during the second period of his activity, a
four-year interval between 1160 and 1170.

' Concerning contemporary events, see Prawer, Toldot Mamlekhet ha-Zalbanim
| 347-53, 526-61; see there concerning the special religious fervor in the Muslim and
Christian camps which accompanied the later battles. For reactions within the Jewish
camp, see J. Mann, “The Messianic Movements in the days of the First Crusades”
Ha-Tequfah 24 (1926): 349-51 [Hebrew|; ]. Prawer, The History of the Jews in the
Latin Kingdom of Jerusalem (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1988) 68-70; Reiner, " Pil-
prims and Pilgrimage’” 5, 39—44.

" On this title, see below, section I1.

" The letter is TS 16.272. For references to this discussion, all of which are to S. D.
Goltein, see Stefan C. Reif, ed., Published Material from the Cambridge Genizah Col-
loctions: A Bibliography [1896-1980] (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,
1088) 257, to which one may add Goitein, Mediterranean Society 2:60, 62. 1 was
wislsted in my work on this document by the S. D. Goitein Laboratory for Genizah
Hesearch of the National and University Library in Jerusalem. See recto, line 31: 8
[t e Apa Mt e 3 R NonRI KON 1IN IRINPRIK DA verso, line 21 R9RA R
99K T A by YTYpT XY PRINnD DRIPR 1R TINPRDND REONIR KL IRNIR,

" See “Seroll” 49-50.
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A halakhic query directed to Maimonides suggests something of the
beginning of his involvement. In this query, members of the community of
al-Mahalla sought Maimonides' opinion concerning an oath they had sworn
in order to strengthen an edict they had made. The local dayyan, Perahiah b.
Yosef, had been required by the Head of the Jews—Abu Zikri, alias Yihya.
alias Ziata—to collect a payment from those who had come to him to request
halakhic decisions, a fixed part of which was to be set aside for the Head of
the Jews. Zita evidently intended to discharge his obligation to pay 200 di-
nars to the ruler by means of taxes imposed upon the public officials who
were appointed by him and subject to his authority. There was centuries-old
precedent for such procedures in Jewish Babylonia, but they were unheard of
in the area of jurisdiction of Egypt and Palestine. The judge of al-Mahalla
and his community refused to cooperate with Zita in this matter. But as this
was liable to cost the judge his position and meant, for the community. the
appointment of a new judge who would cooperate with Zata, the community
took the preventive measure of swearing an oath not to obey the instructions
of the Head nor to accept any other judge.'®

More than a public leader, the people of al-Mahalla needed the support
of a halakhic authority: one whose authority stemmed from his knowledge
and his writings, and who was not considered an interested party one way or
the other in public controversies. Hence, they turned to Maimonides.

Maimonides stand on this matter may have led him to a more general
involvement in the Zata affair. In his Commentary on the Mishnah, Avot,

16 The responsum  pertaining to the edict was published in two stages:
Maimonides, Responsa, ed. Joshua Blau, 4 vols (Jerusalem: Mekize Nirdamim,
1957-86) responsum 270, 2:516-19 (based on M$ TS 16.135); addendum: 4:5-9
(based on MS TS 13 J 25.16). Goitein, who first observed the connection between
these two passages, likewise noted the connection between this responsum and the
Zitta affair, and demonstrated that the name given for the Head of the Jews in that
responsum, Abu Zikri, was one of the known bynames for the Head of the Jews
appearing in the scroll, Yihya. See Goitein, " A New Autograph by Maimonides and a
Letter to Him from His Sister Miriam,” Tarbiz 32 (1963): 191-94 [Hebrew|. An echo
of these events may also be found in Maimonides™ letter to R. Pinhas ha-Dayvan of
Alexandria, cited near n. 39.

Concerning the removal of the judge from his office in those years, possibly under
similar circumstances. in the community of Minyat Zifta, see Goitein: Mediterranean
Society 2:405-06 (based on MS GW 11) and below, n, 35.

On the custom of receiving money for legal procedures in Babylonia, and the
Palestinean custom in these matters, see Goitein, Mediterranean Society 2:5-23.
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Maimonides had already formulated his opinion concerning payments made
to judges by litigants. However, these events may have led him to formulate
it in the specific manner in which he did, despite the fact that he originally
saw no need to expand upon the subject. Maimonides writes in his Commen-
tary:

“Nor [make the Torah] a spade with which to dig”™ (Avot 4.7). After 1 had
decided not to speak of this [matter] because it is so clear . . . I went back on my
intention and will speak of it without paying heed to my predecessors or my
contemporaries . . . For when we examine the words of the sages, we do not
find that they sought money from people or that they gathered money for the
honorable and glorious yeshivot, nor for the heads of the exile nor for their
judges, nor for the teachers of Torah nor for any one of the great ones.'?

In his responsum to the people of al-Mahalla, Maimonides does not di-
rectly denounce the step taken by the Head of the Jews in asking payment
from those who came before the judges, but contents himself with defending
the action of the members of the community by confirming the oath they had
sworn. He reinforces this by citing the ruling made by the judges of Fustat in
support of his step, thereby further strengthening both his own ruling and the
action of the members of the al-Mahalla community.'8

17 Avot 4:7. Maimonides, Commentary on the Mishnah. ed. ]. Kafah vol. 4. Seder
Nezigin (Jerusalem: Mossad Ha-Rav Kook, 1965) 441-44. On this mishnah as reflect-
ing the essence of Maimonides™ social thought, see Hayyim Hillel Ben-Sasson, Rezef
u-Temurah |Continuity and Variety], ed. J. R. Hacker (Tel Aviv: Am Oved, 1984)
302, 312-15; and see below, n. 26.

¥ See the signatures of Isaac ben Sasson, Samuel ha-Levi bar Saadyah, and Man-
assch bar Joseph, and the sustaining of the testimony by Nathan ha-Cohen b.
Mevorakh, Solomon b. Nathan, and Berakhot b. Ephraim, on whom see Goitein,
Mediterranean Society 2: 513-14. The practice of confirming the legal ruling of a
halakhic authority by additional signatures of the official judges of the community is
not widely found in Maimonides’ responsa. On this phenomenon, see . D. Goitein,
“Maimonides as Chief Justice,” JOR 49 (1959): 193, n. 5; Maimonides, Responsa, ed
Blau, 3:13; M. A. Friedman, “"New Passages from the Responsa of Maimonides,”
Mehqerei ‘Edot u-Genizah [Studies in Genizah and Sepharadi heritage presented to
5. D. Goitein], ed., S. Morag and others (Jerusalem: Magnes, 1981) 110 [Hebrew|.

Prof. Yaakov Levinger, in private conversation with the present author in the wake
ol his lecture, suggested that the Ziata-Maimonides affair be dated later than the dat-
ing proposed here (the late 1160s), and that Zita not necessarily be identified with the
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At about the same time, in 1170—which, according to our proposed
reconstruction, was the approximate date of the end of the second period of
Zita's activity—some communities took it upon themselves to abandon even
the most elementary act of obeisance to the Head of the Jews. They no longer
mentioned his name in the Sabbath pravers and at the beginning of all legal
documents, which demonstrated the recognition of his authority (reshit).
This refusal was the same as that of the people of al-Mahalla, which had
enjoyed the approval of Maimonides and of the judges of Fustat. Some com-
munities went so far in their opposition that they took an oath threatening to
excommunicate anyone who recognized the reshat (i. e., the authority) of the
Head of the Jews by mentioning his name in the prayer customarily recited
on the Sabbath after the reading of the Torah and at the beginning of legal
documents.'?

Head of the Jews (raTs al-yahiid). Among the arguments for his opinion, he noted an
additional occasion on which Maimonides and the signatories of the al-Mahalla
ordinances were mentioned together, and the fact that Zita is not mentioned in this
ordinance, He refers here to an ordinance concerning the appointment of judges for
personal matters in the community of al-Mahalla and two other communities in
Egypt (sce Maimonides, Responsa, ed., J. Blau, responsum 348, 2:624-25; cf. M. A.
Friedman, *Social Realities in Egypt and Maimonides’ Ruling of Family Law.” Mai-
monides as Codifier of Jewish Law, ed. Nahum Rakover [Jerusalem: Library of Jewish
Law, 1987] 232-33). The generally accepted date for this ordinance is the year 1498 of
the Seleucid era (i. e., le-minyan shetarot=1187 C. E.); it appears thus in MS,
Paris-Alliance Israélite Universelle AL 130 H: fol. 61a. But there is no reason to
assume that this group of people assembled only for such ordinances, as its assembly
was proximate in time to the other events. The very fact that the ordinance was made
without mentioning the Head of the Jews is indicative of the tension which prevailed
between these communities and the Head of the Jews, Zata/Sar Shalom: hence, the
absence of his name from the ordinances. It is interesting to note that, if we accept the
date given for the ordinance concerning the appointment of judges found in some ver-
sions—namely, 1478 of the Seleucid era (1167 C. E.)—this comes out close to the time
of the Zita-Maimonides—al-Mahalla community affair proposed in the present paper.
My thanks to Prof. Levinger for his comments, which were invaluable in sharpening
several issues in this paper.

W Responsa, ed. Blau, responsum 329, 3:596-99. The quotation is from p. 598 (on
the date of this event, see n. 49). On this matter, see also S. D. Goitein, " The Renewal
of the Controversy over the Prayer for the Head of the Community at Abraham Mai-
muni's Time,” Sefer Zikaron li-khevod Prof. Yizhak Yehudah Goldziher [lgnace Gold-
ziher memorial volume], ed. Samuel Lowinger et al., vol. 2 (Jerusalem: Rubin Mass.
1958) 49-54 |Hebrew]
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There was at least one more incident in the confrontation between Mai-
monides and Zita. This evidently took place during the third stage of Ziita's
activity, which followed Maimonides™ first term as Head of the Jews in the
years 1171 to ca. 1172.20 According to the account of R. Abraham, Mai-
monides’ son, his father had sought to unify the liturgy of Egypt in accor-
dance with the Babylonian rite, but the “most evil leader” (sharr al-"ashrar)
prevented him from doing so. J. Mann already suggested that the “most evil
leader” mentioned by R. Abraham was Zata. To Mann's suggestion we add
that Zita at that time occupied the office of Head of the Jews. (In calling
Zita, his father's opponent, sharr al-'ashrar, R. Abraham. in a multiple
entendre, alludes to his position as the leading prince, sar ha-sarim; to his
name Sar Shalom; and to his role as the leading enemy, zar ha-zarim.) In this
case there was a certain justice in Ziita's opposition, since, as the head of the
Palestinian reshit, he was expected to guard and preserve the Palestinian tra-

ditions.2!

The fact that there were individuals whose names were mentioned in connection
with reshiit (see above, end of n. 1), vet who were not Head of the Jews, is mentioned
Iy Maimonides himself in this responsum: “The Exilarchs and yeshivah heads and
the other princes and ge'onim.” However, even those who were not " Heads™ were
among the de facto leaders of the world or local Jewish community. Regarding Mai-
monides and Sar Shalom, there is extant testimony from other sources to the effect
that they held the office of rais al-yahad, hence, there is no reason to classify them in
the other category of those who held reshat.

20 Concerning the chronology of the period of Maimonides™ activity, see the litera-
ture cited above in n. 1. At the end of Zita's term of office, the Ayyibid rulerin Syria
nominated Abua al-Masili ‘Abdallah (‘Obadya) as head of the Jewish communitics
under his rule. He did this to express his independence from the Egyptian Ayvibid
center. One can expect, therefore, that two reshuyot would be mentioned during this
period. See Geoffrey Khan, A Muslim Document of Appointment of a Jewish Leader
in Syria, Issued by al-Malik al-Afdal in 589 A. H./1193" [forthcoming]|. I wish to
thank Dr. Khan for sharing his discovery with me and permitting me to cite it
prior to publication.

21 R. Abraham b. Moses Maimonides, Sefer ha-Maspik le-<Ovdei ha-Shem. ed.
Nissim Dana (Ramat Gan: Bar-llan University Press, 1989) 180. This passage is dis-
cussed in Adolf Buechler, " The Reading of the Law and Prophets in a Triennial
Cyvele,” JOR 5 (1893): 421, Mann, Texts and Studies 1:416-17, n. 3; Ezra Fleischer,
Iefilleh w-Minhagei Tefillah Ervez-Yisra'eliyim bi-tequfat ha-Genizah [Eretz-lsracl
prayer and prayer rituals] (Jerusalem: Magnes Press, 1988) 216-18; Y. Levinger, Ha-
Rambam ke-filosof uke-poseq [Maimonides as philosopher and codifier] (Jerusalem:
Mossad Bialik, 1190) 251-52. For the name Sar Shalom in our context, see below, n.
36



14 MENAHEM BEN-SASSON

Already at this point, then, one may suggest a tentative outline of the
stages of Maimonides™ involvement in communal matters during the course
of the controversy surrounding Zita. By virtue of the prestige Maimonides
had acquired as a talmudic scholar and a man of halakhah, the community of
al-Mahalla turned to him for halakhic support for the political step they had
taken. Maimonides’ reply and the further support he marshaled were sugges-
tive of the direction for a solution for other communities. From this, we may
understand the formula used by the author of the scroll: ““the beginning of
salvation came about through his [Maimonides’| hand.” As this took place
during the second stage of Zita's rulership over the communities, one might
suggest that the controversy concerning the collection of money from liti-
gants who came to the courts raged between the years 1165 and 1171, about
the time of Maimonides™ arrival in Egypt,

The attempt of the author of the scroll to diminish Zata's importance has
been taken up by all who deal with this incident, so that Ziita is generally pre-
sented in the light in which he was presented by his most severe oppon-
ents—namely, as a vain, power-hungry individual, opposed by all and
despised by all.22 In light of the predominance of leaders who came from
groups of family pedigree and lineage, knowledge and power, as we
described at the beginning of this article, is this picture likely in the context
of twelfth-century Egypt?

It was, moreover, impossible for anyone to attain public office in those
days—even positions lower than that of the Head of the Jews—without the
support and backing of central public leaders. Thus, Zata could not have
been an ordinary person who brought about a homespun palace revolution.
Presumably, he was a leader with authority, surrounded by supporters who
assisted him in achieving his position and who were indebted to him for
favors rendered. Hence, Maimonides™ involvement in a polemic with the
Head of the Jews, even if indirect and taking place in the context of a purely
halakhic discussion, would immediately have placed him at the focus of pub-
lic attention. He was now no longer only a halakhic authority, but a public
figure as well,

As if all this were not enough, it is worth mentioning that the polemic
with Ziita served as a turning point in Maimonides™ public activity. However,

2 See Mann, Jews in Egypt 1:234-35; Goitein, ~ Life of Maimonides™ 32; " Moses
Maimonides, Man of Action”™ 166; Cohen, ~“Maimonides” Fgypt™ 27.
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it is still worthwhile te clarify the stature of him with whom the confrontation
took place, by clarifying the following secondary questions: What was the
nature of the office of Head of the Jews during this period? Who were its
occupants? Who was this Zata who succeeded in attaining it by means of the
combination of circumstances noted above?

II

The office of Head of the Jews (ra%s al-yahid) was generally occupied by
someone who enjoyed the support both of the leaders of the Jewish commu-
nity and of the Muslim rulers. The Head of the Jews was officially responsible
for the Jewish communities within the boundaries of the lands governed by
the Muslim princes who confirmed his appointment. During the period of
Fatimid rule and of the Ayyiibid dynasty immediately thereafter, this meant
that the Head of the Jews was responsible for the Jewish communities in
Palestine, Syria, and Egypt. The writs of authorization given to those who
occupied this office, which are confirmed in many documents from the same
period and area, indicate that the Head was responsible for all matters con-
cerning the Jews—individual, public, and institutional. He was responsible
for the observance of religious law, for public order and appropriate behavior
by the Jews, and for the preachers in the synagogues. He supervised matters
of marriage and divorce, and was the one to impose and remove bans. The
Head of the Jews was the supreme judicial authority; he appointed ritual
slaughterers, cantors, religious judges, and community heads, defined the
scope of their activity, supervised them, and had the authority to dismiss
those who did not fulfill their tasks to his satisfaction. Those areas under the
authority of the Head of the Jews were designated by the legal-technical
term as areas of his reshiit. As stated above, recognition of the authority of the
head of the reshiit was customarily expressed by mentioning his name in the
synagogue prayers and at the beginning of all legal documents. Such docu-
ments always mentioned that the document was written at such-and-such a
place under the reshiit of such-and-such a Head of the Jews.

A more tangible example of this recognition was expressed by putting
aside fixed percentages of the incomes of those who were subject to the super-
vision of the Head and had been appointed by him to be responsible for
specific communal functions, The most striking example of this was the
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income from the meat markets and from the writing of legal documents. Half
the income of the ritual slaughterers and the scribes was transferred to the
treasury of the Head of the Jews. From the hundreds of testimonies from the
reshiit of Erez Yisra'el and Egypt in all its various changes, it follows that no
charge was ever collected in the rabbinic courts, nor is there any indication
that the judges in the rabbinic courts appointed by the Head of the reshat
needed to pass on any fixed sum to the Head. In light of what is known of
Babylonia during the same period, namely, that the heads of the reshayat—i.
¢., the Exilarch and the heads of the yeshivot—collected fixed sums of
money, not only from the slaughterers and scribes but also from the rabbinic
judges, this point needs to be emphasized.23

Maimonides refers to the Babylonian practice in strongly critical terms,
both in the previously mentioned passage from the Commentary on the
Mishnah and in a letter to his disciple Joseph ben Judah written at the time of
the polemic with the Babylonian ga'on, R. Samuel b. Eli:

How can my son [i. e, his disciple, to whom the letter is addressed| complain
that he [i. e., the rosh yeshivah or ga'on] has adopted for himselt such charac-
teristics: a person who from his youth was trained to believe that there is none
like him in his generation, and who has been aided by age, high office, by the
prominence of his ancestors, by the absence of discriminating people in that
state, and by his relation to his fellow men to place in their heart that same
abominable brew: that all people await every word that they will hear from the
yeshivah.?t

Regarding the collection of money from judges, Zita had sought to act in
the same manner as those who placed that same “abominable brew™ in the
minds of the people of Babylonia. Ziita's authority among the Jewish com-
munities in Egypt and adjacent areas was thus identical to the extensive
authority of the Head of the Jews which we described above.

23 These matters have been discussed in detail in several articles and books. For a
summary, see Goitein, Mediterranean Society 2:5-40.

2 Maimonides, Epistles, ed. David Zvi Banet (Jerusalem: Magnes Press, 1946) 54.
There may be an allusion, further on in this epistle, to the beginnings of tension be-
tween Maimonides and Rabbi Samuel ben Eli. Maimonides was involved in the
appointment of the Exilarch in Babylonia, as indicated by his remarks concerning the
Exilarch: “And I wrote the head of the yeshivah that, had I known that there was a
controversy and quarrel, I would not place myself between them. But as 1 have
already done so, and “the horn has already been sounded in Yavneh, I have explained
to him this matter and informed him that it was impossible for me to recant™ (p. 65).
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During most of the first period of Muslim rule in Palestine (638-1099),
the office of Head of the Jews was occupied by the heads of yeshivat erez yis-
ra'el, also known as yeshivat erez ha-zevi or yeshivat ge'on ya‘aqov. This
yeshivah was not only an academic institution, but also a high court, a body
which legislated and introduced regulations, and the residence of the Head of
the Jews. The head of yeshivat ge'on ya‘agov was referred to as the ga’on.
Hence, the ge'onim of the Land of Israel were the Heads of the Jews in
igypt, Syria, and Palestine, with all that follows from this office.

When the yeshivah went into exile in the 1070s, moving first from Jerusa-
lem to Tyre, and subsequently, at the beginning of the twelfth century, to
Svria, distinguished figures of the Jewish community of Egypt began to enjoy
the influential office of the Head of the Jews. Among these were persons who
were close to the Muslim court, members of the family of the Exilarch. and
wealthy members of the community. Some of these were called nagid, while
others only held the title given them by the Muslim authorities, defining the
authority of its bearer: ra’is al-yahiid. During the 1120s yeshivat erez ha-zevi
went into exile once more, this time from Syria to Egypt. Members of the
fumily of the Palestinian ge’onim, some of whom had borne the additional
title of rosh yeshivah shel ha-golah, began to appear among those who car-
ried the title of ra'ts al-yahud.% Referring to the distinction in title between
rosh yeshivat ge'on ya‘agov and rosh yeshivah shel ha-golah, Maimonides
writes disparagingly in his Commentary of the Mishnah:

And do not be misled . . . by those names, known in Palestine and Babylonia,
by which some people are called rosh yeshivah and others av bet din; and they
draw a distinction between the rosh yeshivah of ge'on ya‘agov and the rosh
yeshivah shel ha-golah . .. For these things are simply empty elaborations,
going after the titles and pedigrees. And I have already seen in Palestine people
who are called haverim, and in other places there are those who are called rosh
yeshivah, and they are not even a beginning student.26

 Goitein, Mediterranean Society 2:5-19; M. Ben-Sasson, “"Egyptian Jewry in the
lenth-Twelfth Centuries: From Periphery to Center,” Bulletin of the Israeli Acade-
niie Center in Cairo 8 (1987): 14-16.

 Maimonides, Commentary on the Mishnah, Bekhorot 4.4, ed. Y. Kafah
0:244-47; 1sadore Twersky, Introduction to the Code of Maimonides (Mishneh Torah)
(New Haven: Yale University Press, 1980) 82; Gerald ]. Blidstein, <Eqronot
Mediniyim be-Mishnat ha-Rambam [Political concepts in Maimonidean halakhah]
(Humat Gan: Bar-Ilan University Press, 1983) 143-45 [Hebrew].
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111

Between the middle of the twelfth century and 1195, the period that lies
at the focus of our present discussion, the leadership of the Jews in Egvpt was
dominated by a particular branch of the family of the ge’onim of the Land of
Isracl: namely, the family of the house of Nethanel Ha-Levi.

Some of the scions of this Palestinian geonic family served as physicians in
the courts of the rulers and in governmental hospitals, and, as members of
this family, enjoyed close connections with Muslim government officials,
Three members of the family served as ge’onim of the yeshivah and as Heads
of the Jews, while another son, who was a wealthy merchant in the India
trade, had excellent connections with governmental officials and community
leaders in Yemen. The family was named Benei Ha-Shishi (“the children of
the Sixth™"), in honor of one of its early forebears who had attained the level of
the sixth in yeshivat erez yisra el—this, despite the fact that in later genera-
tions they reached the second-highest office in the yeshivah, that of av bet
din, or even the office of the ga'on itself.2?

The first Benei Ha-Shishi whose positions are known to us are Moses, Eli,
and Khalfon, sons of Nethanel Ha-Shishi. Khalfon, a merchant in the India
trade, attempted, with the help of the heads of the community, Muslim
government officials, and the ruler of Yemen, to force a cantor who had come
to Yemen to mention the reshit of yeshivat erez yisra’el in his prayers—an
incident that is clarified in several letters sent from Yemen to Egypt.2 Khal-
fon sought to avenge the insult to yeshivat erez ha-zevi occasioned by the
omission of the reshiit, because he was a member of the family of the leaders
and a brother of Moses ben Nethanel, who served as av bet din of yeshivat
erez yisra'el in Egypt at about the time, in the middle of the 1120s, when it
was transferred from Syria to Egypt. The same Moses, also known as Aba
Sa‘ad Moshe, was a physician by profession and served in the governmental
hospital in Cairo. Prior to 1148, when he was evidently already rosh yeshivah,
he also sought the office of Head of the Jews. This event took place during

2 See Mann, Jews in Egypt 1:233-39; Texts and Studies 1:255-62; Goitein, Medi-
terranean Society 2:32-33; and see below on the members of his family.

® 5. D. Goitein, Ha-Teimanim: Historiyah, Sidrei Hevrah, Hayyei Ruah, [The
Yemenites: history, communal organization, spiritual life] (Jerusalem: Makhon Ben-
Zvi, 1983) 53-74 (and see the index there under his name); on the brother Eli, see the
references there, 26, 114 (note to line 28) [Hebrew].

MAIMONIDES IN EGYPT 19

the term of Samuel b. Hananiah ha-Nagid, and for a brief period Moses was
successful in attaining his goal.

The one appointed over the gate of the Sultan was Ibn al-Salar, and he owed a
debt of gratitude to the ra’is, "Bu-Sa‘d the Syrian [i. ., Moses who came from
Syria with yeshivat erez yisra’el]; therefore, they went to him [Ihn al-Salar] and
gave him much bribery. And he [Moses] said to him [Ibn al-Salar|, I am deserv-
ing of this distinction, and 1 have documents pertaining to it ... Then the
nagid [Samuel b. Hananiah] went in to our master [the Fitimid Caliph].

In an earlier passage from this report, the author explains the special
relationship of the nagid to the court:

And he [the Fitimid Caliph] repaid this with great thanks and with promises of
love, because . . . the glorious nagidate always went to great length in serving

him [the Caliph].2¢

Something of the atmosphere of the Jewish elite circles in which the sons
of Moses were educated may be gathered from a letter sent to a friend by the
cldest son, Nethanel. This letter implies that they were close to the society of
the sons of Jewish and Muslim wealthy families, who spent part of their lei-
sure time in riotous behavior and in practical jokes. The father, Moses, want-
¢d his sons to acquire knowledge, and therefore bribed Nethanel to cut him-
self off from his friends and to invest every possible moment in study. In
order to prevent the son from claiming that he had completed his daily quota
of study, his father forbade him to leave the house, even to go the bathhouse;
he likewise saw to it that those friends who were a bad influence would not be
allowed to visit his son. The program of study prepared by the father includ-
¢d medicine, grammar, Talmud, and Kalam. In return for agreeing to this
program of education in isolation, Nethanel received a stipend of 25 dinars, a
sum sufficient to support an average family for a period of almost a year,
In his letter, Nethanel writes:

By God! I am unable to leave the house at all, for several reasons. First, because
I sit and study medicine, grammar, Talmud, and the science of Kalam, and in

TS Ar. 54.60. A passage from this is brought below, near n. 39. It was published
by Eliyahu Ashtor, “Some Features of the Jewish Communities in Medieval Egypt.”
Jlon 30 (1965): 156-57 [Hebrew|; for an interpretation of these matters in context, see
Coltein, Mediterranean Society 2:528, n.46; 535, n.118.
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exchange for sitting at home and [engaging in] my studies I have received
twenty-five dinars, on condition that I not go out, even to the bathhouse. ™

The efforts of Moses, the rosh-yeshivah, were not in vain. Following his
death, two of his sons received positions as head of the yeshivah. Hibat Allah
Nethanel, who was also a physician, served as rosh-yeshivah and Head of the
Jews for several vears between 1160 and 1169. During his term in office, Mai-
monides arrived in Egypt. After a son from another branch of the heads of
yeshivat erez ha-zevi challenged Nethanel's claim to the gaonate, the latter
received a documet from the Exilarch confirming his right to the office,
crowning him with the title, “rosh yeshivah of the Diaspora.”3!

Nethanel's brother, Sar Shalom, who was recognized as an authority in
organizational matters, was already operating alongside him at that time,
despite the fact that Sar Shalom had not vet held the office of Head of the
Jews. One of the legal documents from this period concerns a scribe who was
negligent in writing the titles of a certain prominent personality mentioned
in a document he was preparing. The scribe argued in his own defense that
he had done this under the influence of the brother of the rais, Sar Shalom
ha-Levi.?2 Nethanel left the post of Head of the Jews fifteen years before his
death, receiving a generous government pension.?®

The third son of the Ha-Shishi family to serve simultaneously in the
offices of ga'on and Head of the Jews was the just mentioned Sar Shalom ha-

WS, D. Goitein, Sidrei Hinukh bi-yemei ha-Ge onim uveit ha-Rambam |Jewish
education in Muslim countries, based on records from the Cairo Genizah] (Jerusalem:
Yad Ben-Zvi, 1962) 200-02 [Hebrew].

31 The letter is composed of the following three genizah fragments found in Lenin-
grad, London, and New York: MS Antonin 1131 (published by Simha Assaf, Qovez
shel Iggerot R. Shmu'el ben Ali u-venei doro | Letters of R. Samuel b. Eli and his con-
temporaries) [Jerusalem, 1970] 125-34 [first published in Tarbiz 1 (1930): 69-71,
75-77]); ENA 4011.74 (published by Mann, Jews in Egypt 467-68 [which includes
references to earlier publications]; Assaf, Qovez); TS 8 ] 2 (published in Solomon
Schechter, Saadyana |Cambridge: Deighton & Bell, 1903] 106-11; Assaf, Qovez). All
of the passages are discussed in further detail by Mann, Texts and Studies 230-35;
Goitein, Mediterranean Society 2:18. Prof. M. A. Friedman adds that adequate atten-
tion seems not to have been paid in the documents to the reshiit of Daniel Nasi in
1164/5 in connection with the turmoil during transition period. Mann suggested that
he was Daniel ben David ben Daniel and Friedman adds that he took advantage of
the confused situation of that year to try to make a comeback for his family.

3 MS in the Leningrad Library, Antonin 1154 (published by Mann, Texts and
Studies 1:261-62; see the discussion of the details of this event there, 259-61).

1 Goitein, Mediterranean Society 2:32, 244.
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Levi b. Moses, Nethanel's brother. The documents pertaining to his term of
office are relatively numerous. The dates of his acivity, which was cut short,
may be reconstructed from the references to his reshat in legal documents.
He served as Head of the Jews until 1171 and again, for a period of about
twenty years before 1196, Maimonides served in this office between the first
and second terms of Sar Shalom's rule, as well as after his second term.™
Thus, even if there was no direct confrontation between the two, there was
certainly friction during the period of their activity.

From the preserved records of the period of his activity. it would appear
that Sar Shalom—the son of physicians and of people who were close to the
rulers—carried out his office in the customary manner of Egyptian Jewish
community leaders. He appointed community heads who were indebted to
him for the favor of their appointment; he also dismissed community leaders
and religious functionaries—such as the head of the community of Qalyab,
Isaac al-Sigili, who was replaced by one Mussa b. Levi ibn al-Ahav; or the
mohel (ritual circumciser) Moses b. Eliah ha-Levi, who was fearful that thes
ga on would appoint another mohel for his community, and who practically
begged him to maintain his status and income. Sar Shalom circumscribed the
income of public officials in a third community, when he prohibited them
from receiving full benefit from certain sources of financing which they had
previously enjoyed. In order to enjoy benefits from these sources, Sar Shalom
decreed, people would now be required to set aside a portion of their income
for the Head of the Jews, as had been customary regarding income from the
writing of documents. Finally, Sar Shalom did not hesitate to remind one of
the wealthy merchants, Moses ha-Cohen b. Khalfon, of his custom of giving
him a garment every time he returned unharmed from a business trip
abroad. 3

The Ha-Shishi family’s claim to leadership was thus based upon a mix-

" Mann, Jews in Egypt 1:237-39, 244-46, 469: Texts and Studies 1:257-59;
Goitein, " Life of Maimonides™ 32-34; Mediterranean Society 2:32-33,

¥ Qalyub: ENA 4020.4 (published by Mann, Jews of Egypt 1:298); on the heads of
the community in Qalyub, see the page from the collection of the National Library in
Vienna published by D. Z. Banet, “Genizah Documents on Jewish Communal Affairs
in Egypt,” Alexander Marx Jubilee Volume: Hebrew Section (New York: JPS, 1950)
K7-90 and Banet's detailed explanation of the incident and its offshoots there, 77-79;
on the case of the mohel, see TS 13 ] 20.18 (Mann, Jews of Egypt 300-01); on public
monies: TS 10 ] 24.7 and TS 10 ] 29.4 (Goitein, Mediterranean Society 2:122); cloth-
ing: (a tallit so as to tie upon it zizit): TS 13 ] 31.3 (Mann, Jews of Egypt 299); see
ubove, n. 16.




22 MENAHEM BEN-SASSON

ture of family pedigree, connection to influential figures in the Jewish com-
munity, and proximity to the Muslim rulers.

v

At this stage of our study, several facts begin to coalesce: the period of
activity of members of the Ha-Shishi family as Heads of the Jews correspond-
ed to that of Zata and of Maimonides; Maimonides appears in the back-
ground of events in the histories both of Zata and of the Ha-Shishi family:
the ““evil Jewish leader,” presumably Zata, supported the customs of the
Palestinean yeshivah and its synagogue in opposition to Maimonides, who
wished to abolish the liturgical customs of the Palestinian rite; the interrup-
tion in the term of office of the ga'on Sar Shalom ha-Levi, nearly unprece-
dented in the history of the gaonate of yeshivat erez ha-zevi, is reminiscent of
the interruption in Zita's activity; and Zita is cited by the author of the scroll
as claiming expertise in all areas of knowledge, both Jewish and general—
Torah, Prophets, Writings, Mishnah, Talmud, halakhot, commentaries,
Greek wisdom, speech, Kalam, poetry, and medical books—in a manner
highly reminiscent of the syllabus imposed upon Nethanel b. Moses, and the
tradition of the Ha-Shishi family in its involvement with medicine. Could it
be that there was more than a vague connection between the protagonists of
these two dramas which took place during the same time period?

The author of the scroll notes that Zita was unjustifiably named Head of
the Academy (rosh yeshiva), and with regard to the name of the protagonist
of the Zata scroll, he said:

His parents called him Yihya, and he changed his name to Sar Shalom . .. and
he said in his foolishness and his awesome stupidity, ~Is not the office fixed in
my name, an inheritance from my father and mother? Moreover, in my dream,
I saw it resting on my shoulders. Be comforted, be comforted my people, for the
horn of salvation shall spring forth in my days, and from me they will receive
the Messiah."36

Even if Abraham b, Hillel was not always precise about details, he presented
the information available to him in a clear manner:

1. Zita's name was also Sar Shalom.

36 Rosh Yeshivah: "~ Scroll” 48; citation 46.
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2. Zuta/Sar Shalom saw himself as asociated with the coming of the Messiah.
3. Zuta/Sar Shalom was the scion of a family which had served in the office
of Head of the Jews in a permanent manner and saw it as their familial inheri-
tance.
4, Zata saw himself as Head of the Academy (rosh yeshivah).
5. Zata had good connections with the governmental authorities, from
whence stemmed his political power.

We may add to the above-mentioned enumeration that, in addition to his
function as the one who appointed dayyanim, Zita is referred to, in the letter
concerning his messianic character, with the title of ga'on. Hence, we may

add that:

6. Zita/Sar Shalom was the scion of a geonic family.

I would like to suggest once again that the protagonists of the Zata Seroll
are none other than the Levites, members of the Ha-Shishi family, who held
the office of the gaonate and the Head of the Jews as described above. T use
the word “again” advisedly, because such a possibility was suggested, in
passing, by S. Posnanski some seventy-five years ago, in his book on the
gaonate during the post-geonic period.3” ]. Mann, in his work on the Jews of
Fgypt during the Fatimid period, rejected such a possibility out of hand; this
rejection was subsequently accepted by all scholars. Mann argued that it was
inconceivable that Zita, who was so sharply denounced in the scroll, could be
identical with the ga'on Sar Shalom, whose authority was accepted by the
Jewish communities, as shown in his letters to the communities and in the let-
ters sent to him, 38

" Samuel A. Poznanski, Babylonische Geonim im nachgaonaeischen Zeitalter
nach handschriftlichen und gedruckten Quellen (Berlin: Mayer & Muller, 1914)
[03-04; see also: David Kaufmann, *“Abraham bar Hillel, the Egyptian historian and
poet,” JOR, os, 9(1896/7): 168-69; Simon Eppenstein, Abraham Maimuni etc. (Ber-
lin, 1914) 13.

W FFor Mann's insistent remarks on this, see Mann, Jews in Egypt 1:234-35. The
prool (235, in parentheses) that Hillel b. Zaddok Av signed a ketubbah which opens
with an invocation of the reshit of Nethanel, and that he was the father of the author
ol the Zata Scroll, is not convincing because: (1) the father of Abraham was Hillel b.
Nitsim and not Hillel b. Zaddok; it seems logical that the family of Zaddok here
should be connected with the Head of the Jews, the gaon of Yeshivat Erez ha-Zevi,
who belonged to the Ha-Shishi family; (2) his cooperation with one brother, Nethan-
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But is all this really so certain? The rejection of Zata, as well as his
“worthlessness and wickedness,” are reported in great detail in the literary
sources by his enemies; what else might one expect from such deseriptions?
Until one finds the responses of Ziita's supporters to his opponents’ accusa-
tions, it is worth considering the following question: how were the persona-
lity and activity of Zita perceived in the surviving historical fragments from
the Egyptian genizah, which are the main sources on the activities of the per-
sons under discussion?

Even if we only had the writing of Zata's opponents, assuming we were
prepared to give a hearing to the other side of the case, we might hope to find
the following details in the Genizah documents, on the basis of our acquain-
tance with what is to be found in the historical documents: descriptions of
community appointments; the activity of the Head of the Jews in supervising
the work of communal officials subject to his authority; references to the
ga'on-Head of the Jews using the name which he found preferable—i. e, Sar
Shalom, and not Yihya, and certainly not Zata [=Mr. Small]; his attempts to
see to the interests of yeshivat erez ha-zevi; and indirect testimony of his con-
nections with the rulers, and the truncation of his term of rulership.

All these may be found in the description of the activity of Sar Shalom,
the ga'on and Head of the Jews, and we have detailed them above.

Zita's source of authority and power base, as well as his public weak
points, are no longer surprising. By his own account, he inherited the office
from his ancestors and he enjoyed enormous power by virtue of the close con-
nections of his family with the Fitimid rulers who governed Egypt until
1171, It therefore should not be surprising that with the ascent of the Ayyii-

cl. did not necessitate cooperation with the other brother, Sar Shalom; (3) the invoca-
tion of the reshat does not indicate any agreement with what is written there but, on
the contrary, implies the ignoring of the reshat; there is some indication of protest
here.

One should not infer from the identification of ha-nagid Sar Shalom with Zita in
his later work, Texts and Studies 1:416-17, that Mann recanted his earlier position. as
he does not identify this individual with the ga’'on Sar Shalom, nor does he identify
him by the family title of Ha-Levi. Compare Fleischer, Tefillah 218 n. 10; Levinger,
Rambam ke-poseq 250. On this way of not accepting this identification, see Goitein,
Mediterranean Society 2:32-33; “Moses Maimonides, Man of Action™ 166, where
Goitein sees Zata as challenging the ga'on Sar Shalom (see his remarks in “The Life of
Maimonides™ 30-33, which correspond to the image drawn by the author of the
scroll); and Levinger 252 (for his well-reasoned claims concerning the order of times
in the scroll, see the suggestion cited below for the reading of the seroll as a “family
seroll.”)
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bids his stature began to decline and someone else was called upon to serve as
Head of the Jews. Had he made an appropriate commitment to cooperate
with the Ayyabid rulers, similar to his earlier offer to assist in identifying
opponents of the new regime within the Jewish community, the new ruler
would likely have instructed his officials to write to Sar Shalom: “that he
return to his place and be an eye for the king among his people.” But Zata's
messianic claim thoroughly disrupted matters: he lost his sensitivity to the
political implications of such an approach, seeing himself now within an
entirely different context, in which even the ruler was unable to harm him.
The ga'on’s opponents in the Jewish community found this an appropriate
time to take revenge by reporting his messianic pretensions to the ruler.
Thus, the ruler needed to take a practical stand against one who contested his
rule and the supremacy of Islam.

At this period (around the mid-1190s), Zita's status reached its nadir. To
quote Maimonides™ letter to R. Pinhas ha-Dayyan of Alexandria:

You asked concerning the matter of Abu Zikri, who seized power through low-
ness and poverty. He is afraid of the smallest one in the community. and no one
helps him. Do not take note of him, and let not the words of passershy confuse
you. He gave 90 dinars for nought and in vain, and the king did not give him a
writ at all, but only permission, as follows: If the Jews should want you—let
them. And he comes and says to the elders: If you reject me, 1 will go out; and
he wept at night before them until they let him [keep the position]. This is the
truth of the matter.®

The author of the scroll portrayed Zita's activities from the mid-twelfth
century until the 1290s. It is true that this time-frame does not correspond
exactly to the official period of rule of Sar Shalom, the earliest testimony con-
cerning the ga’'on Sar Shalom as Head of the Jews only appearing in 1170.
Moreover, in the 1150s and 1160s his father, Moses, and his brother, Nethan-
¢l, occupied the gaonate and the position of Head of the Jews. One might
force the issue by saying that, just as Sar Shalom assisted his brother when the
lutter held this high office, so did he assist his father; hence, his negative
mention there by the author of the scroll.

But a careful reading of the description of events and of the dates found in
the scroll suggests a different explanation. The precise nature of the account

W Maimonides, Epistles, ed. Isaac Shailat, 2 vols (Jerusalem: Ma’aliyot, 1957-88)
2450
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given by Abraham b. Hillel, the author of the scroll, reflects his own sources
of information—his father and the elders of the generation—together with
those events which he himself witnessed in his maturity. Such details as the
sixty-six days which Zita reigned originally , the four years of the second
reign, the nature of Maimonides™ intervention, and other details, are the
result of this. Indeed, there was an individual who challenged the leadership
of the nagid Samuel b, Hananiah, who even occupied the office of nagid for a
brief period (possibly sixty-six days; the number is not given in the parallel
historical documents), just as is written in the scroll. This challenger was
Zata/Sar-Shalom's father, Abii Sa‘ad Moses b. Nathanel Ha-Shishi. The
close ties of this challenger to the Fatimid rulers, according to the author of
the scroll, are confirmed by paralled documents in contemporary sources.*

Zita enjoyed a second term of four years as Head of the Jews after promis-
ing to give 200 dinars to the ruler. According to our suggested reconstruction,
this period commenced at the beginning of the 1160s, during the Fitimid
rule. At the end of that period, Maimonides intervened in the matter of the
al-Mahalla community. In fact, the term of office of Zata/Sar Shalom’s
brother, Nethanel ha-Levi, who was assisted by his brother Sar Shalom in a
certain senior office,*' lasted four years. As mentioned above, Nethanel
enjoyed excellent connections with the last of the Fatimid rulers and with the
royal treasury, and enjoyed a generous pension from the ruler. During the
period of his rule, Maimonides arrived in Egypt; it was evidently at this point
that he was asked by the people of al-Mahalla about the collection of fees by
religious court judges. It may thus be possible that Nethanel and his brother
Zita/Sar Shalom had to leave their office under these circumstances. When
Nethanel and Sar-Shalom left their office, they were replaced as Head of the
Jews by a certain Saadya.

The third period of Zita's activities was divided into two: two years and a
lengthy period of continuous rule over the communities. Maimonides did not
receive the position of Head of the Jews on the first occasion (the al-Mahalla
affair of the 1160s), perhaps because he was directly involved in the struggle
to depose the brothers, or perhaps because, despite his involvement, he was
not yet ready for the highest office. Sar Shalom subsequently returned to

# See the references above, n. 29.

41 See the incident concerning the writing of titles, mentioned above near n. 32.

12 For Saadya, see Goitein, " Life of Maimonides™ 31; “Moses Maimonides, Man
of Action”” 161; for Zita, see ““Scroll” 49; for the division of Sar Shalom’s rule into two
periods see Mann, Jews in Egypt 294 n. 5; and above n. 10.
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serve as ga on and Head of the Jews for a term of about twenty years. During
this period, as we learn from the historical documents, he behaved in a high-
handed manner. This last period, which ended close to the time of composi-
tion of the scroll, was that which led to the critical tone towards the ga'on,
Head of the Jews, Zita/Sar Shalom. The fact that the dominant ga'on at the
time the Scroll was written was Sar Shalom led the author of the scroll to sub-
sume all of the traditions concerning the family of Sar Shalom under his
name, and to place the responsibility for their failures upon his shoulders. Or,
to put it differently, the Zata of the scroll was in fact a conflation of three dif-
ferent figures from the same family: Moses b. Nethanel, the father; Nethanel
ha-Levi, the son; and Sar Shalom, the second son.

L]

43 The following is a tabular summary of the chronology referred to in the article:

Head of the Jews Zuta Seroll Muslim Rulers
Samuel b. Hananiah and 66 days first king
Moses b. Nethanel compete Al-Fa'iz
(1141-60) (1154-60)
Nethanel b. Moses ha-Levi four years second king
and Sar Shalom his assistant Al-Adid
(1160-67) (1160-71)

Saadya (1169)
Suar Shalom ha-Levi

(before 1171)
Muimonides (1171-ca. 1172) third king
Sar Shalom ha-Levi Saladin
(ca. 1172-73) two years (1171-93)
(ca, 1173-96) period of the seroll

Mutmonides (1196-1204)

\ wimilur phenomenon involving the ascription of a series of contemporaneous events
o one dominant figure, despite the fact that he was not the only personality involved,
voncerns R Kohen-Zedek, the ga'on of the yeshivah of Pumbedita, in the story of
lulibi Nathan the Babylonian. R. Kohen-Zedek (the ally of the Exilarch David ben
Zukkul) appears there as the antagonist of Ukba and of the Exilarch David ben Zakkai,
puther than R Mebaser b, Kimoi ha-Kohen. As R. Kohen-Zedek was the dominant
Hyure in the leadership of Pumbedita from about 917 until 935/36, all of the struggles
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This is the way in which Maimonides received the office of Head of the
Jews and the dynasty of the Palestinean ge’onim was pushed aside from its
position of senior leadership. But it is the nature of social processes that they
are not sharply severed at one time. The term of office of Maimonides and of
his son, R. Abraham Maimonides, represents a transitional period between
the leadership of the Palestinian gaonate and that of the Maimonidean
dynasty. During this transition, members of the family of the Palestinian
gaonate still attempted to acquire power and to return to positions of leader-
ship; at this point, rule had not yet been firmly established in the hands of the
Maimonides family. The struggle between the previous dynasty and the
future one was renewed in the days of R. Abraham b. Maimonides.

Relatives of Maimonides obtained senior positions in the administration
of the charity-houses in Egypt.** Certain of these houses, which were run by
the communal charity fund for the benefit of the poor. may have been
harmed during the period of R. Abraham Maimonides, because members of
the family of the Palestinian gaonate and their associates attempted to avoid
paving their pledges to these charity-houses. A more serious testimony is
found in a letter written by one of the supporters of the family of the Pales-
tinian geonim, which states that there were some people within the Jewish
community who sought to remove R. Abraham b. Moses Maimonides from
the office of Head of the Jews, and who even went so far as to appeal to the
Sultan to assist them in this goal. His opponents argued that R. Abraham had
introduced innovations in the liturgy and in the order of divine worship in the
synagogue. While this attempt failed, it is interesting to note that the leading
figures to denounce R. Abraham to the Sultan were, again, none other than
members of the Ha-Shishi family.#

of the yeshivah of Pumbedita with the Exilarch were attributed to him. For the source
and references to scholarly literature, see M. Ben-Sasson, ~ The Structure, Goals and
Contents of the Story of Nathan ha-Bavli,” Tarbut ve-hevrah be-toldot yisra' el bi-
yemet ha-beinayim [Culture and society in medieval Jewry: studies dedicated to the
memory of Haim Hillel Ben-Sasson], ed. Robert Bonfil et al. (Jerusalem. 1989)
137-38, 148-53, 1581-88 [Hebrew.

#§. D. Goitein, A Letter to Maimonides and New Sources Regarding the Negi-
dim from his Family,” Tarbiz 34 (1965): 232-56 | Hebrew|; Moshe Gil, Documents of
the Jewish Pious Foundations from the Cairo Geniza (Leiden: Brill, 1976) 45-47; and
sce there in the index, p. 560, under “lsaiah ha-Levi.”

% See S. D. Goitein, “"New Documents from the Cairo Geniza,” Homenaje a
Millds-Vallicrosa, vol. 1 (Barcelona: Consejo superior de investigaciones cientificas,
1954) 702-20. From the statement in the original (TS Ar. 51.111), “and it was his
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V

There is also another, more familiar side to Maimonides™ struggle with the
ge'onim of Eretz Yisrael. Both in his theoretical works and in his epistles.
Maimonides formulated his opinion concerning the holders of titles and of
offices, as did his son 6 The outspoked formulations of R. Moses and of R,
Abraham Maimonides, which lie at the center of our image of the former
figure, who insisted that leaders in Israel in all generations be men of the
spirit, receives an additional dimension in light of this struggle with Zita/Sar
Shalom and the prestige of the Palestinian ge’onim. To these formulae, we
may now add new information concerning Maimonides™ carliest steps in
Fgypt, which entailed political, and not only spiritual, leadership of the
Jewish people. While these originated in his stature as a spiritual leader, they
continued as the fruit of what was in every sense a political struggle.

According to our proposed reconstruction, the Zata with whom Maimoni-
des struggled was neither an unknown and obscure figure nor a worthless,
cmpty person who forced his way into becoming Head of the Jews. Maimoni-
des confronted—and defeated—a dominant, high-handed leader; one close
to the Muslim rulership, who enjoyed the greatest possible family pedigree in
terms of the leadership of the Jews who dwelt in Egypt and in Palestine, who
was a scion of the family of Palestinian ge’onim, and who himself held the
titles of ga'on and ra’is al-yahiid. During the course of our investigation, we
huve seen that the transition from the Fatimid to the Ayyabid dynasty was a
period of distress for those who were close to the old rulership, but beneficial
to those who were close to the new leadership. In order to more sharply
define the struggle which brought about this change, we have deliberately
funored the impact of the North African immigrants who arrived in Egypt

{ntention in this to catch them according to the law of Torah and to show their wicked-
fess and their seant religiosity, and to place upon them a ban in this way, and not
Lecanse of their bringing a complaint before the Sultan,” we may understand why R.
\braham Maimonides took the indirect method of imposing a ban upon those who
did not pay their debts to the poorhouse of Dammuh. He thereby imposed a ban upon
the party which was opposed to him, which was deserving of the ban because of their
Jundering, while the ban itself was free of personal motivation. This point will be
claritied in another chapter of my study of the Maimonides family.

" On Maimonides, see above, near n. 26: on R. Abraham Maimonides, see R
\braham Maimonides, Responsa. ed. Abraham Havyim Freimann and S, D. Goitein
(Jerusalem: Mekize Nirdamim, 1938) 4:13-26. esp. 19-22 (on this matter. in the con-
test of the generation of R Abraham, see the previous note).




30 MENAHEM BEN-SASSON

during this period, as well as of the ties of marriage between Maimonides
and the families of the community leaders (parnasim). Similarly, we have
deliberately ignored his medical function in the government hospital and
with the Ayyabid ruler. All of these factors, together with the convenient tim-
ing—the end of the 1160s and the decade of the 1170s—strengthened the
momentum gained from Maimonides’ involvement in the polemic with the
ge onim of Palestine, the ultimate result of which was his assumption of the
office of Head of the Jews.

This affair also sharpened, so to speak, the paradoxical nature of Jewish
leadership in the Middle East; Maimonides rose to greatness after his strug-
gle with the last members of the Palestinian dynasty. This was a practical
struggle, whose theoretical formulation entailed the denunciation of those
leaders who argued for their supremacy by virtue of their descent from prom-
inent families. The sun of the ge'onic dynasty did not set before it was
eclipsed by the rising sun of the firm opponent of dynastic leadership, who
was to become the first member of the new dynasty of the Maimonides

family.

The Hebrew University of Jerusalem
(Translated from the Hebrew by Rabbi Jonathan Chipman)

This paper, a chapter of my study of the Maimonides family, was written with the
help of a grant from the Memorial Foundation for Jewish Culture, 1987-88; I wish to
thank the administration of the Foundation for their kind assistance. 1 would like to
thank Prof. J. Kramer, who read the first draft of this article, correcting and clarifying
certain problematic aspects. The essential thesis of this paper was delivered as a lec-
ture at the Ben-Zvi Institute for the Study of Jewish Communities in the East on
November 4, 1988 The responsibility for the contents is the author’s alone.

A NEW ISLAMIC SOURCE OF
THE GUIDE OF THE PERPLEXED

by

STEVEN HARVEY

Shlomo Pines, at the beginning of his magisterial monograph on the
sources of The Guide of the Perplexed, cites a passage from Maimonides’
famous letter to Samuel Ibn Tibbon, the first translator of the Guide into
Hebrew, for “invaluable indications regarding Maimonides’ attitude toward
carlier philosophers.”! In the letter Maimonides lauds Alfarabi, Ibn Bajjah
and Averroes among the Islamic philosophers. The works of’Alfarabi are:
described as ““faultlessly excellent. One ought to study and understand them
for he was a great man.” Ibn Bajjah is referred to as a “great philosopher k;rl(i
all .hi“ writings are of a high standard.”” Averroes is praised for his C()]’I‘ll,ﬂt’n-
taries on Aristotle, which are said by Maimonides to be necessary for a proper
understanding of the Aristotelian texts. Maimonides mentions only two other
Islamic philosophers in his letter—Alrazi and Avicenna. Alrazi’s 'philnsuphi-
cul writing is dismissed as “of no use,” for he was “'a physician only [and not a
philosopher].”? Avicenna is, curiously, not mentioned until the end of the

i g e ;
|,,..,\m::::::l:fpf:;!e's, T.}ée l?hl]OfSOphiC Sources of The Guide of the Perplexed,” in his
il aimonides’ Guide of the Perplexed (Chicago: University of Chicago
! The portion of the letter in which Maimonides presents his views on earlie
|i'\l|tlall|l.|)f‘rﬁ exists in two Hebrew versions, published side-by-side b Aleh1 du :
Murx in " Texts by and about Maimonides,” JQR ns 25 (1935): 378-80 Thyis a'x'a'mr "'
|N|I'll||lllllll'“y omitted in the Verona manuscript of the letter published l}i’) 551'35!'-?' E
Rune in Muit_n(mides' Letter to Samuel b. Tibbon according to an Urlkzr-mwrz"f'':;:T
the Archives of the Jewish Community of Verona,” Tarbiz 10 (1939): 332 {Heb{rewl]n
Bl argues (305-06), against the conventional opinion, that this p()rii()n of the le.tt "
u'u- written urigif]ally in Hebrew, and that the Adler manuscript, the second v'or;:i:r:
n' the letter published by Marx, does not represent a second Hebrew translation flrnm
the Arable, but a Hebrew stylist’s reworking of Maimonides’ Hebrew text as it w:
weserved in the Verona manuscript. Sonne may have been right about the relat] dS
wiween the Adler and Verona manuscripts, but there is other evidence th: tn‘ d’“’“‘
that this portion of the letter was written by Maimonides in Arabic See.Ilsaai 5‘}111-:;111&:
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letter, where Maimonides not very enthusiastically recommends his writ-
ings.? Conspicuous for their absence are Alkindi, Miskawayh, Algazali, and
Ibn Tufayl.

Pines wisely takes this letter as the basis for his study of the sources of the
Guide. He explains:

These evaluations may be taken as expressing the real opinion of Maimonides.
At least, there is no reason for thinking otherwise, Furthermore, the evidence of
the letter is sometimes corroborated by direct or oblique references occurring in
the Guide to the philosophers mentioned in the letter or to their teaching. Con-
versely, the letter may sometimes help to interpret such references. In this way,
the history of philosophy as conceived by Maimonides falls into focus.?.

Pines proceeds to analyze carefully the influence of the various thinkers on
the Guide. His detailed discussion proves his point. Among the Islamic philo-
sophers, Alfarabi and Ibn Bajjah exerted the greatest influence, traces of
Avicenna may be found, and Alrazi is cited only in a disparaging way. Aver-

Iggerot ha-Rambam (Maaleh Adumim: Maaliyot Press, 1988) 514-15, and my “*Did
Maimonides™ Letter to Samuel ibn Tibbon Determine Which Philosophers Would Be
Studied by Later Jewish Thinkers?" (JOR, forthcoming). My citations from the letter
are from Pines’s translation in " Philosophic Sources™ lix-Ix.

% Pines's rendition of the section of the letter dealing with Avicenna is a bit mis-
leading. It reads: " Though the works of Avicenna may give rise to objections and are
not as [good| as those of Alfarabi, Ibn Bajjah was also a great philosopher, and all his
writings are of a high standard™ (Ix). This sentence combines a part of Maimonides’
statement about Avicenna near the end of the letter with a prior statement about Thn
Bajjah. This procedure is reasonable, but a kev phrase has somehow dropped off. The
passage should read: " Though the works of Avicenna . . . as those of Alfarabi, there is
still benefit in them, and one must look into his words and reflect upon his meanings.
Ibn Bajjah was also [like Alfarabi] a great philosopher . . . high standard.”” Similarly,
Pines’s translation of the other version of the statement about Avicenna should be
completed as follows: "', . . and are not as [good] as the words of Alfarabi, they are,
nonetheless, useful, and he is also among those whose words it is fitting for vou to
study and upon whose compositions it is fitting for you to reflect” (Ix, n. 4). The
Hebrew version of “Philosophic Sources™ in Bein Mahshevet Yisra'el le-Mahshevet
ha-Ammim (Jerusalem: Bialik Institute, 1977) 103, likewise needs to be corrected.
The note there, however, quotes the statement about Avicenna in full, although not,
as it states, from the other version.

* Pines, " Philosophic Sources™ Ix.
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roes commentaries were probably not known to Maimonides at the time of
the writing of the Guide.s

Pines’s study, in its broad outline of the philosophic sources of the Guide,
lis been viewed by scholars as authoritative. While some historians have
wpnabbled with Pines over some point or emphasis, they have all respected
lis study as the starting-point for any discussion of the sources of the Guide.
Modern scholarship over the past twenty-five years since the appearance of
the study has borne out its results and built upon them. Indeed, a comparison
aippests itself between the effect of Pines’s study on contemporary students
ol the Guide and the effect of Maimonides™ letter on medieval students of
Jewish philosophy: in the former instance, the modern student is directed to
those philosophers who will be useful to him in his understanding of the
Guilde: in the latter instance, the medieval student was directed to those
phitlosophers who would be useful to him in his understanding of philosophy.
I'or the past quarter-century, Pines's monograph has determined which
[slimie philosophers would be studied by contemporary students of the
Catiele, just as Maimonides' letter determined which Islamic philosophers
wonld be studied by Jewish thinkers in the centuries after him.$

“Animportant Islamic philosopher not mentioned by Pines in his mono-
graph, never mentioned by Maimonides, and, in fact, apparently not cited or
mentioned by any medieval Jewish thinker, is Ahmad ibn Muhammad Mis-
kuwayh (d. 1030).7 Notwithstanding Miskawavh’s obscurity in the Jewish
world, there is evidence that Maimonides may have made use of his popular
cthical treatise, Tahdhib al-akhlag, in the writing of the Guide.

' See U Philosophic Sources™ eviii. See further the references in Alexander Alt-
i, Maimonides on the Intellect and the Scope of Metaphysics,” Von der mittel-
alterlichen zur modernen Aufkldrung (Tibingen: . C. B. Mohr, 1987) 69, n. 76.

" T'he statement that Maimonides™ letter determined which Islamic philosophers
would be studied by Jewish thinkers in the centuries after him is defended in my
lurtheoming essay referred to in n. 2, above.

" See, however, Appendix A, below. According to Dwight M. Donaldson (Studies
i Muslim Ethics |London: S.P.C.K., 1953] 122), Miskawayh's Tuhdhib al-akhlag

i« the most important book on philosophical ethics in Muslim literature.” On
Miskawayh, in addition to Donaldson 121-33, and the entries in encyclopaedias and
liistories of Islamic philosophy, see Joel L. Kraemer, Humanism in the Renaissance of
Il (Leiden: E. ], Brill, 1986) 222-33, and Mohammed Arkoun, Contribution a
[dtude de I humanisme arabe au 1V-/X- siecle: Miskawayh. philosophe et historien
(Vi Librairie philosophique J. Vrin, 1970).
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There are several general points of similarity between the Tahdhibh and
the Guide which, given the Aristotelian underpinnings of the former,
bespeak no influence, but only their common source. For example, Miska-
wayh speaks of the two perfections of man: the theoretical (al-nazari) and the
practical (al-‘amali). The former consists in knowledge of all the beings (al-
mawjadat kullha); the latter is a moral perfection (al-kamal al-khulgi) that
“begins with the setting in order of one’s faculties . . . so that his actions take
place in accordance with his discerning faculty and are ordered (muntaza-
mah) in a proper way. It ends with political governance (al-tadbir al-
madani) in which actions and faculties are properly regulated among the
people in such a way that they ... achieve a common happiness.”’® Mai-
monides, in Guide 3.27, also speaks of the two perfections of man: the perfec-
tion of the soul and the perfection of the body. The first perfection consists in
“knowing everything concerning all the beings (al-mawjuadat kullha) that it
is within the capacity of man to know™’; the second consists in ““the acquisi-
tion by every human individual of moral qualities (akhldqg) that are useful for
life in society so that the affairs of the city may be ordered (yuntazam).” This
second perfection aims at the “governance of the city (tadbir al-madinah)
and the well-being of the states of all its people according to their capacity.”?
Not surprisingly, both Miskawayh and Maimonides cite the Aristotelian dic-
tum that man is political by nature (al-insan madani bi’'l-tab)."* Of greater
interest is that Maimonides” well-known catchphrase, “‘salah al-nafs wa-
salah al-badan” (“the welfare of the soul and the welfare of the body’;
Hebrew: tigqun ha-nefesh ve-tigqun ha-guf), is also found in Miskawayh's
Tahdhib. "

8 Miskawayh, Tahdhib al-akhlaq, ed. Constantine K. Zurayk (Beirut: American
University of Beirut, 1966) 2:39-41. English citations from the Tahdhib are, for the
most part, taken from Zurayk's English translation, The Refinement of Character
(Beirut: American University of Beirut, 1968). For this citation see 36-37.

¢ Maimonides, Guide of the Perplexed (Dalalah al-ha’irin), ed. Solomon Munk
and Issachar Joel (Jerusalem: J. Junovitch, 1931) 3.27:371-72 (English: 510-11).

10 The dictum is cited in both Miskawayh and Maimonides exactly as it is translat-
ed by Ishidq ibn Hunayn in his medieval translation of the Nicomachean Ethics, ed.
‘Abdurrahmin Badawi, al-Akhlag (Kuwait, 1979) 66 (to 1097bl1). See Tuhdhib 1
(Arabic: 29, English: 25) and 5 (Arabic: 155, English: 139) (cf. 4 [Arabic: 115, Eng-
lish: 103]), and Guide 2.40 (Arabic: 270, English: 381) and 3.27 (Arabic: 372, English:
511).

! The phrase occurs in Guide 3.27 (Arabic: 371, English: 510). The phrase is
found in Miskawayh in the third discourse of the Tahdhib, where it is part of a lengthy
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Another example of a similarity between Miskawayh and Maimonides is
that they both discuss those who think that man’s end (al-ghayah) consists in
his pleasure (al-ladhdhat), specifically eating, drinking, and sexual inter-
course (Tahdhib: al-mad’akil, al-masharib, wa’l-manakik; Guide: al-akl,
al-shurb, wa’l-nikah). Both attribute this wayward opinion to the multitude
(al-jumhar) and the ignorant (Tahdhib: al-juhhal; Guide: al-jahil, al-
jahiliyyah), and both explain that these pleasures should be indulged in only
to the extent necessary.!?

Similarly, both Miskawayh and Maimonides discuss those who overvalue
the possession of goods. Miskawayh explains that, according to the philo-
sophers, material goods are “'not worthy of the name happiness, for happiness
Is something fixed, abiding, and unchanging.” Maimonides explains that,
nceording to the philosophers, “the efforts directed by man toward this kind
ol perfection are nothing but an effort with a view to something purely
fmaginary, to a thing that has no permanence.”” For both thinkers, material
goods and possessions do not affect the standing of the individual because
they are apart from (kharijan <an) his self. These possessions exist in their own
right, and may indeed be beautiful, but they cannot change the individual,
and when they are taken from him, his essence remains the same.!3

Another point of similarity between Miskawayh and Maimonides is that
both hold that man’s love for God is dependent on his knowledge of Him,
und, therefore, possible only for the few. 14

(uotation from Aba “Uthman al-Dimashqi’s tenth-century translation of The Virtues
uf the Soul, a text attributed to Aristotle. For a discussion of this quotation and its
A\ristotelian roots, see Shlomo Pines, *Un texte inconnu d’ Aristote en version Arabe,”
\tchives d histoire doctrinale et littéraire du moyen-dge 23 (1956): 5-43. The phrase
necurs in the following sentence from the Tahdhib (Arabic: 86, English: 78, Pines
truns., Un texte inconnu™ 9): “Then comes the second rank in which man directs his
will und efforts to what is best for the welfare of the soul and the body (salah amr
al-nafs wa'l-badan).”

" Tahdhib 2 (Arabic: 43-44, 48-49, English: 38-39, 44); Guide 3.33 (Arabic:
4090, English: 532-33). See also Guide 3.35 and 3.48-49.

" Tahdhib 6 (Arabic: 196-98, 181-82, English: 174-76, 162-63) and 3 (Arabic:
W81, English: 72-74); Guide 3.54 (Arabic: 468, English: 634).

" Tahdhib 5 (Arabic: 14749, English: 133-35); Guide 3.51 (Arabic: 457, 462-63,
Fuglish: 621, 627-28). Cf. Maimonides, Mishneh Torah, Teshuvah 10.2-6. On the
ivlution between the account of love of God in the Tahdhib and that in the Guide, see
my The Meaning of Terms Designating Love in Judaeo-Arabic Thought and Some
Hemarks on the Judaeo-Arabic Interpretation of Maimonides,” Proceedings of the
First Conference on Judaeo-Arabic Studies, ed. Norman Golb (forthcoming).
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Elements in Miskawavh’s Tahdhib are also present in Maimonides’ Eight
Chapters. For example, both texts speak of the health of the soul (sihhah
al-nafs), the diseases of the soul (amrad al-nafs), and the cure (tibh) for the
diseases of the soul. Both put forth the doctrine of the mean (Tahdhib: al-
wasat, al-mutawassit; EC: al-mutawassit), and locate virtue (fadilah)
between the two extremes (tarafan) of excess (Tahdhib: ziyadah; EC: ifrat)
and deficiency (Tahdhib: nugsan; EC: tagsir). In both texts, the cure for the
diseased soul can be effected by moving from the one extreme to the other,
that is, from one vice to its opposite.'?

The above general points of similarity between Miskawayh and Maimo-
nides, as we have already stated, do not prove the influence of the former
upon the latter. In fact, Maimonides’ direct sources for some of these themes
have already been uncovered, and each is far closer to Maimonides’ language
and argument than is the text of the Tahdhib.'® On the other hand, some of
the common phrases in the above examples tempt one to ponder the possible
influence of the Tahdhib upon Maimonides. Stronger evidence for this
influence is afforded by part of Maimonides’ discussion of the ranks of men in
the parable of the palace in Guide 3.51.

Maimonides writes:

Those who are outside the city are all human individuals who have no doctrinal
belief, neither one based on speculation nor one that accepts the authority of
tradition: such individuals as the furthermost Turks found in the remote north,
the Negroes found in the remote south. and those who resemble them from

15 Tahdhib 6 (Arabic: 175-207, English: 157-83) and 4 (Arabic: 112 and 129-30,
English: 100-01, and 114-15); Commentary on the Mishnah, Eight Chapters (cited
hereafter as Eight Chapters), ed. Josef Kafah in Maimonides’ Commentary on the
Mishnah, Nezigin (Jerusalem: Mossad Harav Kook, 1964) 3-4:378-87 (trans. by
Charles E. Butterworth and Raymond L. Weiss in their Ethical Writings of Mai-
monides [New York: New York University Press, 1975] 65-74). In Eight Chapters 3

* (Arabic: 378, English: 65), Maimonides attributes the view that “the soul can be
healthy or sick, just as the body can be healthy or sick™ to the ancients (al-agdamin);
in his al-Fusal fi al-tibb, he attributes this view to the philosophers (see Butterworth
and Weiss, Ethical Writings 98, n. 1). His immediate source is actually Alfarabi, Fustl
muntaza‘ah, ed. Fauzi M. Najjar (Beirut: Dar el-Mashreq Publishers, 1971), sec.
1:23. See Herbert Davidson, *Maimonides Shemonah Peragim and Alfarabi’s Fugdl
al-Madani,” PAAJR 31 (1963): 39.

16 See, e.g., Alexander Altmann, “Maimonides's ‘Four Perfections,” [0S 2
(1972): 15-24; Davidson, “Maimonides’ Shemonah Peragim,” 33-50; and my
“Meaning of Terms.”
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among them that are with us in these climes. The status of those is like that of
irrational animals. To my mind they do not have the rank of men, but have
among the beings a rank lower than the rank of man but higher than the rank of
t_hc apes, For they have the external shape and lineaments of a man and a
faculty of discernment that is superior to the faculty of discernment of the
ape.!”

A parallel statement in the Tahdhib occurs in the second discourse and reads
as follows:

The first rank in the human realm, which touches the limit of the animal realm,
is the rank of the people who dwell in the farthest parts of the inhabited world
both to the north and to the south such as the remotest Turks in the country of
Gog and Magog and the remotest Negroes and similar nations which are distin-
guished from apes to a slight degree only. Then the faculty of discernment and
understanding grows in men until they reach the central climes where intelli-
gence, quickness of understanding, and the ability to acquire virtues are pro-
duced in them '

There are several noticeable similarities between these two passages.

I. Both occur within the context of a discussion of the various ranks of
man (maratib al-insan), and both describe the first or lowest rank of man.

2. Both give the same two examples to illustrate this lowest rank of man:
the remotest Turks (al-turk) in the far north and the remotest Negroes
(luhdhib: al-zanj; Guide: al-sadan) in the far south.

3. Both use the term “climes™ (agalim), with an implication that the
intelligence of man is connected in some way with his clime of origin.

| According to both, the man of this rank is only slightly distinguished
ltom the ape (al-gird). ‘

5 Both state that the “faculty of discernment” (Tahdhib: quwwah al-
lmyiz: Guide: tamyiz) is that which distinguishes the man of the first rank
ltom the ape.

I'hese similarities between the two passages in Miskawayh and Maimo-
nles wre striking, but do they make a decisive case for the influence of the
lormer upon the latter? Let us consider them more carefully.

Ihe statements of Miskawayh and Maimonides are, as we have stated
within the context of a discussion of the various ranks of man (maratib al':

" Gudde 3.51 (Arabic: 455, English: 618-19),
" Aahdhil 2 (Arabic: 69, English: 61).
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insan). Both statements discuss the lowest rank of man, which is only slightly
distinguished from the ape. Miskawayh writes in a passage shortly before the
one quoted above that these men only “differ from apes in a slight measure of
discernment (al-tamyiz), and it is only in this measure that they deserve to be
called human (al-insaniyyah).”® Maimonides calls the individual of this rank
“man’’ (insan), although in the same passage he adds that in his (1pini()n
those of this rank do not have the ‘‘rank of men (martabah al-insan).” They
differ from the apes in their shape and constitution, which is that of men, and
in “‘a faculty of discernment (tamyiz) that is superior to the faculty of discern-
ment of the ape.”

For both thinkers, the ranks of men are in accordance with their intellect
and knowledge, and the only way to advance through the ranks lS through
the systematic study of the sciences. Miskawayh writes that the lowest”of
men are those who are poor in intellect and who stand near to the beast. 20
For Maimonides the lowest rank is that of those “who have no doctrinal
belief (‘agidah madhhab), neither one based on speculation nor one that
accepts the authority of tradition.”” For Miskawayh, man advances Ithl:f)ugh‘
the ranks by acquiring knowledge, “beginning with the study of logic, jand
proceeding to the “knowledge of all the creatures and of their natures [L:e.,
natural science], and then becoming attached to this knowledge, advancing
in it, and attaining thereby the divine sciences [i.e., knowledge of meta-
physics]."2! For Maimonides, the process is the same, starting with majh('enlla-
tics and logic and advancing to the “natural things” and then “divine
science. 2 For both Miskawayh and Maimonides, however, the highest rank
of man is not that of the man who attains knowledge of the divine science,
but of the one who, having attained this knowledge, goes a step beyond and
becomes a prophet (nabiy).?

What is most striking about the above-quoted statements of Miskawayh
and Maimonides is not, however, the similarities of their context, but the fact
that within this context they illustrate the lowest rank of men in the same
way. Specifically, both Miskawayh and Maimonides illustrate this rank of
men with the inhabitants of the extreme climes, the remotest Turks in the
remote north and the remotest Negroes in the remote south, whom they

19 Tahdhib 2 (Arabic: 47, English: 42).

2 Tahdhib 2 (Arabic: 47, English: 42).

2t Tuhdhib 2 (Arabic: 70, English: 62).

22 Guide 3.51 (Arabic: 455-56, English: 619). )

23 Tahdhib 2 (Arabic: 70, English: 62-63); Guide 3.51 (Arabic: 456, English: 620),
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claim are only slightly distinguished from the apes by a superior faculty of
discernment (tamyiz). Now unless Miskawayh and Maimonides had a com-
mon source for this illustration, it seems that Maimonides borrowed it from
Miskawayh.

I believe that Miskawayh’s inspiration for the illustration comes ultimate-
ly from Galen, a thinker he cites frequently, and from a passage with which
Maimonides was familiar. Maimonides writes in his al-Fusil fi al-tibb:

... the inhabitants of the central climes (al-agalim) are more perfect in intel-
lect and, in general, better in form, i.e., better ordered in shape and lineaments

. than [the inhabitants] of the distant climes in the remotest north and
south.2

These words are either quoted from Galen or derive from him.2 Their rela-
tion to our passage in Guide 3.51 is clear, and perhaps strengthened by the
reference to shape (shakl) and lineaments (takhtit).?® The idea that the climes
alfect the physical qualities, moral character, and intellect of man, and that
those in the far north with its lack of heat and those in the far south with its
extreme heat are the most adversely affected, was known in the Muslim

2 This citation is from the twenty-fifth treatise of al-Fusal fi al-tibb. It is not con-
tuined in the section of this treatise edited and translated by Joseph Schacht and Max
Meyerhof in their “Maimonides against Galen, on Philosophy and Cosmogony,”
Bulletin of the Faculty of Arts of the University of Egypt 5 (1937): 53-88 (Arabic sec-
tion), which begins with the aphorism that follows it. Our translation is based on
Oxlord MS Bodl. 2113 (Pock. 319), fol. 118a. For the medieval Hebrew translations by
Nuthan ha-Me'ati and Zerahyah ben lsaac, see The Medical Aphorisms of Moses
(Pirqei Moshe), ed. Suessman Muntner (Jerusalem: Mossad Harav Kook, 1959) 361.

" There has been some confusion as to whether Maimonides attributes this pas-
wie to Galen or to Alfarabi. The sentence before this passage reads: “And Alfarabi
hus already mentioned (wa-gad dhakara) this in the Kitab al-huraf.” Muntner, who
il not have access to this book, takes the statement as introducing the words that fol-
low. Muhsin Mahdi, who edited the Kitab al-huraf in 1969 (Beirut: Dar el-Mashreq
Publishers) on the basis of what was then a unique and newly discovered manuseript,
vuncludes from the text that the passage evidently refers to what Galen said and not
what Alfarabi said (39). This is also the reading of the Bodleian manuscript of the
Fusnl, which connects the statement concerning the Kitab al-huraf with the previous
pussage. See similarly Joseph Kafah's edition of this passage in his Iggerot ha-
Hambam (Jerusalem: Mossad Harav Kook, 1972) 149. This connection has some basis
i the Kitab al-hurif. See sec. 114:134-35.

“On the expression “shape and lineaments (shakl wa-takhtit),” see also, Guide
L1 und 1.7 (Arabic: 14-15, 22, English: 21-23, 33).
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world and propagated by thinkers of the stature of al-Mas<di (d. 956) and
Ibn Khaldin (d. 1406).2" Among the books known to Maimonides, this idea is
mentioned in Alfarabi’s al-Siyasah al-madaniyyah in his account of men who
are bestial by nature. Alfarabi writes: “They are to be found in the extre-
mities of the inhabited world (fi atraf al-masdakin al-masmiarah), either in the
remotest north or in the remotest south.”*

Now the identification of the people in the far north as Turks and of the
people in the far south as Negroes is an identification that could not have
been made by Galen or any classical writer. Alfarabi does not make the iden-
tification and rather counts the Turks among the pleasure-seckers and citi-
zens of the base city.2? Among the authors we know Maimonides read, the
identification is made, although not explicitly, by Miskawayh's famous con-
temporary Avicenna, near the end of al-Shifd’. Avicenna writes:

27 See, e.g., al-Masadi, Kitab al-tanbih wa l-ishraf, ed. M. J. de Goeje (Leiden,
1894) 23-24; French trans. B. Carra de Vaux, Le livre de ['avertissement et de la revi-
sion (Paris, 1896) 38-40. See further, S. M. Ziauddin Alavi, “Al-Mas<adi’s Conception
of the Relationship between Man and Environment,” Al-Mas<di, Millenary Com-
memoration Volume, ed. S. Magbul Ahmad and A. Rahman (Aligarh: Aligarh Muslim
University, 1960) 93-96; and Tarif Khalidi, Islamic Historiography (Albany: State
University of New York Press, 1975) 70-73. For Ibn Khaldan, who was clearly
influenced by al-Mas<adi in his discussion of the influence of clime upon human
character and intellect, see The Mugaddimah, trans. Franz Rosenthal, 2nd ed., 3 vols,
(Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1967) 1:167-76. Ibn Khaldan writes

(1:168-69): “The inhabitants of the zones that are far from temperate . . . are also

farther removed from being temperate in all their conditions. . . . Their qualities of
character, moreover, are close to those of dumb animals. . . . The reason for this is that
their remoteness from being temperate produces in them a disposition and character
similar to those of dumb animals, and they become correspondingly remote from
humanity.” For the notion of the influence of clime upon intellect in Jewish sources,
see Joseph ibn Zaddiq, The Microcosm (Ha-*Olam Ha-Qatan). Hebrew trans., ed. S.
Horovitz, Der Mikrokosmos des Josef [bn Saddik (Breslau, 1903) 41 (although the
Hebrew term aglim is not employed). This notion of the difference of climes and their
effect upon man is at the foundation of Judah Halevi's views on the special character
of the Land of Israel. See his Kuzari (al-Kitab al-khazari), ed. David H. Baneth and
Haggai Ben-Shammai (Jerusalem: Magnes Press, 1977) 1.95:28; cf. 1.1:4 (on the
special character of the Land of Israel for Halevi, see 9.8-24). Cf. Bahya ben Asher,
Commentary on the Torah, ed. Charles B. Chavel, 3 vols. (Jerusalem: Mossad Harav
Kook, 1972) 2:8 (on Ex. 1:2-3) and 2:283 (on Ex. 25:38).

2 Al-Siyasah al-madaniyyah, ed. Fauzi M. Najjar (Beirut: Imprimerie Catholi-
que, 1964) 87; trans. by Najjar in Ralph Lerner and Muhsin Mahdi, eds., Medieval
Political Philosophy: A Sourcebook (Glencoe, 1ll.: Free Press, 1963) 42.

» See al-Siyasah al-madaniyyah (Arabic: 103, English: 52).
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I'he same applies to people not very capable of acquiring virtue. For these are
slaves by nature as, for example, the Turks and the Negroes (al-zanj) and in
general all those who do not grow up in noble climes (al-agalim al-sharifalh).®

[t‘seems then that Miskawayh's source for his illustration was Galen, and
5[.)(‘Ci“(,‘all)r' a passage like the one cited or paraphrased by Maim(midoiﬁ' i‘n his
.'f* ustil. Miskawayh added to Galen’s teaching of the lowest intellects L‘xis‘tin#
in the remotest north and south an identification of the inhabitants of Hmse
regions as Turks and Negroes, based on the current views in his day. He tht“n
declared that such people, whom Alfarabi had already explaine;fb must be
treated like animals, are only slightly better than apes.3! Maimonidt:s re-

“’ :‘.\[-Slufa, ,\’lt?taphlysics, ed. G. C. Anawati et al., 2 vols. (Cairo: Organisation
(¢ lll'l.dl(’ des Imprimeries Gouvernementales, 1960) 453; trans. by Michael E. Mar-
mura in Mz)c{ieval Political Philosophy 108. On the identification of the peo I;’in t‘;r‘
I..u' lflt')l‘th as I‘yrks and of the people in the far south as Negroes, see al-M Li“ﬂdi a];-
:;:[i):lh (PAmhlc ‘2?;24, French: 38-40); Abi Hatim al-Razi (d, ea. 942), t‘itc'(’l in
. (.r‘”.(.) Pines, §h1 ite Terms and Conceptions in Judah Halevi's Kuzari,” Jerusalem
‘ !{r ies in Arabic and Islam 2 (1980): 204; Ibn Hazm (d. 1064), Risalah mardatibh
al u!a'un. (d . R. “Abbas in his Rasa'il Ibn Hazm al-Andalusi (Ca;im n.d.) 79; and
Ihn h!ll.llduﬂ. Mugaddimah 1:168-69, and 3:161-62, 245. The idcnti‘fic;ation af tll'll(‘
people in the‘ far north is usually not limited to the Turks. For example, al-Mas<a ;
wlso counts Slavs (al-Sagalibah) and Franks (al-Afranjah) among the far rmrtAh n
|u'n|.|||'h' (cf. similarly, Ibn Khaldin, Muqaddimah 1:169-73 and 251, n. 8); At'}”_’
Ilitim al-Razi mentions the Daylamites along with the Turks; and lbl; Hdzm Iisjt‘ t}“t
lirks and the thazars. For al-Masidi's views of Turks, see K’halidi Islamic Hi;‘t-;)ri:-
graphy 101-02. .I‘ or the medieval Arabic attitude toward Negroes ’and the im : act of
I'I;ru extreme clime upon their intellect and character, see N. Levtzion and j) F. P
| “TI:].m-' (’.urp.:las of Early Arabic Sources for West African History (Cambridge: ‘Ca.m;
ilelyge lw‘mvvrslty Press, 1981), e.g., 24, 205, 213-15, and 321-22; and Ibn Khaldi
Muqaddimah 1:118-19 and 168-76. ’ B

" On the approximation of apes to men, see y X
ha-Ramah, trans. Solomon ibn [ivi, ed. Sims(:;] %L?F?Ea[:l:‘fulzf :dl’\/lHaig';gf)”éalh

Among IIIAu:.animuls] there is that which is very close to the nature ;)f rr;;an iike th
hpe E..’“.‘.””")' See also Tkhwan al-Safd’, Rasd'il Ikhwan al Safa’ 4 vols ((‘ain‘-n 1928()
L7 " Among [the 'dl.]in’lah] is what approximates the human rank in”forrln an‘d }‘ dy
like the .‘||n"(;:|’-qird).' For the Ikhwan al-Safd’, the ape is one of several ani:’:' l}'
\:'luh h Iu-m-ln in its own way resembles the rank of man. See furtherL ‘[bn l(haldl‘ldn5
fml'\r::;inld;fmh,l :-d: M. Quatr‘cj{ni-re. Prolégomenes d'Ebn-Khaldmm'S vols. (Paris‘
| {I ! 7 (ll'.n;.:hs.h: 1:195): " The stage of man is reached from the world of the apv.;
algtradah), in which both cleverness and perception (al-kays wa'l-idrak) are found

bt which has not reached the stage of actual reflection and thinking.” Se d:t ‘i‘”'; )
: Mugaiddimah (Arabie: 2:373, English 2:423). Cf. Abii Sulayman al-&%i.jis;ér(ti‘f'n(])ind:ﬁt:
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membered Miskawayh's account of this lowest class of men, which incor-
porated generally accepted opinions, and used it in his own ranking of men in
the Guide.

The argument that Maimonides used this passage from the Tahdhib is
further strengthened by his retention of Miskawayh's remark that men of this
class differ from the ape only with regard to their discernment (tamyiz).

Maimonides writes:

For they have the external shape and lincaments of a man and a faculty of dis-
cernment that is superior to the faculty of discernment of the ape (wa-famyiz
fawga tamyiz al-gird).*

There are two surprising elements in this statement: (1) the attribution of dis-
cernment (tamyiz) to the ape, and (2) the specification of discernment as the
distinction between man and ape. Both views go against the philosophical
thinking of the period. According to the Jewish thinkers who preceded Mai-
monides, the faculty of discernment (al-tamyiz) is particular to man, and is
but one of several elements that distinguish man from the other animals.??
The Islamic Aristotelians, whom Maimonides valued, did not have much use
for a faculty of discernment. To the extent that they did employ tamyiz in this
sense, they applied it to man. Thus, for example, Alfarabi writes in his Fusul
muntaza<ah:

similarly, all the psychic faculties by which man is made noble, such as dis-
cernment (al-tamyiz) and what follows it, which in good men is a cause for all
good, and it is very noble and excellent, and in evil men is a cause for all evil

and destruction.?*

Specific Perfection of the Human Species,” trans. by Joel L. Kraemer in his Philo-
sophy in the Renaissance of Islam: Abii Sulayman al-Sijistani and His Circle (Leiden:
E. J. Brill, 1986) 295: **Some [animals are given| along with these [i.e., the senses and
imagination] the faculty of estimation (tawahhum) and a glimpse of the faculties of
conception and cogitation, such as the animal called ‘ape’ (nasnas) and ‘weasel
(dras).” Note that al-Sijistani, a contemporary of Miskawayh’s, employs the term nas-
nas for ape. Miskawayh has a statement about apes similar to the one in the Tahdhib
in his al-Fawz al-asghar, but his formulation in the Tahdhib is much closer to that in
the Guide. See al-Fawsz al-asghar, trans. by J. Windrow Sweetman in his Islam and
Christian Theology, 1/1 (London and Redhill: Lutterworth Press, 1945) 161-62.

32 See above, n. 17.

33 See below, Appendix B.

8 Fusul muntazatah, sec. 93:95; trans. by D. M. Dunlop, Fusal al-Madani
(Aphorisms of the Statesman) (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1961), sec.
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Maimonides himself does not explain what he means by tamyiz in Guide
3..51, but he does mention the term in Guide 1.2, in a sense that seems at first
sight to contradict his later usage. Maimonides writes:

This is what the objector said: It is manifest from the clear sense of the biblical
text that the primary purpose with regard to man was that he should be, as the
ot}.ler animals are, devoid of intellect, of thought, and of the capacity t()’distin—
guish between good and evil (we-la yufarriq bayn al-khayr LL*u'I-sharr)
However, when he disobeyed, his disobedience procured him as its nvcessur\;
consequence the great perfection peculiar to man (al-kamal al-<azim al-khasis
bi'l-insan), namely, his being endowed with the capacity that crﬂsts in us 't(-:
make this distinction (al-tamyiz), which is the noblest of the char-lcteris:tics
(gshmf al-ma<ani) existing in us.% ‘ o

In other words, in the beginning, man was like all the other animals, without
intellect and a faculty of discernment. As a consequence of Ad:;m's dis-
ulu’d.i‘ence, man became endowed with the “great perfection peculiar t-()
man,” a faculty of discernment through which he could distinguish between
gun'(l‘ u.rld evil. In this passage, tamyiz is explicitly attributed to man alone.

’ I'his passage, however, does not contradict Maimonides’ statement in
Guide 3.51, for here Maimonides is presenting a position with which he
vehemently disagrees. The objector, according to Maimonides, totally mis-
understands the biblical text. In the beginning, man was end()we;d with‘int("l-
lect (al-<aql), which is his ultimate perfection (al-kamal al-akhir), and
through which he could distinguish between truth and falschood (uu:furrfq
bayn al-haqq wa'l-batil). When man was in this original and most perfect
state, he had “no faculty (quwwah) that was engaged in any way in the c;(msi—
deration of generally accepted things (al-mashharat), and he did not uppr‘c-
hend them.” Among the generally accepted things belong good and bad. in
contrast to truth and falsehood, which belong to the things cognized by ‘thc
intellect (al-ma<galat). Man's punishment as a consequence of Adam'’s dis-
ubedience was that he became “endowed with the faculty of apprvhendin‘g
penerally accepted things, [and] he became absorbed in ju-dging things to be

WH T2 See also Fusill muntazaah (Arabic: sec. 85:89, English: sec. 80:66-67): "It is

sl of man that he is intelligent and that he intellects when two th.ingé are united i::

Wi (1) that he has excellence of discernment (tamyiz) with regard to the actions

which should be chosen or avoided; and (2) that he employs the most excellent of l.l

thut he comprehends by the excellence of his discernment.” o o
" Guide 2.2 (Arabic: 15-16, English: 23-24), .
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bad or fine.” This was man’s punishment. The end result was that “God
reduced him, with respect to his food and most of his circumstances, to the
level of the beast.”” Maimonides cites Psalms 49:13: “*Adam, unable to dwell
in dignity, is like the beasts that speak not.” In other words, man's dis-
obedience did not procure for him intellect, for he already had it, nor did it
distinguish him from the other animals, for he already was greatly dis-
tinguished from them. Rather, it procured for him a “faculty of apprehend-
ing generally accepted things,” and he consequently directed his attentions
toward judging things to be good or bad. This preoccupation distracted him
from cognizing the things of the intellect (al-ma<galat), and to the extent
that he was so preoccupied, he became “like the beasts that speak not.”’3¢

Maimonides cites the same verse from Psalms in Guide 3.18, in the con-
text of his teaching that “divine providence does not watch in an equal
manner over all human individuals,” for providence is “*consequent upon the

intellect.” Maimonides writes:

As for the ignorant and disobedient, their state is despicable proportionately to
their lack of overflow [that is, the minuteness of their intellect], and they have
been relegated to the rank of individuals of all the other species of animals: He

is like the beasts that speak not.™

The teaching of Guide 12, is here reiterated in yet clearer terms: to the
extent that man focuses upon the maqalat, he draws near to God and highest
human perfection; to the extent that he is absorbed in the mashharat, he
draws away from God and approaches the rank of the other animals.
Maimonides’ statement in Guide 3.51, that the lowest rank of man is dis-

3 Guide 2.2 (Arabic: 16-17, English: 23-26). Lawrence V. Berman discusses this
chapter in detail and analyzes its structure in his ** Maimonides on the Fall of Man.”
AJS Review 5 (1980): 1-15. Among other recent studies that focus on this chapter
must be mentioned Sara Klein-Braslavy's Perush ha-Rambam la-Sippurim al Adam
bi-Parshat Bereshit (Jerusalem: Rubin Mass, 1986), which devotes over 130 pages to
this chapter, and Shlomo Pines's forthcoming *“Truth and Falsehood Versus Good and
Evil: A Study in Jewish and General Philosophy in Connection with the Guide of the
Perplexed, 1, 2. 1 have benefitted most from my brother, Warren Zev Harvey's " Mai-
monides and Spinoza on the Knowledge of Good and Evil,” Iyyun 28 (1979): 167-85
[Hebrew|, English version in Binah 2 (1989): 131-46.

37 Guide 3.18 (Arabic: 343, English: 475). Maimonides cites Ps. 49:13 a third time
in the Eight Chapters 5 (Arabic: 388, English: 76). This time the verse is cited to sup-
port the claim that to the extent that man does not base his actions on thought, he
becomes like the other animals.
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tinguished from the ape by a superior faculty of discernment (tamyiz), is un-
usual among his predecessors. Why not say that man is distinguished,by his
intellect (al-<agl) or his rational faculty (al-quwwah al-natiqah)?* Th(;
answer that emerges from earlier chapters of the Guide, such s the twe just
cited, is that the lowest rank of man, in his total absorption in the mashharat
has not developed his intellect. For such a man, the intellect does not exist iI;
actuality, but only in potentiality.?® He is thus distinguished from the ape

- '”“bee, e.g., his:.Treatise on the Art of Logic, ed. Israel Efros, “Maimonides’ Arabic
I'reatise on Logic,” PAAJR 34 (1966): 14:38; trans. by Butterworth in Ethical Writings
Qf Maimonides 158: " The first is the faculty peculiar to man by which he intellects tli't
intelligibles, masters the arts, and discerns (yumayyiz) between the base and the
.|F:»|>|t-‘ 'l'I'w.y call this meaning the rational faculty (al-quwwah a!'-n(it-iqah)“ (cf
Altarabi's Introductory Risalah on Logic,” ed. D. M. Dunlop, Islamic Oraarterlr ‘3
| 1956]; 228).. See similarly, Eight Chapters 1 (Arabic: 376, Engli;h: 63): " The ratinial
part |al-juz” al-natiq; Alfarabi; al-quwwah al-natigah)] is the faculty that exists in
man by which he intellects the intelligibles, deliberates, acquires the sciences, and
l|1wv—rr1\ {(yumayyiz) between base and noble actions” (cf. Alfarabi, Fusal munta-“‘a‘ah '
we 7:29). See further the discussion of the rational faculty (a[-qml;w&h al-nétiq:.!h) in
Guide 1.53 ;}nd 1.72 (Arabic: 82 and 132, English: 121 and 190-91) Incidentally
.'\I.mn_uni(l(.'s statement on the rational faculty in 1.53 may be used to Sl.lpp(’['{ Butt("r:
worth's emendation of yahiiz in chapter 14 of the Treatise on the Art of Logic (see
Ithical Writings 163, n. 5; cf. Efros 159, n. 16). e
" This is precisely Maimonides™ position as it emerges in the Gui : i
Mutmonides (1.72 [Arabic: 132, English: 190]), the rftiona] facfl;]lt‘;/d&]f\(:::;ﬁ:;!gatﬁ
Natlgah) is indeed a ™ proprium of man only,” that is, it is ““something that is not to be
tound in any of the species of living beings other than man.” But this faculty is s ecifiﬁv
vully identified by Maimonides with the hylic intellect (al-‘agl al-hayalani). It ifnnt a
Luenlty that exists in actuality, but is “a mere faculty of disposition (qézwwah al-
Witdad)” (see 1.70 [Arabic: 119, English: 174]). Man's ultimate perfection consists in
e unctualization of his disposition *“to become rational in actuality, that is, to h;:lVE‘ an
Wlellect in actuality [agl bi'l-fid].” In its ultimate state, “this woild C(;nsist in his
knowing --v:-r.vlhing concerning all the beings that it is within the capacity of man to
biow (3,27 [Arabic: 372, English: 511]). To the extent that man does not actualize
Wis intellect, he is like the other animals (this, we have seen, is a teaching of 1.2):
Wil the attainment of the rational virtues, that is, by conc,eiving the intgelli il;] ;
Wl maqalat), man is man (bi-ha al-insan insan) (3.54 [’Arabic: 469, English: §35]L)-
it lh!u I not man's state at birth, nor does it seem to be the state of tile lowcst.rank nf
e, who have no doctrinal belief, neither one based on speculation nor one that
sevepts the authority of tradition,” and who, in Maimonides™ opinion, do not even
teserve the rank of men (see above, n. 17; see also 1.7 [Arabic; 22 Engli’sh‘ 33]) Now
W view that all men have a faculty of disposition or hylic inte]lecE thakis. an int.ellect
W putentiality, but not all men have an intellect in actuality is diséussed l;y Avicenna
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only in his more sophisticated ability to distinguish among the mashharat,
that is, in his faculty of discernment. Among Maimonides’ predecessors, as
we have seen. it is Miskawayh who also distinguishes the lowest rank of man
from the ape by his faculty of discernment or tamyiz.

We conclude that Maimonides derived his illustration of the lowest rank
of men from the second discourse of Miskawayh'’s Tahdhib al-akhlaq or, if
not, from a text that directly influenced Miskawayh.

Miskawayh was unknown or virtually unknown to the medieval Jewish
thinkers after Maimonides. If Maimonides had mentioned Miskawayh either
in the Guide or in the letter, so would have Pines: and it is likely that this
thinker would have been better known both to the medieval Jewish thinkers

See, e.g., al-Najah (Cairo, 1938), 2.6.5:165-66; trans. by I Rahman in his Avicenna’s
Psychology (London: Oxford University Press, 1952) 33-35; of. Averroes, Epitome of
the De Anima, ed. by A. al-Ahwani in Talkhis kitab al-nafs (Cairo, 1950) 70-71. This
view derives from Alexander of Aphrodisias (see the statement cited by Rahman in
Avicennd's Psychology 88). The relation between aspects of the respective theories of
intellect of Avicenna and Maimonides is suggested by Shem-Tov Falaquera in his
Moreh ha-Moreh (Pressburg, 1837) 11, on Guide 1.2, where he cites a parallel passage
from Avicenna's al-Shifd (from Avicenna's De Anima, ed. F Rahman [London:
Oxford University Press, 1959] 207). Note, however, that Maimonides in the Guide, in
contrast to Avicenna in this passage (and Averroes in the passage referred to above),
does not use the term **practical intellect” (cf. Eight Chapters 1 [Arabic: 376, English:
63] and Fusal muntazaah, sec. 7:29; the term al-<agl al-amali is employed and
defined by Alfarabi in sec. 38:54-55). This point that Maimonides does not use the
term “practical intellect” is made, reiterated, and explained by Pines in " Truth and
Falsehood Versus Good and Evil” (for an earlier formulation of this point by Pines, see
Harvey, “Maimonides and Spinoza™ 180, n. 85; Pines's article, “On Spinoza’s Con-
ception of Human Freedom and of Good and Evil,”" cited by Harvey from a pre-print,
appeared four years later in Spinoza: His Thought and Work [Jerusalem: Israel
Academy of Sciences and Humanities, 1983], see 152). Pines, perhaps following Fala-
quera, suggests in “Truth and Falschood” that the passage from al-Shifa’ ""may have
had a direct bearing on Guide 1, 2; but a bit later cites a passage from Kitab al-
isharat wa l-tanbthat (in which Avicenna does not refer to the practical intellect; see
in J. Forget's edition of al-Isharat [Leiden, 1892] 58-59), which he argues “is in some
ways more relevant to Guide 1, 2 than the passage in al-Shifd’,” and on some points
identical with it. For a coherent account of Maimonides' theory of intellect, see Alt-
mann's learned study, “Maimonides on the Intellect and the Scope of Metaphysics.”
Altmann argues, in his discussion of the material intellect, that Maimonides™ *“charac-
terization of the material intellect as a ‘mere [faculty of] disposition” ... can only
mean that the rational soul as the form of the human body supplied by the Active
Intellect is no substance but a mere capacity to think, is merely ‘material’ or potential
intellect” (66-67).
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and to present-day students of Maimonides. This is, of course, equally true
for other thinkers and texts, not cited in the Guide or in the letter ;ivhns'e
influence on the Guide can be argued.* This ignorance may seem rvg’rettub.le
to us, but it was hardly accidental. For even if Maimonides did read the
Tahdhib, and even if that work influenced him in some way, this does not
mean that he would have recommended it. Certainly, as W(: have S(‘(;Il it
accords with many of his own teachings, but it also présents a system of A;ix-
totelian ethics tainted with broad strokes of Plato, Galen, Pbrphvrv un\d
others.4! Given Maimonides” inclination toward economy of reading— a‘n,d the
existence of Aristotle’s Ethics, the commentaries of Alfarabi and Averroes
and his own Eight Chapters, the recommendation of Miskawayh's ociecti‘(:
text would hardly have seemed to him warranted or even desirable. |

APPENDIX A

Miskawayh's Tahdhib al-Akhlaq
and Shem-Tov Falaquera's Shelemut ha-Ma‘asim

Miskawayh may not have been cited or mentioned by any medieval
Jewish thinker, but was he read by any of them, apart perhaps- from Mai-
monides? Thirty-five years ago, Martin Plessner, in a very suggestive article
on the importance of Shem-Tov Falaquera for the study of the history of
philosophy, drew a parallel between a short passage in Falaquerat's Se’feryha-
Mevaggesh and a passage in Miskawayh's Tahdhib al-akhl&q.“\ T}'w‘ Ial-
Wuera passage is not a translation or paraphrase of the Miskawayh paésage
but it (l.u('s share a number of specific ideas with it. Moreover, the encrai
point of both passages is the same. The Miskawayh passage is b;sed (z)%n Aris-
tutle’s Nicomachean Ethics 5.5, although it is not a translation from it. The

Y1 have in mind certain texts of Avicenna and i. S
3 Algazali. Se es i '
Meuning of Terms Designating Love.” gozall Seethe relorences i my
L N.ﬂ. Itivhar.d Walzer, " Some Aspects of Miskawaih’s Tahdhib al-Akhlag,”” Greek
:H';r‘.\mh!r (()Eh:rd: Bruno Cassirer, 1962) 220-35; and Pines, ""Un texte ir’monnu”
. On Miskawayh's sources in the Tahdhib, see al ’ ontribiiti
/ s , A Jont
[ dtude de I'humanisme arabe 142-46. oo Atkoun, Contribution ¢
L ‘l' M I.']vss'm;r.. “The [n_lvportance of R. Shem-Tov ibn Falaquera for the Study of
ul:'; listory of llnl‘(fsnphy, Homenaje a Millds-Vallicrosa, vol. 2 (Barcelona, 1956)
ih llh-hn-w‘}. I'he passages may be found in Sefer ha-Mevagqesh (Amsterdam
V1T 47, and Tahdhib 4 (Arabic: 115-16, English: 103-04). . ‘
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Falaquera passage, in addition to expressing ideas from the Ethics which it
could have derived from the Miskawayh passage, shares with the latter cer-
tain other ideas and turns of phrase that are not found in the Ethics. Plessner
was aware of all this and concluded that “it is clear that a text like this [one by
Miskawayh| stood between Aristotle and Falaquera.™#® In other words,
Plessner realized that Falaquera's passage ultimately derived from the
Ethics. but through a medium such as Miskawayh or some other text that
influenced or was influenced by Miskawayh. Little more could be asserted
with confidence at the time.

The recent publication of a first edition of Falaquera’s Shelemut ha-
Ma‘asim by Raphael Jospe provides new evidence for the influence of Miska-
wayh on Falaquera. Shelemut ha-Ma‘asim is a short ethical treatise, divided
by Falaquera into ten chapters.** Jospe correctly points out that the first six
chapters of the treatise are based on the Nicomachean Ethics, while the last
four have little to do with it.# He cites Lawrence Berman's opinion that Fala-
quera employed an Arabic version of the Nicomachean Ethics in writing the
treatise, and supports this contention in the notes to the text with numerous
lengthy English citations of parallel passages from the Ethics. Indeed, it
seems clear from several passages of Shelemut ha-Ma‘asim that if Falaquera
did not have access to the Arabic translation of the Ethics, he must have
relied on a faithful paraphrase or commentary of the text. On the other hand,
there is much evidence that points to the direct influence of Miskawayh's
Tahdhib on Falaquera's treatise.

To begin with, chapter 3 of Shelemut ha-Ma‘asim (hereafter cited as SM)
contains a passage parallel to the one cited by Plessner from the Mevagqesh,
but unlike the latter, the passage in SM contains a few sentences virtually
identical with the corresponding passage in the Tahdhib (hereafter cited as
TA).#6 The Hebrew words from SM printed in bold translate the Arabic of
TA.

43 Plessner 169.

14 Shelemut ha-Ma‘asim appears in Jospe's Torah and Sophia: The Life and
Thought of Shem Tov Ibn Falaguera (Cincinnati: Hebrew Union College Press, 1988)
417-38.

45 Jospe 412-14.

1 The passages are from SM 3:422, and TA 4 (Arabic: 116, English: 103-04). The
words in SM, ¥ 7o TN wyp® Mo, reverse the order in the critical edition of TA.
Nasir al-Din al-Tisi, in a thirteenth-century Persian citation of this passage from TA
in his Akhlag-i Nasiri, trans. G. M. Wickens, The Nasirean Ethics (London: George
Allen & Unwin, 1964) 98, similarly reverses the order of these words. It thus seems
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These two sentences are based loosely on Nicomachean Ethics (here'a“ftcr
cited as NE) 5. 5:1133a19-24 and 1132b33-34 respectively.*” SM thus not
only reproduces the articulation of TA, which is not found in NE, but also
reproduces the order of TA, which reverses that in NE.
The passage immediately before this passage in SM is virtually a word-

for-word translation of another passage from TA. These passages read as
follows:*8

SM TA
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I'hese sentences are essentially a translation of NE 5. 1:1130a5-10. Aristotle,
however, speaks of the “worst man™ before the “best man.” According to
Aristotle, but in contrast to both SM and TA, “the best man is not he who
practices virtue toward himself [and toward others], but he who practices it

[only| toward others, for this is a difficult task.”4®

lessner, in the article to which we have referred, draws a parallel

probuble that the readings in Falaquera and al-Tiasi reflect the order in their respec-
Hive copies of the text, and may even preserve the original text of Miskawayh.
L uI(H:i. Ishiq ibn Hunayn's Arabic translation of NE (hereafter cited as NE-Ar)

) i

WSM 3. 422, TA 4 (Arabic: 117, English: 104).

W NE-Ar reads: " The excellent man (al-fadil) is not the one who practices virtue
il Judilah ) toward himself, but he who practices it toward others, for this act is diffi-
vl (176). SM, like TA, speaks of the just man (ha-yashar; al-<adil) and justice in
qll:r;ir- -;II the excellent man and virtue, and both omit the last phrase, “for this act is
L (41}




50 STEVEN HARVEY

between a passage in Falaquera’s Sefer ha-Ma<alot and one in book 10 of NE,
to show that Falaquera also knew the last books of NE. The passage from
Sefer ha-Ma‘alot is indeed, in part, a paraphrastic translation of NE
10.7:1177b32-1178al .50 It seems, however, also to be a direct translation of a
corresponding passage in TA, again with particular elements not found in
NE. Now this passage is translated by Falaquera anew in chapter 6 of SM.
The passages in SM and TA read as follows:?!
SM TA
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The translation in SM differs from the one in Sefer ha-Ma‘alot slightly in
terminology and style, but remains faithful to TA.5* Passages that precede
and follow it in chapter 6, however, provide additional indication that the
passage indeed derives from TA. Our passage in SM is preceded by the state-
ment: “All these are divine gifts which God, may He be exalted, bestows
upon those of His servants whom He wishes” (mYxn DI NPAYR NNR 821 17K
payn nywew mb abyme). A bit before the corresponding passage in TA,
Miskawayh writes: ‘It is rather a divine gift which [God, may He be exalted, ]

50 Plessner 171-72. See Falaquera, Sefer ha-Ma<wlot (Berlin, 1894) 28. Cf. NE-Ar
351.

51 SM 6: 428: TA 5 (Arabic: 171, English: 152).

52 Both SM and Sefer ha-Ma‘alot translate TA as opposed to NE. Yet, interest-
ingly, the middle part of our passage, which is not from TA (in SM: oxy.mnd Y R
237 b5 HYpTwt ,WEPRW AR "D MAT NIV DWW TI¥ NOR D2 o ®n), is virtually a
word-for-word translation from NE-Ar. The next words in SM, oTR ORI,
move through a shared phrase in NE-Ar and TA from NE-Ar (ala an yahya hayah
agwa ma fi-hi) to TA (an yahyd hayah ilahiyyah), and then proceed to translate vir-
tually word-for-word from TA. Note that the word mbyn, at the beginning of the pas-
sage in SM, in translation of al-himam in NE-Ar and TA, should probably be emend-
ed to nmmwn.
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bestows upon those of His servants whom He chooses” ( &l Zap0 2 Ul

13le oo slibol 5 Ut ). The passage in TA is immediately followed by the following

passage, which is also translated by Falaquera in chapter 6 of SM.%
SM TA
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The passage in TA is based in part on NE 10.8: 1178b32-1179al8, but inter-
estingly is prefaced by Miskawayh with the words “We have stated previous-
ly (wa-qgad qulna fima taqaddama),” which may refer to Miskawayh him-
self.* In any case, the reference is apparently to a passage in chapter 3 of TA,
which is attributed by Miskawayh to Aristotle. The passage is in fact, for the
most part, an abridged translation of NE 1. 8-9:1099a32-1099b13. As it turns
out, this passage in TA is also translated by Falaquera in an earlier chapter of
SM. The passages in TA and SM read as follows™
SM TA
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WSM G429, TA 5 (Arabic: 171-72, English: 152-53). SM, with the exception of
the sentence noted below in n. 59, translates this passage in TA word-for-word.
MM i o mistaken translation of TA's wa'l-amlak. Falaquera's text apparently had
wiwthier form of the Arabic root m-[-k. .

WL NE-Ar 855, Aristotle does not refer back to any section in this passage
wlthoigh he does in others (of. NE-Ar 358 and 352). 0 ‘
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As in the other passages from SM reproduced above, it is Clear‘that this one
too was not translated from NE, but from TA or, to use Plessner’s expression,
a text like TA.5 TA is rarely simply a translation of sentences from NE. When
it is based on NE, it skips about the text, and often offers new nuances, terms,
and structures, at times interspersed with statements not found in NE. When
these same new nuances, terms, and structures, together with the added
statements, are found in SM, as they are in the passages above, they point to
their not-NE source. We may conclude on the basis of the above correspond-
ing passages in TA and SM that in these instances SM translates TA or a text
like TA, and not directly NE.*

Now the hasty reader may well be impatient at the indefiniteness .nf. our
conclusion. Why not say that in certain places in SM, Falaquera definitely
translates TA? Why the qualification of “or a text like TA™'? This was neces-
sarv for Plessner, but we have before us now direct translations. In addition,
one of the above passages in TA is even prefaced by the words “as we have
stated previously,” which refer to an earlier section of TA. .

There are signposts that caution against such an unequivocal conclusion.
For example, the second passage from SM above, which is virtl.lal!y a'wm.'d-
for-word translation from TA, is preceded by a statement proclaiming justice
the best of all virtues, whose acts are more wonderful than the evening star
and the morning star, for justice is the perfect virtue. This statement does not
oceur in TA, but it does roughly translate NE 5.1:1 129h26-31, a passage that
precedes the underlying text in NE of the passage in TA.? We have pointed
out that the corresponding passage in SM is a closer translation of TA than
NE. but now we see that it has an element from NE and not TA. Similarly,

55 SM 1:418-19; TA 3 (Arabic: 78-79, English: 71-72). ’

56 Cf. NE-Ar 72-73. Once again, the sentence in SM (the last sentence in the pus:
sage) that does not translate TA, translates and paraphrases NE-Ar. The first few
words of the passage also may come from NE-Ar.

57 Excepting those words and statements in the passages that, as we have seen,
come from NE-Ar and not TA. i

58 See SM 3:422, 11. 2-3. Cf. NE-Ar 175-76. The phrase, e.g., in SM, n» n'll‘!?i,
9pan 3wa mma 200 translates ashadd ijaban min al-kawkah al-mushriq bi'ls
ashiyyat wa'l-ghadawat in NE-Ar, and has no parallel in TA.
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the fourth passage from SM translates TA, for the most part, word-for-word.
This passage from TA, while based on NE, is not at all a translation from it.
Yet the one sentence in the corresponding passage in SM that does not trans-
late TA, WwRw Yaxr n o*ynn 0¥9¥on QWYW WDK 73 7293 M2M2 PIDPOR PR PR,
o'nm awavn By Ywm translates NE 10.8:1179a2-4.5

Another signpost can be seen in the third passage from SM, which, as we
have seen, translates TA and not NE. Falaquera translates this passage in
Sefer ha-Ma‘alot as well. Now both texts of Falaquera’s do not stop where TA
stops, but continue for another dozen lines, presumably continuing the trans-
lation from the same source. If the translation is, as it appears, a continuation
of the previous passage, and if the latter passage translates neither TA nor
NE, then what does this passage in SM and Sefer ha-Ma ‘alot really translate?

There are two good reasons for considering the entire passage a transla-
tion of a single text. First, Falaquera in Sefer ha-Ma<alot quotes the entire
passage in the name of Aristotle. This is not surprising even if he translated it
from TA, for Miskawayh himself attributes the passage (that is, the part in
TA) to Aristotle, but it does suggest the unity of the text. Secondly, Falaquera
employs different terms in his two translations of the passage. This suggests
that the two translations were made independently of each other and directly
from their single source.5¢ If that source is neither TA nor NE, then it must be
asource of Miskawayh's, who relied heavily on NE. The only other possibility
is that the text was originally in TA or Falaquera’s copy of it. This alternative
is suprisingly attractive because the last two sentences of the full passage lead

in very smoothly both contextually and structurally to the passage that fol-
lows in TA 8!

Wl NE-Ar 355. The translation is basically word-for-word.

" Jalaquera quotes this passage, or to be more precise, the last four lines of it, vet
i third time in Moreh ha-Moreh 135. Again the passage is quoted in the name of
Aristotle. Of the three books, Sefer ha-Ma<alot (which is the middle volume of the tri-
logy that follows Iggeret ha-Vikkuah) was probably written first, then SM, and last
Muoreh ha-Moreh (on the dating of Falaquera's works, see Jospe 31-33). The quota-
ton in Moreh ha-Moreh is virtually identical with the corresponding lines in SM., and
iy well have been taken from it (for other citations attributed to Aristotle in Moreh
- Moreh that appear also in SM, see, e.g., Moreh ha-Moreh 135, 11. 1-5, and 136,
11 23-24, and SM 6: 429, 11. 63-68, and 5:424, 11. 2-4). It may be added that SM
proserves two lines from the original text that are not found in the printed edition of
Sefer ha-Ma‘alot, probably due to a homoioteleuton.

"I this passage were originally in TA, it dropped out at a relatively early date.
Ihe pussage is not only missing in the modern edition of TA, but was also missing
from the copy of TA that Nasir al-Din al-Tisi used in the thirteenth century. See his

Aersun translation of the prior passage from TA in his Nasirean Ethics 209-11).
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Did Falaquera actually translate from TA? We have already concluded
that if he did not, he translated from a text which was a major source of Mis-
kawayh's in writing TA. Such a text (hereinafter called S for source) would
probably have been a paraphrase of or commentary on NE. S would explain
the ““signposts” we have just described. The extra words or sentences from
NE found in SM. but not in TA, would have been in S, and altered or simply
not included by Miskawayh in TA. The lengthy passage translated twice by
Falaquera would be from S. Falaquera would have translated it in full; Mis-
kawayh would have abridged it. Moreover, S could have provided Falaquera
with all his citations from NE in his various works, and there would thus be
no need to posit that Falaquera had direct access to NE.

But perhaps Falaquera did translate directly from TA. Then he must also
have had access to NE (or an unknown text that quotes from NE), as there are
many quotations from NE in his writings that are not found in TA.? In the

62 Or to be more precise, Falaquera must have had access to NE-Ar or a faithful
commentary or paraphrase of NE-Ar. It is clear from a comparison of TA and NE-Ar
and from a comparison of passages in SM, without parallel in TA, and NE-Ar, that
both Miskawayh and Falaquera had access to the translation of NE by Ishiq ibn
Hunayn, that is, NE-Ar, or an Arabic text based on Ishaq's translation. We have
already noted certain passages in SM that are translations of NE-Ar and not TA.
Jospe, as we have stated, provides in the notes to his edition of SM numerous lengthy
quotations from an English translation of the Greek text of NE of passages in NE that
correspond to statements in SM. When the attempt is made to trace in full the direct
sources of SM, SM will have to be compared with NE-Ar. Most of the passages from
NE cited by Jospe are not translated in SM, but are cited to show the broad influence
of NE on SM. Some, however, are translated, at least in part, in SM. Cf., e.g., the fol-
lowing loci, where SM is clearly based on NE-Ar and not TA:

(1) SM 1:419, 11. 49-54 (cf. Falaquera, Reshit Hokhmah [Berlin, 1902] 11); TA 2
(Arabic: 34, 11. 8-13, English: 31); NE-Ar 85-86 (on 1103a19-23).

(2) SM 1:420, 1. 66; TA 1 (Arabic: 25, 1. 15, English: 22); and NE-Ar 96 (on
1106b32-33).

(3) SM 1:420, 11. 69-71; TA (no parallel); NE-Ar 105 (on 1109h24-26).

(4) SM 5:425-26, 11. 27-30; TA 5 (Arabic: 151, 11. 5-11, English: 136); NE-Ar
315 (on 1166b13-16). On the other hand, SM, 11. 30-31, while rooted in 1166b28-29,
is an abridged translation of TA 5 (Arabic: 152, 11. 3-6, English: 137).

(5) SM 5:426, 11. 47-49: TA 5 (Arabic: 156, 11. 1-4, English: 140); NE-Ar 330 (on
1171a22-30). Note that here TA copies with some stylistic changes from NE-Ar. SM
translates TA with the exception of wpa» »3, which translates fa'innahum yatluban of
NE-Ar and not li-hdjatihi ilayhi of TA. This influence of TA on SM is evident from
the previous lines of SM (11. 42-47) which are an abridged translation of TA 5
(Arabic: 155, 11. 5-18, English: 139-40). Cf. NE-Ar 325-30 (on 1169b18-1171a20).
SM., 1. 45, however, is closer to NE-Ar 328.
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two passages from SM just discussed, where words or sentences from NE are
inserted in passages from TA, we must imagine Falaquera writing SM with
both TA and NE in front of him, rewriting passages from TA in light of NE,
and perhaps passages from NE in light of TA. Such a mode of writing, while
certainly unusual in the Middle Ages, was not foreign to Shem-Tov Fala-
quera,® Finally, as for the quotation translated twice by Falaquera, we have
argued that the full quotation is translated from a single text. If this passage
in its entirety were not originally a part of TA, we must assume that it came
from a source of Miskawayh's. This brings us back to §.

APPENDIX B

Tamyiz as a Differentia Between Man and the Animals
in Medieval Jewish Thought Prior to Maimonides

[saac Israeli, the first of the medieval Jewish philosophers, writes in his
Book of Definitions, a work that, to a great extent, reflects the teachings of
Alkindi, the first of the Islamic philosophers:

A proof of the fact that animals have estimation (zann), but no faculty of dis-
cernment, is the behavior of the ass, which, if it is very thirsty and comes near
water and sees its own form or another form in it, is frightened and flees,

(6) SM 6:427, 11. 13-14, 16-17; TA (no parallel); NE-Ar 345-46 (on 117a4-6
11-14). ‘
It may be added that comparison of these three texts shows that both TA and SM mav
be consulted as testimonia for filling in illegible words and for correcting the text of
the unique Fez manuscript of NE-Ar edited by Badawi. '

% In fact, in such a scenario, Falaquera would first have to find the section in NE
that corresponds to a given paraphrase in TA, and then compose his text paraphrasing
and translating sections from these two texts and blending them in with his own com-
ments and his other sources to form a coherent whole. Hard to imagine? This is pre-
cisely Falaquera's style in several of his works. See, e.g., my ""Averroes on the Princi-
ples of Nature: The Middle Commentary on Aristotle’s Physics 1-11," diss., Harvard
University, 1977, 476-78, where I indicate the sources of Falaquera's De<ot ha-
I ”U-‘i()ﬁi’])l 1.1.1-2. This section from the De‘ot is primarily an abridged translation of
Averroes” Middle Commentary on the Physics. However, blended into the text amidst
paraphrase and translation of the Middle Commentary are lines from Averroes’ Epi-

tome of the Physics, Averroes’ Long Commentary on the Physics, the Physics itself
and other sources. ‘ ,
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regardless of the fact that water gives it its life and constitution, If, on the other
hand. it sees a lion, it goes toward it, though it will be killed by it. For this
reason animals do not receive reward or punishment, since they have no faculty
of discernment and do not know for what action they should be rewarded, or,
on the other hand, punished.®

Isaac Israeli is explicit: animals do not have a faculty of discernment, and
thus, for example, cannot “distinguish between good and evil, and between
praiseworthy and unpraiseworthy things.” For Israeli, this faculty of discern-
ment is one of several intellectual faculties that separate man from the other
animals.®

In the writings of Saadiah Gaon, the faculty of discernment (quwwah al-
tamyiz; Hebrew trans.: koah ha-hakkarah) is assigned central importance. In
his Book of Beliefs and Opinions, Saadiah, following Plato, speaks of three
faculties of the human soul, and terms the faculty that corresponds with
Plato’s logistikon the faculty of discernment.% Saadiah explains that this

64 [saac Israeli, Book of Definitions, trans. by S. M. Stern in A. Altmann and S. M.
Stern, Isaac Israeli: A Neoplatonic Philosopher of the Early Tenth Century (Oxford:
Oxford University Press, 1958) 41-42. Although the Arabic of this definition is not
extant, we can be almost certain that the underlying word Stern translates as “‘discern-
ment'" in this passage is tamyiz. Israeli defines tamyiz later in the Book of Definitions,
where the Arabic text is extant, as *putting everything together with its similars” (in
Isaac Israeli 56, Definition 20). Nissim ben Solomon’s Hebrew translation for tamyiz
in this definition is havdalah, while Gerard of Cremona translates it as discretio (see
Harry A. Wolfson, “Isaac Israeli on the Internal Senses,” rprt. in Harry A. Wolfson,
Studies in the History of Philosophy and Religion, eds. Isadore Twersky and George
H. Williams, vol. 1 [Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1973] 321). Similar-
ly, in our passage, the word Stern translates as “discernment’” is havdalah in the
Hebrew translation and discretio or a form of discernere in Gerard’s Latin (Latin and
Hebrew text in Wolfson, *Isaac Israeli”” 328-29). On Alkindi's influence on the Book
of Definitions, see under “al-Kindi, his influence on Israeli” in Isaac Israeli 220.
According to Altmann and Stern, [xii] Alkindi's “influence pervades the Book of Defi-
nitions™.

6 See, e.g., Isaac Israeli 41 and 110; cf. 124-25. See further, Wolfson, " Isaac
Israeli’” 320-21, 327-29.

66 Saadiah Gaon, The Book of Beliefs and Opinions (Kitab al-amanat wa'l-
itigadat), ed. Joseph Kafah (Jerusalem: Sura, 1970) 6.3:201, and 10.2:290; trans.
Samuel Rosenblatt (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1948) 243-44 and 360-61. For
Plato’s tripartite division of the soul, see, e.g., Republic 4:435¢-444e, and
9:580d-581a.
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faculty judges justly the other two faculties of the soul.#” Those who listen to
the advice of the faculty of discernment and give it rule over their appetites
and anger are disciplined; those who let their appetites and anger rule their
discernment are undisciplined.®® '

Saadiah expresses a similar idea in his Commentary on Proverbs.

Since man shares with animals the nature (tab<) of animals and their character-
istics (wa-akhlagahuma) but is nobler than they in his knowledge and discern-
ment (bi'l-9lm wa'l-tamyiz), . . . his intellect (al-<agl) must govern his nature,
for the intellect is nobler and nature is baser. If man governs justly and his
intellect rules his nature, he will attain the high rank of man.%®

A bit later in his Commentary, Saadiah explains in detail the part of discern-
ment in the acquisition of knowledge.™ In his Commentary on Sefer Yesirah
he writes that the faculty of discernment “refutes what is false and affirms
what is true, and approves what is good and disapproves what is bad.”"!
In the Duties of the Heart of Bahya Ibn Paquda and the Microcosm of
Joseph Ibn Zaddik, two thinkers influenced by Saadiah, we find similar state-

5 Namely, the faculty of appetite (quwwah al-shahwah), which corresponds to
Plato's epithymetikon, and the faculty of anger (quwwah al-ghadab), which cor-
responds to Plato’s thymoeides. Shahwah (Hebrew: ta'avah) and ghadab (Hebrew:
ka‘as) are the standard Arabic and Hebrew terms for Plato’s appetitive and spirited
parts of the soul. Tamyiz is not the standard term for Plato’s rational part of the soul.
See, e.g., Averroes Commentary on Plato’s *Republic,” trans. Samuel ben Judah of
Marseilles, ed. and English trans. E. 1. ]. Rosenthal (Cambridge: Cambridge Univer-
sity Press) 51 (English trans. Ralph Lerner, Averroes on Plato’s **Republic,” [Ithaca:
Cornell University Press, 1974] 54-55), and Abraham Ibn Daud. In Ha-Emunah ha-
Ramah 99 1bn Daud also speaks of the rational faculty judging the other two faculties
(see, e.g., 45 and 99). In Saadiah’s enumeration of the three faculties of the soul in his
Commentary on Job, ed. Joseph Kafah (Jerusalem, 1973) 27 (on Job 1:6), and in his
Commentary on Sefer Yesirah, ed. Joseph Kafah (Jerusalem, 1972) 63, he uses al-fikr
instead of al-tamyiz. Beliefs and Opinions was written after the Commentary on Sefer
Yestrah and was probably Saadiah’s last work.

W Beliefs and Opinions 10.2 (Arabic: 290, English: 361). “Disciplined™ is Rosen-
blutt's translation for adib be-musar hakhamim.
| ';'; Hu::;liah. Commentary on Proverbs, ed. Joseph Kafah (Jerusalem, 1976) Intro-
auction &

W See Commentary on Proverbs, esp., Introduction:16-18 and 23 (on Prov. 1:1-7).
See turther, Israel Efros, Studies in Medieval Jewish Philosophy (New York: Colum-
bin University Press, 1974) 20-21.

" Commentary on Sefer Yesirah 69.
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ments concerning the faculty of discernment that explicitly state that this
faculty is particular to man. Bahya speaks of the “great kindness of intellect
and discernment (al-‘aql wa’l-tamyiz; Hebrew: ha-sekhel ve-ha-hakkarah)
that God has bestowed uniquely upon us, and not upon the other species of
animals.” According to Bahya, “*God’s reckoning and accounting of man will
be in accordance with the measure of his intellect and discernment. Whoever
has no intellect can have no human virtues at all, nor [be subject to] com-
mandments (kulafuhum; Hebrew: ha-misvot), reward, and punishment.”7?

Ibn Zaddik begins the first treatise of his Microcosm by stating that man
is distinguished from the other animals by “the intellect (ha-sekhel) in us,
[and?] the part of speech (mivta) in our nature through which we distinguish
between true and false.”™ According to Ibn Zaddig, man, unlike all the other

72 Bahya, Duties of the Heart (al-Hidayah ila fard'id al-qulab), ed. Joseph Kafah
(Jerusalem, 1973) 2.5:114; trans. Judah Ibn Tibbon, ed. and trans. Moses Hyamson, 2
vols, (Jerusalem: Feldheim Publishers, 1970) 1:160-63. Alternative translation:
“Whoever loses his intellect, loses all human virtues.” In the passage that follows,
Bahya speaks only of the intellect, and not discernment, and lists the various charae-
teristics of the intellect. Among them are that through the intellect, man distinguishes
between true and false, and between good and evil. It is not clear precisely what the
role of discernment is for Bahya. What is clear is that discernment is different from
intellect and that both must be developed in man for him to attain his end. See
further, Duties of the Heart 3.5 (Arabic: 156-57, Hebrew and English: 1:232-33). On
the relation between the intellect and discernment, see also Bahya's statement on the
internal senses in 1.10 (Arabic: 86-87, Hebrew and English: 114-17). Wolfson states
in “The Internal Senses in Latin, Arabic, and Hebrew Philosophic Texts,” reprinted in
Wolfson. Studies 1:287, that tamyiz (Hebrew: ha-hakkarah) in this context refers to
common sense, and supports his statement with the claim that this “‘has already been
shown' by S. Horovitz in his Die Psychologie bei den jiidischen Religionsphilosoph-
en des Mittelalters von Saadia bis Maimuni, 1V, " Die Psychologie des Aristotelikers
Abraham Ibn Daud’™ (Breslau, 1912) 256, n. 104 (see Wolfson, “Internal Senses™ 287,
n. 66). 1 do not agree. Moreover, Horovitz himself in this note is not certain: “The
identification of tamyiz with common sense remains still very questionable (sehr frag-
lich).”” Cf. Wolfson, “Internal Senses” 259, 261, and 289. On the distinction between
man and the other animals, Bahya.writes in 2.5 (Arabic: 115, Hebrew and English:
164-65) that man is distinguished from the other animals by speech (kalam; Hebrew:
dibbur).

1 [hn Zaddik, Microcosm 3. Cf. 35: "“We have no advantage over them [viz., the
other animals] other than in the intellect.” Mivta means “speech” or “utterance,” and
retains this meaning in the Microcosm, as is evident from the opening words of the
book: *“Praise to God, who gave tongues mivfa in order to praise Him.” (1). Yet the
term also is intimately connected with discernment. Ibn Zaddik writes that “'the true
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animals “discerns and investigates.” Thus he alone is subject to commands,
reward and punishment. The other animals are “completely devoid of intel-
lect and discernment (ha-sekhel ve-ha-hekker)” and accordingly did not
receive commandments and cannot possibly be rewarded or pﬁnished. All
men, however, though they may differ in color and characteristics (middot;
Arabic: akhlag?), have intellect and discernment (ha-sekhel wve-ha-
hekker). 74

From the above uses of tamyiz in Isaac Israeli, Saadiah, Bahya, and Ibn
Zaddik, which for the most part reflect current Arabic philosophiéal termino-
logy, it appears that the Jewish thinkers who preceded Maimonides agreed
that the faculty of discernment (al-tamyiz) is particular to man, and that they
did not consider it the only intellectual element that distinguishes man from
the other animals.

Jerusalem

meaning of mivta is discernment (ha-hekker)’ (6). Later he writes: “Thus it is clear
that the soul |'u|‘ man| knows and discerns, and this is the reason that we call it "the
soul of mivta,” for mivta is discernment”™ (39). This is the sense of mivta in this pas-
wage. Cf, 41-42. '

" Microcosm 39, 73, 34. Man must still develop his intellect (39, 42), and it is pos-
sible he may lose it through injury (34).
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SIX UNPUBLISHED MAIMONIDES LETTERS
FROM THE CAIRO GENIZAH

by

JOEL L. KRAEMER

To Professor Joshua Blau

In gathering material from the Genizah pertaining to the life and work of
Maimonides, I have been mainly attentive to unpublished documents, espe-
cially autographs. It is always gratifying and often surprising to come across
new unpublished manuscripts even in well-trodden paths. The Genizah
Maimonideana comprises roughly: (1) letters written by Maimonides: (2) let-
ters written to him; (3) documents concerning communal activities, such as
release of captives, community circulars, receipts for payments; (4) court
documents; (5) texts which mention him. In this study I wish to present six
unpublished letters preserved in Genizah collections, two written by Maimo-
nides, three to him, and one about him.

The value of documents, especially autographs, is immeasurable. Where-
as editing a literary text requires recovering the original by inspecting stem-
mata, and by eliminating corruption and contamination, a document is an
exemplar of the original in its authentic form. (To be sure, it is often damaged
by holes, faded writing, and stains, which all complicate the task of decipher-
ing.) And while in literary manuscripts, we find that speeches, conversations,
and quoted records have undergone revision and processing, a document
usually divulges the very words of the writer.!

Our Genizah documents open a window onto the lives of ordinary people
and treat common, quotidian concerns. In the documents presented here, we
find an inquiry to Maimonides about the surviving brothers of a murdered
merchant trying to recover their legacy; a brief note of his inviting a col-

I See also Albert Dietrich, Arabische Briefe aus der Papyrussamlung der Ham-
burger Staats-und Universitits-Bibliothek (Hamburg, 1955) 1-12. And see Paul
Muus, Textual Criticism (Oxford, 1958).
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league to a meeting; an apology to him from a cantor; an application to him
by the father of a medical student; a letter from a friend; and a letter by a
physician referring to an emergency visit to Maimonides. None of this is
earthshaking; on the contrary, the charm lies precisely in the minor details
that contribute to the general portrait of the Great Sage. And the letter to a
friend discloses an aspect of his personality—the poetic side—that is usually
disregarded.

1. Retrieving the Property of a Murdered Merchant
T-S 12.832
INTRODUCTION

Before my first visit to the Cambridge Genizah Collection in November
1987, 1 prepared a list of manuscripts to study, including this letter, which
was mentioned on a card in the Goitein Laboratory. When I first set eyes on
the document at Cambridge, 1 was struck by the resemblance of the script to
Maimonides' hand, an impression that was reinforced by comparisons with
specimens of Maimonides autographs (using tracings). When I returned to
Jerusalem and rechecked, 1 discovered that on another card Goitein had
indeed asterisked the shelf mark and compared the script to T-5 10 ] 20.5v,
which is a fine example of Maimonides’ handwriting.2 That our document is
an autograph was further confirmed by my colleague, Prof. M. A, Friedman.

The letter is presumably a draft copy, as it begins abruptly without
address, invocation, and preamble, and is unsigned. A clerk would then have
copied it, and the original would have been stored in the Maimonides
archive, which wound up in the Genizah. A less likely possibility is that in the
case of such a brief letter (or long note) formalities were dropped. The docu-
ment measures ca. 29 X 10 cm. The writing begins about 9 cm. from the top.
There is a 1 cm. margin at the bottom and the right side.?

2T-§ 10 J 20.5v has been published by Goitein, “A New Autograph by Mai-
monides and a Letter to Him from His Sister Miriam,” Tarbiz 32 (1963): 188
[Hebrew]; Moshe Gil, Documents of the Jewish Pious Foundations from the Cairo
Geniza (Leiden, 1976) 321-22: Isaac Shailat, ed., Letters and Essays of Moses Mai-
monides (Ma‘ale Adummim, A. M. 5747-48) 242-45. See also Stefan C. Reif, ed.,
Published Material from the Cambridge Genizah Collections: A Bibliography,
1896-1980 (Cambridge, 1988) 142.

s 1 first described our manuseript in “Maimonides  Letters Yield Their Secrets,”
Genizah Fragments (October 1988): 3-4.
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The message notifies a haver (member of the academy), evidently a
judge, that the letters he had written to Maimonides had arrived per Barakat
b. Ismacil al-Bazzaz.* A brother of Rarakit had been killed, presumably
murdered—a rare event in Genizah records—and left an estate to his surviv-
ing brothers. Maimonides response was evidently brought back to the haver
by Barakat.

Barakat informed Maimonides orally that the deceased had a number of
business partners with whom he had left goods> Now his heirs wish to
retrieve his assets. Maimonides instructs the haver to summon the partners to
court and pressure them to admit their debt to their former associate, as no
explicit evidence to this effect exists. The haver is advised to strive to nego-
liate a settlement between the deceased's former partners and his heirs. But if
the business associates are uncooperative, then the haver should bid those
who own up to the partnership to swear an “oath of partners” (as to the
amount the deceased had actually invested with them). Whoever obscures
matters, Maimonides concludes, refusing to admit a partnership, should be
subjected to an oath threatening him with a general ban.

In our case, as in a number of others, a private letter carries matters of
Jegal import, and thus resembles a legal responsum (teshuvah), though lack-
ing its formal markings. In this case, asin others. Maimonides acts as a higher
court instructing a lower court how to act.

TEXT
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i Barakat is Hebrew Berakhot. Ismacil often occurs in Genizah documents as the
Aruble equivalent of Samuel. The cognomen al-Bazzaz means " Cloth Merchant.”
{his may be a family byname rather than a cognomen of Barakat.

5 1f ul-Bazziz is taken as a family byname, and the deceased was in the family
husiness, he was a cloth merchant.




64 JOEL KRAEMER

HRYPRYD DN 7P ORI Y L9
"D IRANIRYR NOX3 TININD .10
DIDMAM DALY DIXIYR IENX .11
X1IP° IR "0V Yh 1y avhx o .12
voONM M°2 12 opn 0 R’Pa .13
MBRYR 313N X DY DA 14
D¥3%x 13° oY XD NbY .15
nYIWw %N 197w31 PR P 998 .16
g% *wa onar @ 91 pomwn .17
nMa by npRp RYY DW2 P .18
b oan yno® "wa .19
YT a7 .20

TRANSLATION

1% wish to inform the esteemed haver, may God preserve him, that the let-
ters which he wrote to me? and what pertains to them have arrived by means
of the elder® Barakat b. Ismacil al-Bazziz, may he rest in paradise.® They
report what happened to his brother, may he rest in paradise, who was killed,
as the One who is righteous in all His ways determined.'?

(The deceased) left his brothers as his heirs.!! (Barakat)!? mentioned to

5 Maimonides actually uses the first person plural ("we"") here, as elsewhere in his
letters.

7 The reading is land. The word may also be construed as laha, but this may be on
account of the ligature between the lamed and nun. The reading ilayna is less proba-
ble.

8 MS has al-shaykh, which often means simply “Mr.”

¢ The words ““may he rest in paradise” refer to Ismacil, the father of Barakat.

10 Cf. Ps. 145:17, The reference to divine determination was typical fagon de
parler at the time.

11 The MS has afiax for nax, perhaps under the influence of the previous nfixm.
The reading wa-taraka wirathahu ikhwatahu, taken as ““And he left his estate to his
brothers,” is syntactically difficult as it stands. We would have to assume the preposi-
tion li- ("to”’) before “brothers.”

Prof. Haggai Ben-Shammai suggests that the literal meaning is probably: **(The
deceased) left his heirs, who are his brothers” (reading: wurrathahu ikhwatahu),
noting that Maimonides himself apparently used both plural forms of warith, i.e.,
wurrdth, as in Teshuvot ha-Rambam (Responsa), ed. Joshua Blau (Jerusalem, 1986)
1.28, 158, and waratha, in 1.152, 166, 174. The translation follows his suggestion.
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me that his brother had left goods with certain men with whom he had busi-
ness dealings.

Do your utmost to summon'3 the litigants'* and to caution and intimidate
them in the name of God, may He be honored and extolled, so that they con-
fess in the absence of clear evidence.'® And mediate among them: perhaps
vou can settle the issues by compromise.'s If the litigants are unresponsive,
then any(one) of them who does own up to the partnership should swear an
oath of partners.'” And whoever equivocates and refuses to acknowledge a
partnership, in the absence of clear evidence against him. should have a ban
pronounced in his hearing.'s

May his welfare increase!

'2 MS appears to read hadha (“this one,”” namely, Barakat), but the final letter is
unclear and may be a hé?, thus vielding hadhihi, in which case the demonstrative pro-
noun refers to the letters.

13 MS has ihdar for standard ihdar; see for the phenomenon Joshua Blau, The
Emergence and Linguistic Background of Judaeo-Arabic, 2nd ed. (Jerusalem, 1981)
71 (unless this is simply an error).

4 That is, the former partners. The word is khusiim (sg. khasm), meaning “adver-
sary,” “opponent in a lawsuit,” etc.

15 The word is bayyina, meaning “clear evidence” and used in the sense of “testi-
mony’; see Emile Tyan, Histoire de l'organisation judiciaire en pays d'islam (Leiden,
1960) 237. And see Jon 1. Bloomberg, “Arabic Legal Terms in Maimonides™ Ph. D.
diss., Yale University, 1980, 72-74, where it is pointed out that in most places Mai-
monides uses bayyina to refer to witnesses. Ordinarily, the evidence would have to be
produced by the heirs (on behalf of the deceased), according to the principle, ""He
who exacts anything from another must produce proof.” See Maimonides, Mishneh
F'orah, Sheluhin we-Shuttafin, 5.8, In this case, the heirs have no physical evidence or
testimony to support their claim, and so the admission of the partners is required.

16 The last word is written saliha (tan) instead of saliha (tan); see above, n. 13. Less
likely is the reading sulha (tan). The word suggests ““appropriateness, fairness, justice,
compromise.” This is on the assumption that the opponents admit to the partnership
und to the deposit with them. The amount would then be adjudicated.

'" For the oath of partners (shevuat ha-shuttafin), see Mishneh Torah, Shevuot
I1.6; Sheluhin we-Shuttafin, 9. 1, 3, 8; To‘en we-Nitcan, 1.2 and see Responsa 1.74,
125, 184-86.

" That is, herem setam, or “ban in general terms”; see Sheluhin we-Shuttafin
0.9; Malweh we-Loweh 2.2. The herem setam was based on a Gaonic edict, according
to which a procedural ban and solemn curses were pronounced on anyone who avoid-
vl an obligation mentioned in the pronouncement, and on anyone who could testify
un Lo the location of such a person and his obligation and ablity to pay. "The person
thurged subjected himself to the ban and curses in the event that the accusation was
true, See, for instance, S. D, Goitein, A Mediterranean Society (Berkeley and Los
Angeles, 1967-88) 2.340-41
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2. A Note to al-Shaykh al-Watig
Inviting Him to a Meeting on the Sabbath

Mosseri IV,13 (L 19)
INTRODUCTION

This is a brief note, clearly an autograph, written somewhat carelessly,
perhaps in a hurry.'® Maimonides invites al-Shaykh al-Watiq to a meeting
on the Sabbath, which was to be convened among the elders,2 so as to deter-
mine what should be done concerning some matter. The meeting must have
related to communal affairs, for otherwise it could not have been held on the
Sabbath. Maimonides informs the recipient that a note of his has arrived but
that it was too wet to be read.?! In the margin, Maimonides urges al-Shaykh
al-Watiq to come on time. Perhaps the recipient was in the habit of arriving
late, or the meeting was urgent (or both).2?

A contemporary named al-Shaykh al-Watiq is known from other docu-
ments. He was the custodian of the famous synagogue at Dammiih and its
adjoining properties, located in Gizeh, across the Nile from Fustit. He was
the recipient of the autograph letter T-S 10 ] 20.5v, mentioned above.?* In
that letter Maimonides writes that he has sent him 40 dirhams for garbage
removal and 2 dirhams per diem for repairs, adding some dietary advice and
instructions concerning a Muslim lessee. The meeting mentioned in our
document may have related to the Dammih synagogue and property.

The man’s cognomen, al-Watiq, may be taken as an abbreviation for ha-

19 It is mentioned by Goitein, “Maimonides, Man of Action. . . in the Light of the
Geniza Documents,” Hommage a Georges Vajda (Louvain, 1980) 166, n. 47. See now
Catalogue of the Jack Mosseri Collection (Jerusalem, 1990) 74. The verso side con-
tains a note in which someone thanks Rabbenu Abraham b. Moses Maimonides for
fulfilling a request of his. Our note ends with the word we-shalom. According to
Goitein, Mediterranean Society 2.313, and 594, n. 3, this was a greeting to the scribe
who was to make a fair copy. If so, our note is a draft, which was stored in the Mai-
monides archive (see above, no. 1),

2 The elders (shuyiikh) here are the notables who acted as community leaders; see
Goitein, Mediterranean Society 2.58-61.

21 As the note evidently came from Dammiih (see below), which was across the
Nile from Fustat, it may have become wet in the crossing, or else from rain,

22 There are one or perhaps two afterthoughts in this tiny note. Maimonides signs
off in lines 4-5. It then occurs to him to add a comment concerning the recipient’s
prior note. Turning to the margin, he tells al-Shaykh al-Watig not to be late.

23 See above, n. 2.
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talmid ha-watiq (“seasoned scholar”), or it may be the Arabic epithet
wathig, meaning " trustworthy.” 2!

Al-Shaykh al-Watiq's full name was Abraham ha-Levi b. Yahya al-Najib
(al-Watiq).25 In ca. 1180, a piece of waqf land was leased to him in Dammiih
near the synagogue.?® The waqf land had been donated by Maimonides’
brother-in-law, Isaiah ha-Levi b. Misha’el, who had been made its adminis-
trator. A man called Watiq received a salary from the community of Fustat to
the tune of 16 dirhams per month in October 1181,27 and 10 dirhams for the
months of March-April 1182.28 In another document, from ca. 1185, we find
Maimonides” majlis (yeshiva) deciding that the debt for the poll tax of al-
Shaykh al-Najib Abraham b. Yahya ha-Levi should be paid from the income
of the pious foundation.?

Maimonides calls the previous memo sent by al-Shaykh al-Watiq a rug<
(“note,” “small piece of paper”). Our document is also a tiny note.3* It may
be taken as typical of memos used for daily communication, and this is its
charm and interest.

TEXT
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2 Goitein, "New Autograph,” 188, n. 14, prefers Watiq, as does Moshe Gil; see
next note. To be sure, Hebrew watig and Arabic wathig have a common orthography
(und etymology), and were similar in pronunciation and meaning. The root sense is
“reliability,” “trustworthiness™.

% See Gil, Documents 319. Al-Najib means ““noble,”” “aristocratic.”

" Ms. T-S 10 ] 4.11v. See Simha Assaf, Texts and Studies in the History of Israel
(Jerusalem, 1946) 158-59 [Hebrew]; Gil, Documents no. 75, pp. 319-21. A wagqf is a
plous foundation (Heb. hegdesh, godesh).

21 Ms. Oxford, Bodleian Heb. f 56.43 (2821.16). See Gil, Documents no. 81, pp.
330-32

M-S 8] 11.7. See Gil, Documents no. 82, pp. 332-34 and see the entries in Reif,
ibliography 118. The document is a leaf from a notebook of accounts for Abu
| Ilnyn‘;m mostly written in the hand of Samuel b. Saadya, an associate of Mai-
monides.

MS D(avid) K(aufmann) XXI, ed. Gil, Documents no. 77, pp. 323-24.

| have used a photograph of the document in the Goitein Lab. It is quite tiny,
mensuring ca. 8 x 7 em. and appears to be an exact-size replica.

1" At this point Maimonides wrote the word idha and then reconsidered and
stroked it out
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TRANSLATION

Would the Shaykh al-Watiq, may God preserve him, enter (the town),*?
so that the meeting may be convened with him on the Sabbath in the pre-
sence of the elders, and it will be decided what is to be done. And may his
welfare increase! As for his note, it arrived too wet to be read.

margin

It is particularly important that you not come late. Greetings.

3. An Apology from Cantor She’erit
Or. 1080 ] 33
INTRODUCTION

This is a letter from a Cantor She’erit to a man named Moses, a physi-
cian.3® The letter is deferential and in a style normally used for addressing

someone of high rank.®

32 The word dakhala, as used here, does not mean “'to enter one’s house™ but “to
enter town’; see also Goitein, "New Autograph” 186. We may take this to mean that
Maimonides urged al-Shaykh al-Watiq to come to Fustat and stay for the Sabbath.
Dammiih, as said, was located across the river from Fustat.

33 The document is cited by Goitein in Mediterranean Society 2.89 and 541, n.
117 and “Maimonides’ Life in the Light of the Geniza Documents,” Peragim 4
(1966): 42. ‘ .

3 Goitein, ““Maimonides™ Life” 42, dates the letter close to the beginning of Mui-
monides’ residence in Egypt, presumably because his usual epithets, e.g. ha-rav
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Who is the writer? A cantor called Sheerit received a loan in Mahalla in
the year 1160. His full name was She’erit Hod ha-Hazzanim (" Glory of the
Cantors™') b. Shemaryahu, Pe'er ha-Hazzanim (" Pride of the Cantors™).3
Another She'erit, called ha-Hazzan Pe’er ha-Hazzanim, is mentioned else-
where as having two sons.3® A certain She'erit b. Masliah ha-Hazzan ha-Levi
is mentioned in MS ENA 4011.64 as having signed as a witness on a docu-
ment in 1178 concerning a widow, and in fol. 20 of the same volume he signs
a communal agreement as a witness.?” Both She'erit b. Shemaryahu and
She'erit b. Magliah would certainly fit chronologically, but there is no way to
determine whether either She'erit was identical with our man. The name
seems to have been popular among cantors.

The document measures ca. 29 X 10 em. The main body of the writing
starts about 6.5%tm. from the top. The address on the back is in Arabic char-
acters. The style of the letter is somewhat similar to that of Arabic petitions.?
The letter has a title (tarjama) with the writer's name; but the invocation
(Arabic basmala, or its Hebrew equivalent) is lacking, as is the initia! bene-
diction; however he begins with “His servant kisses his feet.”’s9

The writer, Sheerit, apologizes to the recipient, Moses, for not executing
a certain (apparently confidential) assignment and requests a delay. He and
Moses have decided upon a course of action to be carried out the next day,
but someone has invited She’erit to conduct a circumcision ceremony at the
synagogue of the Tragians at that time 4 Sheerit therefore asks Moses to per-

ha-gadol be-yisra'el, are lacking. Here he is called ha-sar ha-rofe” he-hakham we-
ha-naven. He is called ha-sar ha-gadol in T-S 13 ] 84.8 (which I plan to publish), and
he-hakham we-ha-navon in T-S J 2.78 (published by Goitein, “*Maimonides. Man of
Action,” 161-67).

MS Or. 1080 ] 27 is a letter to Rabbenu Moshe, called ha-sar ha-nikhbad (" Our
leacher Moses, the Honored Prince’™), who is evidently not Moses b, Maimon. See
Wil Bibliography 404 (and add now Mediterranean Society 5.537, n. 354).

" See T-S 18 ] 1.26, cited by Goitein, “*Maimonides™ Life,” 42. Mediterranean
Soctety 2541, n. 117, See also Jacob Mann, The Jews in Egypt and Palestine under
the Fatimid Caliphs (New York, 1970) 293. (See Reif, Bibliography 180.) Goitein also
mentions another Cantor She’erit who was co-proprietor of a house in Fustat in 1238,
necording to T-S NS ] 383,

WSee T-5 13 J 19.14.

""As I am informed by Prof. M. A. Friedman.

" See below, n. 64,

" This language is usually reserved for people of eminence, such as rulers, high
olticials, and judges.

0 See below, n. 47,
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mit him to postpone the assignment until after the Sabbath, or until when-
ever Moses sees fit.

The cantor is concerned that if he refuses to do the circumcision, people
will say that he declined only because the man who asked him was poor.*!
“You know our colleagues!” She erit explains that he is steadily employed at
the synagogue of the Iragians to conduct circumcision ceremonies and take
care of like matters. He suggests that if postponement is impossible, Moses
should find someone else. She'erit will compensate him in some other way in
the future. Then in a kind of postscript She’erit adds that, although the cir-
cumcision has already taken place that very day, he neglected informing
Moses because of his concern with other matters—his son and an impending
trip. Cantors often traveled to display their talents, make announcements, act
as envoys, and even engage in commerce.*?

TEXT
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11 Fees were taken for conducting circumcisions. See, for example, Goitein, Medi-
terranean Society 2.86, 3.232.

12 The role and functions of the cantor are discussed by Goitein, Mediterranean
Society 2.219-24.

# The writer began to place the word too close to the margin, and so deleted it by
a stroke.
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I'he servant of his honor,
She'erit the cantor

To his honor, our master and teacher, the prince,* the wise and discern-
Ing physician, Moses, may God preserve him. His servant She'erit kisses his
foet, may God safeguard his excellency.

W 1 he epithet sar is normally used for government officials.
0 Phe word ma‘alin means literally “noble” or “excellent” things, but as used
Beve 1t has the sense of “his excellency,” “his eminence,” etc.
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Atter 1 visited you, and the matter you know was decided* between us, a
nan came to me requesting that I conduct a circumcision ceremony tomor-
row morning in the (synagogue of the) Iragians,*” may it flourish as long as
Israel lasts.s

Would his honor kindly give me a stay until after the Sabbath,# or else do
as he sees fit, so that (people) nots! say that because (the man) is poor
(She'erit) slighted him, and were he rich he would have come and performed
the ceremony for him. You know our colleagues!s2

Your servant is steadily engagedss in (the synagogue of) the Iragians in
this and like matters. If you cannot give me a postponement, take a(nother)
cantor if you wish, and I shall compensate you in some other way. T inform
you, and await a reply from your honor, with your unstinting indulgence, 54
May you never lack those who serve and love you.

Whereas this matter came up this morning in the synagogue, I neglected
informing you on account of your servant’s concern with his son and his jour-

% Or “settled” (tagarrara).

" The synagogue of the Iragians, or Babylonians, was one of the two main Rab-
banite synagogues in Fustdt, the other being that of the Palestinians (were the Geni-
zah chamber is located). The synagogue of the Iragians was in Qasr al-Rim (= Qagr
al-Shame), near the Mu‘allaga Church. See the references in Gil, Documents 93-97,
especially 94, n. 102,

* For the expression al-mamar, see M. A. Friedman, Jewish Polygyny in the
Middle Ages (Jerusalem and Tel Aviv, 1986) 61, n. 1] [Hebrew). The Arabic word
amara has a broad semantic range: “to be inhabited, populated, cultivated, pros-
perous.”

9 This need not mean immediately after the Sabbath, but even the next week.

*" In petitions the petitioner often asks that the official act according to his best
judgment (husn al-ray, ete.); see Geoffrey Khan, “The Historical Development of
the Structure of Medieval Arabic Petitions,” BSOAS 53 (1990): 9, 14-24.

*' MS reads: KXY, See Joshua Blau, A Grammar of Medieval Judaeo-Arabic
(Jerusalem, 1961) 226, n. 30 [Hebrew],

%2 She’erit presumably alludes to his fellow cantors. As they received emoluments
for their services, there must have been keen competition and envy among them.

% Or "is tenured” (gavu‘a). The position of cantor was often temporary, and many
were itinerant. For qavu‘a in this sense, see T-§ 10]11.4, ed. Gil, Documents no 140,
pp. 467-70 (line 6 , and 469, n. 2. And see Goitein, Mediterranean Society 2.223 and
431 (App. A, sec, 155).

* The words wa’l-fusha wa’l-idhn are probably best taken as a hendiadys.
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ney.> Now I inform you about the matter. Let it not be thought that I had
any intention but to serve you, on my oath.

Verso

To his honor, the sublime, most majestic, and lordlys6 court, 57 Moses, the
sun of sages, may God perpetuate his glory.5s

4. The Father of a Medical Student Writes to Moses
T-5 16.29]
INTRODUCTION

This letter is from the father of a medical student to the judge and physi-
cian Moses.?® Goitein identified the recipient of the letter as Maimonides, for
no other distinguished physician and judge named Moses lived at this time.

* The expression shughl qalb occurs often in Genizah documents, and means
“worry,” “preoccupation,” ete. To make matters worse, the cantor did not inform the
recipient on time, He gives as an excuse preoccupation with his son, who may have
been ill, and his journey.

** Reading al-sayyidi. the reading al-sanadi, which also fits here, appears less [ike-
ly nrlhugruphica”y. For these titles ip adjectival form, see, for instance, Stern. “Three
Petitions of the Fatimid Period,” Oriens 15 (1962): 184,

*" The word majlis (“assembly,” “audience hall,”" ete.) is used here by metonymy
as an honorific mode of address; of. “bench” in English for addressing a judge. See
also 5. M. Stern, “Maimonides’ Correspondence with the Scholars of Provence,” Zion
16 (1951): 31-32 [Hebrew], comparing the use of majlis to that of the Arabic word
hadra (“presence.” “honor,” ete.). The expression majlis hadratiha is used regarding
Maimonides in T-S 12.822, ed. and trans. by Israel Friedlaender, “Ein Gratulation.
bricf an Maimonides,” Festschrift zu Hermann Cohens Siebzigstem Geburstage (Ber-
lin, 1912) 257-64.

™ Reading <zzahu. Also possible but less covincing orthographically is <umrahu

"It is often mentioned by Goitein; see Jewish Education in Muslim Countries
Hased on Records from the Cairo Geniza (Jerusalem, 1962) 198-99 [Hebrew]; ““The
Medical Profession in Cairo Geniza Documents,” HUCA 34 (1963): 185, 189; ““Mui-
monides’” Life” 36-37; “Maimonides, Man of Action” 163, n. 34; Mediterranean
Soclety 2.248, 577; and see 3.225, 311, 473, 496, Palestinian Jewry in Early Islamic
and Crusader Times, ed. Joseph Hacker (Jerusalem, 1980) 326,n. 28; and see Reif,
Ribliography 258,
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Another piece of evidence is the reference to Maimonides’ nephew, al-
Shaykh al-Talmid al-Zaki, as being the addressee’s assistant.®® The writer
erroneously makes him the son of Maimonides™ brother David rather than of
his sister.6' Meir b. al-Hamadhani®® is otherwise unattested, aside from a
letter of his to the famous judge Elijah b. Zechariah. %3

The epistle is a request that Maimonides accept the writer's son Abi
Mansir as a medical assistant, and is in the form of a petition or appeal. The
form of the Arabic petition, which varied slightly from the late Fatimid
through the Ayyabid and Mamlik periods,® began with a tarjama (name of
the writer, etc.) and an invocation, to the left and right respectively. (In
Judaco-Arabic documents, three or four verses from the Bible usually fol-
low.) There ensue blessings upon the recipient, generally a ruler or high offi-
cial, after which comes the exposition introduced by phrases such as " Your
slave kisses the ground before the lord . . . and reports that.”” And lastly there
are additional blessings upon the recipient.

Our letter follows this pattern. It teems with blessings and praise. After
the.words *“ Your servant kisses the ground” we expect “"and reports that . . .~
But instead Meir inserts more salutations before getting to his exposition.
And even after the word wa-yunhi (“and reports”) he goes into further prole-
gomena before getting to the point. The florid tributes are considerably
longer than the message itself. The father's eagerness to enlist his son in
Maimonides™ service shines through every line.

60 On al-Talmid al-Zaki see below, n. 93.

61 We know of David's daughter from Maimonides’ letter to R. Japheth ha-
Dayyan; see ed. Shailat, 229, line 8. And see A. H. Freimann, “The Genealogy of
Maimonides' Family,” Alumma 1 (1935): 23.

62 That is, he or his family were from the town of Hamadhan in Iran.

63 See T-§ 10 ] 12.10, cited by Goitein in, e.g., Education 199, n.280; “Medical
Profession”” 185, n. 34. Similar epithets are used by Meir for the judge Elijah; indeed,
from the word le-rosh in line 10 to Snyan in line 12 the language is virtually the same.
Both documents are written by the same hand. On Elijah, see A. Motzkin, " The
Arabic Correspondence of Judge Elijah and His Family,” diss. University of Pennsyl-
vania, 1965.

64 See Samuel M. Stern, “Three Petitions of the Fatimid Period,” 182, 184; and
*Petitions from the Ayyabid Period,” BSOAS 27 (1964): 2, 13, 21, etc; Fatimid
Decrees (London, 1964) 93-102; and see D. S. Richards, A Fiatimid Petition and
“Small Decree’ from Sinai,” 108, 3 (1973): 140-58; Khan, *Historical Development”
8-30.
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The document measures 37.5 X 12.5 ¢cm. and is torn off at the end. The
reverse side has a medical prescription. Once the front had served its purpose
the paper was reused.
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TRANSLATION

The least of the servants of my lord,

In the name of the Lord® Meir b. al-Hamadhini

But the lowly shall inherit the land,
and delight in abundant well-being. %

Mark the blameless, note the upright,
for there is a future for the man of integrity.®

% The abbreviation bet he’ represents be-shem ha-shem. This and other formulae
replace the Muslim basmala in Jewish documents (although this also occurs).

66 Pg. 37:11. The four verses heading the letter all end with the word shalom; the
first alludes to the modesty of the recipient; see Goitein, Education 198.

67 Ps. 37:37.

|
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Let me hear what God, the Lord, will speak;
He will promise well-being [to his people].®

The Lord bestow His favor upon you and grant you peace!®

May the many salutations,™ flowing from the four rivers of Paradise,
supported by God's victorious right hand,”2 and the abundant blessings writ-
ten in the Torah, the Mishnah, and the Gemara™ all be a crown of majesty
upon the head of his eminent dignity, diadem of glory, our master and
teacher, crown of our heads, Moses, the leading prince,™ perfect as a full
moon, the distinguished judge,” may our God preserve him and may our
Holy One succor him, raise his fortune and banner on high. fulfill all his
needs, give life to his son,” and permit him to witness his joy and marriage.
May (God) place (his son) upon his seat in his lifetime, and have him tuake the
place of his sacred ancestors.”” May he fulfill for him the words of Seripture,

% Ps, 85:9.

" Num. 6:26.

% The first eleven lines (7-17) of the letter are in Hebrew rhymed prose.

" Gen. 2:10.

2 L 1sa. 41:10.

™ The word is halakhot, lit. “legal precepts.”

" Ha-sar ha-tifsar; see Jer. 51:27 and Nah. 3:17, where JPS translates “marshal.”
I'or the epithet sar, see above, n. 34.

" Goitein maintained that Moses Maimonides was not a judge; see " Maimonides’
Iife”" 36, where he argues that Maimonides was not a judge who made decisions
rearding litigants but a rav, or in Islamic terms, a mufti. In a previous article he had
relerred to Maimonides as a “chief justice”; see “Maimonides as Chief Justice,” JOR
19 (1959), 191-204, esp. 192. And see ""Maimonides, Man of Action,” 166-67, his last
stutement on the issue, where he reaffirms that Maimonides was not a judge. It is my
understanding that Maimonides (with his associates) acted as an appellate court, hut
this is not the place to treat this issue. In any event, the title ha-dayyan ha-mesuyyan
wus among the honorific epithets used by Meir in his letter to the judge Elijah (sce
whove n. 63).

" The word used for son is hamud, lit. “dear one,” as was common. Moses Mai-
monides” son Abraham was born in 1186, which is thus the terminus a quo for our
document. For the expression “may He give life to his son™ with regard to Abraham,
s also Blau, Responsa 362, line 5.

CE 1 Kings 3:6. This blessing was often bestowed upon community leaders and
ulliclals, see Goitein, Mediterranean Society 3.225. In a small note to Maimonides,
|5 NS | 477 (which I plan to publish elsewhere), the writer expresses the hope that
lie will see his son Rabbenu Abraham occupy his seat in his lifetime, quoting the verse
which immediately follows here.
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“Your sons will succeed your ancestors; you will appoint them princes
throughout the land.” ™ Amen. Selah.

Your servant kisses the earth before the majlis™ of the lord, the most
majestic head, 5 man of knowledge and action,®' the competent elder,82 may
the star of his fortune never sink, and may his luck be forever resplendent.
May his success exceed his wish, and may blessings follow his undertakings as
he desires.®

May greetings for this felicitous holiday of Passover reach him.

May the Holy One, blessed be He, grant him delightful vears,® ““to gaze
upon the beauty of the Lord, to frequent His temple.”8 And may he have the
privilege of eating the Passover sacrifices which shall be accepted by the
Lord's altar#” with rejoicing, he and his son and all his associates. Amen.
Selah.

And (your servant) conveys®® his great desire (to gaze upon) the freshness
of his (lord’s) happy countenance, his yearning for his fragrance, and his sor-

™ Ps. 45:17.Goitein (see reference in previous note) says that this is “[t]he Bible
verse most frequently quoted in the Geniza" It was used, he adds, in letters to high
dignitaries, such as heads of the community, judges, and great scholars, but also in
ordinary family letters.

% The word majlis may also be translated ““honor.” See above, note 57.

80 Al-rayyis al-ajall. Maimonides is often called rayyis (or ra’is—the more classical
form). The title is ambiguous, as it served as an abbreviation of ra7s al-yahiid and was
also applied per se to physicians.

81 The scribe began to write the first word as al-@mil and then corrected to al-
qlim. The expression "man of knowledge and action” was applied to Muslim rulers;
see, for example, Stern, “Two Ayyabid Degrees from Sinai,” 19. It is used for Solo-
mon, son of Judge Elijah b. Zechariah, in T-5 13 ] 22.9; ed. Motzkin, *Judge Elijah,”
1.196-99, 2.144-46; Goitein, Education 82-84.

52 Al-shaykh al-sadid. The word sadid was a common epithet for physicians,
occasionally used as a proper name.

8 The word jadid means “new,” “unprecedented,” ete., but may also allude to
jadd, “fortune,” “luck.”

8t This is a cleverly formulated sentence with wordplay on the stem w-f-g, which
appears in the forms wifdq, tawfiq, wagf. Tawfig is not simply “success” but “divinely
given success.”

85 Cf. Job 36:11. The word for “delightful,” ne‘emin, is in the masculine gender
after a feminine noun by poetic license (in rhymed prose). (In Job it is also masculine
but as used adverbially—ba-neemim.)

% Ps. 27:4.

87 This is taken from the Passover Haggadah.

8 Wa-yunhi. . . is the phrase which initiates the exposition in petitions.
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row for forfeiting the harvest of his pearls of wisdom, the privilege of kissing
the carpet of his audience hall, basking in the luminance of his precious
gems, and relishing his company—what the tongue cannot describe nor the
hand set down in writing.?® May he continue to be well and secure as long as
time lasts, and (may God) preserve him from vicissitudes.

Our lord knows, may God the exalted give him success, that human souls
naturally seek to ascend, and strive to accede to the ultimate abodes of transi-
tion and eternity. They wish this when the paths are pure and the passes
secure, and strive their utmost. And their Lord succeeds their way and guides
them.90

In view of the above, the son of your servant, Abit Mansiir, has had the
notion to join®! {our) lord, to enjoy the privilege of his proximity and to
become one of his assistants.®2 For he found out that al-Shaykh al-Talmid
al-Zaki, the nephew of (our) lord,®® may God preserve him, has gone else-

8 Letterwriters typically began by portraying their yearning for the recipient.
Apart from the motif, we may take these phrases as indicating thatrthe writer had
actually visited Maimonides™ court.

9 The language here is philosophical (Neoplatonic) and mystical. The writer deli-
cately introduces the subject of medicine, whose justification is said to be its power to
remove illness and enable a human being to ascend to spiritual attainments. We find
the same theme in the letter of the anonymous inquirer to Maimonides in T-S 16.290
(trans. Joel L. Kraemer, “Two Letters of Maimonides from the Cairo Genizah,” Mai-
monidean Studies 1 [1990]: 92-98); and the letter to Maimonides requesting medical
advice, in T-S Ar. 46.97, ed. S. M. Stern, “Ten Autographs by Maimonides,” in Mai-
monidis Commentarius in Mischnam, ed. S. D. Sassoon (Copenhagen, 1966) 3.28,
where the writer explains that his entire aim in requesting a prescription of medical
advice is to seek the nearness of God. And see Goitein, Education 199, citing a similar
topos pertaining to the study of medicine, in a letter to Judah Halevi from Judah b.
Sumuel of Badajoz; A Letter from Judah Ben Samuel of Badajoz, Castille, to Judah
Hallevi,”" Tarbiz 30 (1960): 379-84. OQur writer wishes to impress on Maimonides that
lils son’s motives are not mercenary.

"' The word ittisal is often used for the conjunction of the human soul with the
Active Intellect in philosophical locution.

" The term is mamlik, used for slaves, particularly military slaves, but also in the
wise of assistant, pupil, as here. The son Abli Mansir may be the Shaykh al-Ra’is
Abt Mangir mentioned in T-S 13 J 22.24, ed. Goitein, Palestinian Jewry 326.

" MS reads walad akhi al-mawla, lit. “son of the lord’s brother.” Goitein suggests,
In Education 199, and “Maimonides™ Life,” 37, that Meir b. al-Hamadhini, writing
apparently from Alexandria, confused the son of Maimonides’ sister with the son of his
lrother. In ““Maimonides™ Life” 37, Goitein adds that in the original letter ukht
(“wister”) was written, but the copyist erred and wrote akhi; and see Mediterranean
Noclety 2.577, n. 37,
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where. If not for this, (Aba Mansir) would not dare broach this matter. Who
can don the garment of the proud and who can follow his ways?

If the lord desires to have him and responds favorably to his request and
accepts him, let him favor him with a note from his audience hall, so that
(Abii Mansir) may present himself to him, in order that his responsibilities
may be decided, with the help of the Almighty. And he will follow what they
order him to do.** Whatever arrangement there was with al-Shaykh al-Zaki
he will surpass, and this is his aim. .. .%

5. A Letter of Friendship to Maimonides
T-S 10 K 8.14
INTRODUCTION

It is unusual to find unpublished letters relating to Maimonides in the
Cambridge volumes bound in the early part of the century. Such is document
T-S 10 K 8.14, which, to my knowledge, has never been published.?s This is

For Abu l-Rida, called al-talmid al-zaki (i.e., al-dhaki;, “the Brilliant Scholar™),
Yisuf b. ‘Abdallah, see Ibn al-Qifti, Ta¥ikh al-hukama®, ed. Julius Lippert (Leipzig,
1903) 319 (Abu I-Rida Tabib) (s.v. Misa b. Maymin). See also A. H. Freimann,
“Genealogy,” 36-37. He copied Maimonides’ medical work, Fusal Misa fi’l-tibb. An
autograph copy from the Ducal Library of Gotha, completed in A. H. 602 (began 18
August, 1205), is now in the Friedenwald Collection at the Hebrew University. Abu
l-Rida says that he copied the first twenty-four chapters during the life of Mai-
monides and chapter 25 after he died. (This, it may be added, supports the accepted
date for Maimonides  death in 1204.) See Max Meyerhof, Un glossaire de matiére
médicale composé par Maimonide (Cairo, 1940) Introduction. liv; Suessmann Munt-
ner, (Medical) Aphorisms of Moses (Jerusalem, 1959) Introduction ix, xxii-xxiii. And
see Goitein, “‘Maimonides, Man of Action” 163 and n. 33.

9 When a petition was given to a ruler or high official, and he acceded to the
request, he would pass it on to a clerk to execute it. The word majlis refers literally to
the audience hall, or consilium, of Maimonides.

9 The document breaks off here.

9% Nor have I found any mention of the letter. It is the final document in the
volume, which consists of Maimonides material. For published documents from the
same volume, see Reif, Bibliography 147. Prof. Haggai Ben-Shammai read the docu-
ment with me at Cambridge and made valuable suggestions. Prof. Ezra Fleischer
kindly responded to my inquiries, as did my colleague, Dr. Tova Rosen-Moked whose
guidance was vital.
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a brief letter from a friend to Moses b. Maimon, whose name appears, along
with characteristic honorific epithets. The writer is not signed, and thus we
are in the dark as to his identity. It was not unusual in letters between inti-
mate friends for the signature to be omitted, as the handwriting would be
immediately recognized.?” The single page we have is presumably the entire
letter, although it is possible that one or more other pages followed. If so,
then a signature may have been affixed at the end.

The document is well preserved. The script is square and well formed,
perhaps in the hand of the writer. The document measures ca. 18 X 14 cm.
The margins are neat and well set; top 2 em., bottom 1.5 em., right 1.5 em.,
left varies from 0.5 to 1 em.

The writer begins, after the invocation and a single verse from Scripture,
with the customary benediction, and then goes on with an expression of
yearning and regret for being distant from the addressee, a standard motif in
private letters. The correspondent explains his failure to write previously; he
had suffered hardships and illness. Having recuperated, he thinks of Mai-
monides, recalling a strophic poem (muwashshah) which expresses his quali-
ties. This is a poem of friendship by Judah Halevi, addressed to Moses Ibn
lzra, <

We thus learn that the writer lived at some distance from Maimonides
and remained in touch with him by mail. Who was this intimate friend? A
likely candidate would be Maimonides™ pupil Joseph b. Judah Ibn Simon,
who emigrated to Aleppo, from where he corresponded. Joseph did undergo
adversities and illnesses, and there may be other reasons for taking him as
the writer. But since we have no hard evidence that our letter was indeed
from Joseph, we should leave the question open, avoiding the fallacy of over-
fllentification, by which an unknown X is equated with someone familiar,
faute de mieux. 98

I'he letter is quite intimate. The writer expresses love (mahabba) for Mai-

Y hee Goitein, Mediterranean Society 5.456.

" Joseph b Judah is the pupil for whom Maimonides wrote the Guide. As for his
sillering, see, for instance, T-S | 2.74, published by Jacob Mann, Jews 1.246 and
A0t ds really our Joseph who is intended, as Mann suggests. To be sure, crises
wid pesses were far from rare. In the Hebrew letter which accompanied the Guide,
Mulimonides expresses love for his pupil, but in moderately erotic language; see D. H.
Waneth, Moses Matmonides, Epistles (Jerusalem, 1946, 1985) n. 3, pp. 12-16. And
note the erotie language in Joseph's allegorical letter; Baneth, no. 4, pp. 22-24 (in
whivh the Guide is the beloved).
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monides, signifying his feelings by citing an erotic poem, which he assumed
Maimonides would recognize. Maimonides, to be sure, was familiar with
Judah Halevi's Kuzari. From here we learn that he also knew Halevi's poetry.
This should not surprise us, although the scholarly consensus takes Mai-
monides’ negative references to poetry as a token that he held this genre in
disdain.?® This, for an Andalusian, is prima facie implausible. Maimonides’
exquisite rhymed prose in a letter to Joseph b. Judah and his own poetry indi-
cate otherwise.19?

The muwashshah (strophic poem) of Judah Halevi, Ahar gelot sod, was
written for Moses Ibn Ezra and sent to him with an accompanying letter,
beginning Yesha® yigrav.'9' The first part of the accompanying letter was
published by Israel Davidson; its continuation was discovered and published
in its entirety by Shraga Abramson.'® In his letter, Halevi says that he had

9 See, for instance, Salo W. Baron, “The Historical Outlook of Maimonides,”
PAAJR 6 (1934-51): 8, n. 4. And see Isadore Twersky, Introduction to the Code of
Maimonides (New Haven, 1980), 250-51 (but cf. n. 29, where “Maimonides’ rather
complicated attitude” is noted), and 409, n. 135. I shall treat Maimonides’ outlook on
poetry on another occasion.

0 His response to Joseph b. Judah’s allegoric poem is written in rhymed prose in
allegoric style, with clever allusions to the Bible and keen wit; see Baneth, Epistles no.
5, pp. 27-30. Consider also his appreciation of the poems and magamas of Joseph
from Alexandria, in the Arabic letter accompanying the Guide; ed. Baneth no. 2, p. 7;
trans. Shlomo Pines (Chicago, 1962) 3. And for Maimonides’ poems, see M. Stein-
schneider, *‘Moreh Meqom ha-Moreh,” in Kobez al Jad 1 (1885): 1-31; W. Bacher,
“Hebriische Verse von Maimuni,” MGW] 53 (1909): 581-88; Schirmann, “Ha-
Rambam we-ha-shirah ha-<ivrit,” Moznaim 3 (1935): 433-36. In MS T-S ] 2.39 1
have found a copy of the poem that heads the Guide (trans. Pines, opposite p. 3): "My
knowledge goes forth to point out the way . . ."" (to be discussed elsewhere). It appears
to be in Maimonides own hand. For Maimonides’ views on strophic poems, see Y.
Yahalom, “The Context of Hebrew Imitations of Muwassahdt in Egypt, ** Poesia
Estrophica, ed. F. Corriente and A. Sdenz-Badillos, 360-64.

101 For the poem, see H. Brody, Diwan des Abu-l-Hasan Jehuda ha-Levi (Berlin,
1894-1930) 1.135-37, no. 93, with notes on 223-24. The poem was reedited by Shraga
Abramson, A Letter of Rabbi Judah ha-Levi to Rabbi Moses Ibn Ezra,” in Hayyim
(Jefim) Schirmann Jubilee Volume, ed. S. Abramson and Aaron Mirsky (Jerusalem,
1970) 409 [Hebrew]. See also the version in S. M. Stern, “Imitations of Arabic
Muwashshahat in Spanish Hebrew Poetry,” Tarbiz 18 (1947): 170 [Hebrew].

w2 See 1. Davidson, Genizah Studies in Memory of Doctor Solomon Schechter,
vol. 3 (New York, 1928) 319 [Hebrew], on the basis of T-S Loan 46 (now T-§ Misc.
35.46).0n its back it is said to be the letter that Halevi wrote to Moses Ibn Ezra,
Abramson, “‘Letter,” 404-8, on the basis of T-S Loan 2.19 (now Misc. 35.46), gives
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come from Christian Spain to enjoy the friendship of the great luminaries,
the sages of Spain, and to bask in their light. He wandered about, eventually
finding his way to these comrades. They caused him joy and inspired him
with poems of friendship and the wine of love. He joined their majlis.'** On
one occasion, during a soirée, his confréres attempted to imitate a poem by
Ibn Ezra, Layl mahshevot atra."® They succeeded with the beginning only,
and turned to Halevi to carry it to completion. At first declining, the poet
then tried his hand, the result being the poem Ahar gelot sod.

Imitation of a poem in structure, meter, and rhyme was popular among
Arab bards. This often took the form of a competition in emulation (mu<r-
ada) of the style of another poet. Judah Halevi's letter gives us the actual mise
en scéne of this kind of rivalry. The muwashshah, or strophic poem, was
particularly suited for imitation; it was built on stanzas and refrains, and set
to music. Set to music, the muwashshah became popular, and imitations
abounded. 195 Scribes of diwans would mark the melody (lahn) in superscrip-
tions to these poems.

The poem Ahar gelot sod is, as stated above, an erotic poem. The poet
begins by asking why he should continue concealing his secret when it—
namely, his cup on the left and his beloved on the right—has already been
revealed and nothing remains to hide.!° He enjoins an (imagined) critic, who

facsimiles of both manuscipts. The letter and its social context is discussed by J. Schir-
mann, Studies in the History of Hebrew Poetry and Drama (Jerusalem, 1979)
1.253-55 [Hebrew]. See also Stern, “Imitations” and Rosen-Moked, The Hebrew
Girdle Poem (Muwashshah) in the Middle Ages (Haifa, 1985) 77-79 [Hebrew].

103 That is, their circle of friendship; I have written on these majalis in Eastern
Islam in Humanism in the Renaissance of Islam (Leiden, 1986) Index, 318. We find
Halevi present at another such majlis, mentioned by Joseph Ibn al-<Agnin, in his
Commentary on Song of Songs, Hitgalut ha-sodot we-hofa‘at ha-me’orot, ed. A. H.
Hulkin (Jerusalem, 1964) 176-78.

11 See H. Brody, Diwan Moses Ibn Ezra, Shire ha-Hol (Berlin, 1935), no. 238, p.
274, Moses Ibn Ezra wrote his poem in honor of Joseph Ibn Saddiq. The poem is also
useribed to Joseph b, Saddiq (written for Joseph ha-Levi b. Megas); see Yonah David,
I'he Poems of Joseph Ibn Zaddik (New York, 1982) 36-38. Schirmann, Studies 254,
sigpests that the circle met in Cordova, the hometown of Ibn Saddiq. Stern has
shown, in “Imitations,” 168, that the poem of Moses Ibn Ezra Layl Mahshevot is
bused on a muwashshah of the Arab poet Aba Bakr al-Abyad. The poem is cited by
i Khaldin, The Mugaddimah, trans. Franz Rosenthal (New York, 1958) 3.444-45.

1 See Stern, 'Imitations,” 166.

108 The poet usually conceals his love out of fear of an envier or critic (a common
theme in Arabic poetry).
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rebukes the poet for loving his gazelle!” and for indulging in the cup of
pleasures, not to interfere. The lover will do the opposite of what his critic
says. The gazelle’s mouth is pressed to a cup of wine as though kissing. The
critic should flee; his chiding heals not. The lover desires to hear flute music
mingled with the sound of wine in his jug. Wisdom raises its voice and calls
the gazelle Heman!% and Moses, faithful throughout his house. 1 And Wis-
dom!¢ invites Moses to the joy of her breast and crimson lips. And she
implores a messenger, saying: “'By God, O messenger, show my lover the way
so that he can lodge with me; I shall give him coddling behind the curtains in
exchange for his arrows, and I shall add my breasts.” 111

After alluding to Halevi's Ahar gelot sad, our writer notes that emulating
this poem’s melody is: mukaffir s-l-w-y me’orot. The word meoror
("lights™) is marked in the manuscript as Hebrew. A mukaffir is a religious
muwashshah which atones for a prior secular poem. The mukaffir imitates
the rhythm and rhymes of the original, ending with the same kharja. "2
Whereas the mukaffir exists in Arabic poetry, it has not yet been attested in
Hebrew. '3 Thus our letter takes on added importance, as it is the only attest-
ed reference to a Hebrew mukaffir.

The word after mukaffir is hard to decipher. It is best resolved as the
Arabic word for “prayer,” salah.""* The next word is Hebrew meorof. the

"7 The poet uses the terms fer and sevi for the beloved, after the Arab model, as
was common in Hebrew poetry. See, e.g., Schirmann, Studies 1.97-105. The word
sevt was highly suitable since it was orthographically indistinguishable from Arabic
sabi meaning “young lad.”

"% 1 Kings 5:11. Heman was a wise man. See also Joseph b. Judah's letter from
Alexandria, ed. Baneth, no. 1, p. 5, lines 8-9,

1 Cf. Num. 12.7.

"0 Wisdom is personified here and is female (hokhmah).

"' This kharja (last stanza of a muwashshah) is identical to the one ending Ibn
Ezra’s poem Layl mahshevot. The arrows are the loving glances of the lover. The
kharja is edited and translated by J. T. Monroe and D. Swiatlo, “Ninety-Three Arabic
Hargas in Hebrew Muwa$ahs,” JAOS 97 (1977): 157, no. 93. (The translation here
differs in some details).

''# See 5. M. Stern, Hispano-Arabic Strophic Poetry, ed. L. P Harvey (Oxford,
1974) 81-82; Rosen-Moked, 66-67.

13 Rosen-Moked 67.

'™ But the final letter bears explanation: we expect a ta marbiita, usually repre-
sented by he?in Hebrew, and instead we have a yod. The writer (or scribe) evidently
spelled the word with an alif magsara (represented by the yod). For the phenomenon,
sce Blau, Grammar 44, esp. d.
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common genre of piyyut relating to the ha-Me®orot blessing in the Morning
Worship. What is this piyyut? Brody noted in his comments on the Halevi
poem that a piyyut of Abraham Ibn Ezra is in the same rhythm, rhyme, and
structure as the poems of Moses Ibn Ezra and Halevi.'s This is the piyyut
beginning El dod be-shem lo khinniti. In this poem God is the beloved: the
word dod is used, as in the Halevi poem. This may be the poem which the
writer of our letter intended. "6 The poem is a religious love poem, with secu-
lar images used in a religious love poem, with secular images used in a reli-
gious sense, as was common in Safi poetry.

TEXT
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377 YR UNTIR WMT TR NNIRDM
IWYDY a1 MK D1Tann nven Srman
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1" See his notes on Ahar gelot sod, Diwan des Jehuda ha-Levi 222. Ms. Berlin 186
ol the Diwan of Abraham Ibn Ezra states that the poem is written in the rhythm of un
Arabic strophic poem. This is a reference to the poem which Stern identified (sce
above, n 104) as that by Aba Bakr al-Abyad. See Abramson ("A Letter.” 403) und
Israel Levin, ed., The Religious Poems of Abraham Ibn Ezra (Jerusalem. 1975) 129.

"9 This has been suggested to me by Dr. Tova Rosen-Moked. That the poem is a
me'ora is noted by Levin in vol. 2.693. Meorot in the form of strophic poems by
Halevioare found in his Diwan 4.212 ff., but none in the structure of ghar gelot sod.
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RTDXZIR PV 0EN ‘2 PO-LR -AD 7-10 .16
mbn7 KD “Nanm RTOR VP 20n .17

A59R M-TIRD MY DD NYIR 7Y .18

nbHR XY NT9R D I KM IR 0¥ TIRW .19
RAN2MM YN .20

TRANSLATION

In your name, O merciful one. Those who love your teaching enjoy well-
being; they encounter no adversity.'!?

His eminent dignity—diadem of glory, our master and teacher, light of
our eyes,!® breath of our desire,''® crown of our head and our glory, peerless
in his generation, ! our lord Moses, the great rav, the fortress and tower,!2!

"7 ps. 119:165.

18 The epithet or enenu was used, e.g., for the Nagid Samuel b. Hananiah; see
Ms. DK IL In the form me’or “enenu it occurs in T-S 10 ] 9.14 in a letter to the same
Nagid; see Mann 1.230-31; 2.288-89; Joshua Starr, The Jews in the Byzantine
Empire (Athens, Ga., 1939; rprt New York, 1970) 220 for English translation. Or
enenu is also used, along with ha-ma‘oz ha-migdol (as here), as an epithet for Rab-
benu Abraham, in T-§ 8 ] 17.17

19 The expression neshef hishgenu is translated in JPS "My night of pleasure.”
The word neshef means ““twilight [or morning] breeze,” then “twilight,” “evening,”
“night.” Here the meaning goes back to the original sense of breeze. We find the
same expression, after or ‘enenu, in a letter from Shemaryahu b. Yakhin to Samuel ha-
Nagid, in MS Bodl. Heb. b 11.11 (2874.11). The epithet hesheq nafshenu is used in a
letter to Maimonides, in T-S 13 J 34.8 (which 1 am preparing for publication) (men-
tioned by Goitein, Mediterranean Society 2.390, 473).

120 The expression yehid doro (cf. Arabic yatimat al-dahr) occurs in a similar con-
text in the congratulatory letter to Maimonides in T-5 12.822. And it occurs along
with similar epithets in a small fragment of a letter to Rabbenu Abraham which con-
tains formulae of praise for Moses Maimonides, in T-§ AS 150.33, brought to my
attention by Mordecai A. Friedman (which I shall treat elsewhere). Not surprising,
then, is the appearance of the epithet in connection with Rabbenu Abraham, in Bodl.
b 3.6 (2806.6) in a similar context; and see also Bodl. d 65.44 (2877.44) and T-S 13 ]
4.14 and 13 ] 9.8.

121 The expression ha-ma‘z ha-migdol is used by Maimonides in letters to
Phineas b. Meshullam; see Shailat, Iggerot 436, line 4 and 463, line 3. It has been sug-
gested that migdol means Lunel (i.e., migdol Yeriho), from where Phineas b. Meshul-
lam hailed; see M. Luzki, " We-Katav Moshe,” Ha-Tequfah 30-31 (1946): 691, citing
H. Gross, Gallia Judaica (Paris, 1897) 277. But, as we see here, the expression, along
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sign and wonder of the time, from East to West, son of the honorable, great
and holy master and teacher of ours Maimon, the great rav in Israel, may he
rest in paradise—surely knows [the greatness] of my yearning for him, my
delight in seeing him,'22 and my regret for not being near him. May God, the
exalted, sustain all of the communities through him, and crown them with
glory in his lifetime. Amen.

I inform him, may God maintain his good fortune, of the vicissitudes that
came over me by way of calamities and illnesses, which diverted me from
corresponding with him. And as God put off the appointed time,'?* there
came to mind the strophic poem having the melody,!2¢ “Why continue con-
cealing when my secret is out,” etc., which contains some of his traits coincid-
ing with my yearning and love for him. And following its melody is the
mukaffir Prayer of the Lights.

God is my witness that only He and love for you will stir my spirit.

6. Maimonides Illness
Or. 1080 ] 88
INTRODUCTION

Our document is not a letter by or to Maimonides, but rather one in
which he is mentioned.!?® The serder is evidently a physician; he has been
summoned by alarming news to attend to Rabbenu Moshe, who is ill. The
recipient of the letter is Aba Nasr b, Elisha, who lived in Alexandria.'?¢ That
Rabbenu Moshe (also called sayyiduna, “our lord”") is Maimonides can be
inferred from the statement of the writer that his loss would affect the entire
community. The time of the illness fits what we know from elsewhere.

with masz, is used for Maimonides, whose birthplace was Cordoba. Ha-ma‘z
ha-migdol is also used, inter alios, for Rabbenu Abraham in 8 ] 17.17, and for the
judge Elijah b. Zechariah, in 8 ] 17.25.

122 [it., “towards him.”

120 The word ajal means ““appoint~d time" or “time of death,” which appears pre-
feruble here.

124 The text has the abbreviation lamed for lahn.

12 The document is discussed and translated into Hebrew by Goitein, Education
10910

126 An Abit Nasr b, Elisha of Alexandria is mentioned prominently in T-§ 16.272
(which 1 plan to publish elsewhere).

L
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Beyond these two pieces of evidence we have no confirmation that the Moses
here is indeed Maimonides.

The writer first mentions that he was summoned to care for ““our lord, our
teacher Moses,” on Wednesday, 21 Tammuz. Goitein notes that the date fell
on Wednesday in the years 1196 and 1197.127 This is the main point of the
message.

The bearer of the letter is a certain Ismacil b. ha-Melammed b. al-Sadala.
a poor man burdened with family obligations. He had received some money
in the town of Bilbays toward payment of his poll tax. The writer notes that
Abii Nasr b. Elisha had promised to pay the poll tax for the man and his son.
The story continues on the right margin of the document, but is difficult to
decipher with certainty. Ismail, it appears, requests that the recipient of the
letter pay the balance of the poll tax.

The document measures ca. 15 X 16 em. and is torn at the top, especially
on the right, and at the bottom. It is faded in places, and the marginal note is
partly illegible.

TEXT

A[RD] YW[ZIX 1 ¥m P[> 12 7% AR NIER 9X)
TN 10727 21N LMY KA oMYA

nIXI? O™ YA 1 [ JRRIA

TR MR INMM MR[N] nnpw |

RD? 190 nAw % &1 [PwhK o *b] bo e
yon [177] anx obxy [AY9R1) nXDIOOR yoy
N [ PIXn TOXR by RAn¥na Yo
TARIPR [WIIRYR] OV DIRIONI Y¥NX R 197
v Popn0 21y 933 Men N T e .

(18] DTROOX 25w TWH o> nwn N1 KD .
nYYPR 2303 1aRT BV 1P KXo Yo .

TV 137 RIOROR 19D PR D3 vHyn YR .
TR 12 PynOR moTabR IR Yy
m2 9¥n 02252 Y5y 93N Yyn Py WoIobK 13 .
2¥m TR RDMOR R XY whRa Pyl LS

L U L N N VR SN

—_ = = o =
W N = O

127 See Goitein, Education 109.
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TRANSLATION

[ To the honorable Abi Nasr, son of his honor, ] greatness and holiness, our
master and teacher Elisha, Pride!?8 of the Levites, the pious and noble, may
God bless him and [may his Lord] aid him, and may He protect him, and per-
mit him to witness the joy of his son, his learning, and length of days. Amen.
Selah.

[My desire to see you is such] that were I to express it entirely, scrolls
would not suffice. [God] knows that [this] is true. May he rejoin us in your
presence on the most joyous of occasions. [.. ... ]

Aside from this, your servant received on [Wednesday] 21 Tammuz
disturbing and alarming news about our lord, 2% our teacher Moses, may he
live forever, who requested that your servant come as quickly as possible on
his mount'3® on account of his illness. May God, the exalted. prevent harm
from befalling the community!s! because of him, 32 and may He protect him.

The bearer of this letter, Ismasil b. al-Melammed b. al-Sadala, an in-
digent man, burdened with family obligations, came to Bilbays, where he got
some money to defray the poll tax. He says that (our) lord promised to
obtain!® some funds for him to defray the poll tax for him and his son. Your
servant received (our) lord’s promise. But (our lord) has not vet made his
payment.

" Only the resh is visible at the end of the line. The word might also be nezer; see
Goitein, Education 110,

" The word is sayyiduna (written with one yod, implicitly doubled), often used
before the titles nasi’, nagid, and ra%s. For Maimonides, see also T-S 12.822 (say-
yiduna ha-rav ha-gadol). 1t is often used for Rabbenu Abraham (sayyiduna al-rais).

" Reading: <ala dabbatin. Goitein translates; el beto (“to his house”), thus read-
ing “ald darihi.

" The word is milla, which means “religious community,” “people,” “nation,”
ele

" That is, on account of his illness and possible loss.

""" After this point the text is written on the margin,
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JUDAH HALEVI'S INFLUENCE
ON MAIMONIDES: A PRELIMINARY APPRAISAL

by

HOWARD KREISEL
In Memory of Prof. Shlomo Pines

In the introduction to his English translation of The Guide of the Per-
plexed, Shlomo Pines presents an in-depth analysis of Maimonides philoso-
phic sources.! Of the eighty-eight pages Pines devotes to this subject, only
the final three deal with the Jewish sources. Isadore Twersky has already
noted the dearth of material Pines brings on this topic.? Yet this criticism was
anticipated by Pines. “Maimonides’ references, or allusions, to Jewish philo-
sophic or kalam texts,” he notes, “are exceedingly and rather surprisingly
scanty’ (cxxxii). After proceeding to offer several examples of possible allu-
sions to Jewish authors in the Guide, Pines concludes with the following note-
worthy observation:

The fact that, relatively speaking, Maimonides had so little recourse to Jewish
philosophic literature is significant. It implies inter alia that he had no use for a
specific Jewish philosophic tradition. In spite of the convenient fiction, which
he repeats, that the philosophic sciences flourished among the Jews of anti-
quity, he evidently considered that philosophy transcended religious or nation-
al distinction. Qua philosopher he had the possibility to consider Judaism from
the outside. From this vantage point he could discover the justification that, if
one takes into account human nature and condition, can be adduced for accept-
ing the obligations of a strict member of the Jewish community and could
apprehend and try to eliminate or to mitigate the dangers inherent in philoso-

I The Guide of the Perplexed, trans. Shlomo Pines (Chicago, 1963). All of the pas-
sages from the Guide cited in this study are taken from Pines's translation. Pines’s
Introduction is entitled *“The Philosophic Sources of The Guide of the Perplexed.”

! Isadore Twersky, rev. of The Guide of the Perplexed, trans. Shlomo Pines, Specu-
lum 41 (1966): 557 ff.
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phic truth and trace the task of the philosopher-statesmen, one of whom he
was. (exxxiii-cxxxiv)

One may question whether Maimonides in fact regarded as ““fiction” the
view that the philosophic sciences flourished among the Jews of antiquity.”® I
am inclined to believe that he was stating his true conviction when he attri-
buted an intellectual perfection that encompassed and transcended all scien-
tific knowledge to the prophets and attributed philosophic knowledge to the
sages of the Talmud.* By doing this he was able to interpret prophetic visions
and rabbinic midrashim as imaginative representations of physical and meta-
physical truths. I do not think that Maimonides was being disingenuous in
offering such interpretations. The fact remains, however, that he makes no
explicit reference to medieval Jewish philosophers in the Guide, and he cer-
tainly did not think that they preserved an esoteric tradition of metaphysical
truths received from the sages of old. It was in the Aristotelian philosophers
that one would find the key to unravel the truths about God and the world
hidden in the sacred texts and, as well, in the rabbinic midrashim.

The impact of the Aristotelians in shaping Maimonides™ thought was far
greater than the number of explicit citations suggests. Alfarabi’s views on
prophecy and politics, for example, are evident in Maimonides” approach to
these subjects even when Maimonides does not cite him. Some of Mai-
monides” medieval Jewish predecessors also employ philosophic conceptions
in their approach to Judaism, but from his standpoint, apparently none of
them displayed the rigor of thought and depth of vision that could have
served him as a model to emulate in framing his own position. Such models
were to be found in the Islamic Aristotelians, who were forced to grapple
with the same theological issues that faced the Jewish thinkers. It is no won-
der then that Maimonides does not cite any medieval Jewish philosophic
work, and that no such work appears to have exerted any dominant influence
on his thought. Moreover, Maimonides did not feel any compelling need to
refute outright those views of his Jewish predecessors that he rejected. For

8 Maimonides presents this view in Guide 1.71:175. Cf. 1. Introduction: 8-9,
1.33:71-72, 1.34:77-78.

4 This is not to say that Maimonides agrees with all of the philosophic views which
he ascribes to the sages. Like the philosophers, the sages were subject to error. The
crucial point, however, is that he regards the sages as maintaining essentially the same
world-view as the philosophers.
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the most part he could ignore them. It was sufficient to occasionally dis-
parage what they said.

Maimonides certainly could have found a wealth of useful material in the
works of at least two of his immediate predecessors, Abraham Ibn Ezra
(1089-1164) and Abraham Ibn Daud (ca. 1110-1180). Both are influenced by
some of the same Islamic philosophers who so attracted Maimonides, most
notably by Avicenna (980-1037) and they display much acumen in their own
philosophic understanding of Jewish tradition. The similarity between their
views and and those of Maimonides in many areas makes it tempting to
hypothesize that Maimonides may in fact have utilized their works without
mentioning them. Yet in general the similarity can be attributed to their
reliance on the same sources. Even the resemblance in some of their interpre-
tations of Scripture may well be coincidental or traceable to common sources.
Maimonides mentions Ibn Ezra only once in all of his writings, and that is in
passing in his letter to Samuel Ibn Tibbon dealing primarily with issues con-
cerning the translation of the Guide.® No conclusive evidence has yet been
produced that Maimonides was acquainted with Ibn Ezra’s work when he
was writing the Guide or even afterwards, and in all likelihood he was not.”
As for Ibn Daud, Maimonides does not even mention him. Ibn Daud wrote
his philosophical treatise, The Exalted Faith (Al-Agida al-Rafi‘a) around
1160 in Toledo, Spain. Inasmuch as it does not appear to have achieved any
great prominence, it was probably unknown to Maimonides when he wrote

% Pines, “Philosophic Sources™ cxxxii ff.

¢ Letters and Essays of Moses Maimonides, ed. 1saac Shailat (Maaleh Adumim:
Maaliyot Press, 1988) 530 [Arabic and Hebrew].

" Maimonides says in the Testament of Maimonides that he did not become
ncquainted with Ibn Ezra's works until after he finished the Guide, but Testament is
in all probability a forgery. See Shailat's analysis, together with his comment about
Muaimonides’ familiarity with Ibn Ezra, in Letters and Essays of Moses Maimonides
607 ff. Joseph Kafah also says that Maimonides was unacquainted with the writings of
Ihn Ezra. See his edition and Hebrew translation of the Guide (Jerusalem: Mossad
Huarav Kook, 1972) 190 n. 27. On the other hand, Warren Z. Harvey, following J.
P'erla, maintains that Maimonides was influenced by Ibn Ezra's Yesod Morah. See
“The First Commandment and the God of History: Halevi and Creseas vs. Ibn Ezra
und Maimonides,” Tarbiz 57 (1988): 209, n. 14 [Hebrew]. I. Twersky has explored this
fssue without reaching a definitive conclusion in an unpublished paper delivered in
Jerusalem in 1989,
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the Guide around twenty-five or thirty vears later in Fostat, Egypt.® The
problem of the relation between Maimonides and these thinkers, however,
requires further investigation.

In his letter to Ibn Tibbon, the only Jewish philosophic works Mai-
monides mentions are The Book of Definitions and The Book of the Elements
by Isaac Israeli (ca. 855-ca. 955) and The Book of the Microcosm by Joseph
Ibn Zaddik (d. 1149). He dismisses Israeli's works in no uncertain terms,
which certainly indicates that he had at least read them, and he characterizes
Isracli, like Al-Razi, as “merely a doctor.” Maimonides confesses that he has
not read Joseph's work, which was written in Cordoba prior to the departure
of Maimonides and his family and his attitude to the author is ambiguous.®

The omission of other Jewish thinkers, however, is in itself no indication
that Maimonides was unfamiliar with their works. It would be difficult to
imagine, for example, that he was ignorant of Saadiah’s works, for they had
attained great popularity throughout the Jewish world long before his time.
Indeed, in the Epistle to Yemen, Maimonides explicitly mentions Saadiah,
and directly refers to the messianic computation in the eighth chapter of his
Book of Beliefs and Opinions."® Furthermore, he derides the term “intellec-
tual commandments’ when alluding to Saadiah in Commentary on the
Mishnah, Eight Chapters 6. In the Guide, he employs Saadiah’s notions of
the Created Voice and the Created Glory in several passages.'? Inasmuch as

$ Pines brings a striking parallel between Maimonides and Ibn Daud in his " Philo-
sophic Sources’ exxxiii, n. 123, but it is hardly conclusive evidence that Maimonides
actually knew Ibn Daud's treatise. See below, n. 40. In his letter to Samuel Ibn
Tibbon, Maimonides mentions a visitor from Toledo who brought him reports about
Judah Ibn Tibbon (Letters and Essays 530). The hypothesis that Maimonides may
also have learned something about the work of Ibn Daud from this visitor cannot be
dismissed out of hand.

9 Letters and Essays 552 (see also n. 12).

W Letters and Essays 99 ff., 142 ff.

" Cf. The Book of Beliefs and Opinions, trans. Samuel Rosenblatt (New Haven:
Yale University Press, 1948) 3.1:139-40, 3.2:141. The term “intellectual command-
ments” gained widespread popularity among subsequent Jewish thinkers prior to
Maimonides’ time.

1215:29, 1.10:36, 1.19:46, 1.21:49-51, 1.25:55, 1.27:57, 1.28:60, 1.64:156,
2.33:364-365. See Book of Beliefs and Opinions 2.5:105, 2.10:121-122, 2.12:130,
3.5:151. Cf. Saadiah’'s Commentary on Sefer Yezirah, ed. and trans. Joseph Kafah

(Jerusalem, 1972) 71, 108 ff. [ Arabic and Hebrew|. For an analysis of these notions, see

Haggai Ben-Shammai, “On a Polemical Element in Saadya’s Theory of Prophecy,”
Jerusalem Studies in Jewish Thought (Shlomo Pines Jubilee Volume—FPart 1) 7
(1988): 127-46 [ Hebrew], together with the bibliography cited in n. 1. See also H. A.

JUDAH HALEVI'S INFLUENCE ON MAIMONIDES 99

Maimonides considered Saadiah a follower of the Kalam, however, he cer-
tainly had no reason to mention him when providing Ibn Tibbon with a
recommended bibliography of philosophic works.'3

Hefez b. Yazliah's Book of Commandments, cited by Maimonides on a
number of occasions in his legal writings, opens with a significant synthesis
between philosophy and law. Hefez treats knowledge of the existence and
unity of God as the first two commandments, followed by the command-
ments to love God and to fear Him. Since Maimonides opens his Book of
Commandments and Mishneh Torah with the same commandments, this
may well have been his primary source.!

Wolfson, Repercussions of the Kalam in Jewish Philosophy (Cambridge, Mass.: Har-
vard University Press, 1979) 87-93. As in the case of “intellectual commandments,”
the notions of Created Voice and Created Glory were incorporated into the philoso-
phies of a number of Jewish thinkers, both Rabbanite and Karaite, prior to Mai-
monides.

13 In his other writings, however, he refers to The Book of Beliefs and Opinions
and to Saadiah’s Siddur. He may also have been familiar with Saadiah’s translation
and commentary on the Bible, in addition to some of his legal and polemical writings.
Pines cites a passage from Saadiah’s Commentary on Sefer Yezirah which in his view
underlies part of Maimonides discussion in Guide 1.72. See Shlomo Pines, “ Points of
Similarity between the Exposition of the Doctrine of the Sefirot in the Sefer Yezira and
a Text of the Pseudo-Clementine Homilies,” Proceedings of the Israel Academy of
Sciences and Humanities 7 (1989); 127-32.

14 Other thinkers before Maimonides treat knowledge of God as a divine com-
mandment (e.g., Judah Halevi in Kuzari 3.13; Bahya Ibn Paquda in Duties of the
IHeart, introduction), but not in the context of a legal work (though Bahya certainly
regarded his work as having the highest legal obligation). Hefez, on the other hand,
presented Maimonides with a straightforward legal source in this matter. Salo Baron
already noted the influence of Hefez on Maimonides in this matter. See A Social and
Religious History of the Jews (New York: Columbia University Press, 1958) 7:95. In
contradistinction to Bahya, Halevi and Maimonides, however, Hefez does not cite
the first Commandment as his prooftext. For a discussion of Hefez b. Yazliah's
influence on Maimonides™ halakhic writings, see Benzion Halper, A Valume of the
Book of Precepts of Hefes b. Yasliah (Philadelphia: Jewish Publication Society, 1915)
50-89. Halper (31 ff.) also cites and translates the first two commandments in Hefez's
work, preserved in Hebrew translation by Judah b. Barzillai in his Commentary on
Sefer Yezirah, While Maimonides does not treat these commandments the same way
Hefez does (and indeed there are significant differences between Maimonides’ own
treatments in his two halakhic works), there is further internal evidence that he made
use of Hefez's work in this regard. The third and fourth commandments of The Book
uf Precepts were discovered by Moshe Zucker in a fragment which he published and
translated in “New Fragments from The Book of Precepts by R. Hefes b. Yasliah,”
PAALR 20 (1960-61): 22 ff., 31 ff. [Hebrew].
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A number of references to Hebrew grammarians and biblical commenta-
tors are scattered through Maimonides” works. He mentions Ibn Janah in
Guide 1.43:93. In the Treatise on the Resurrection of the Dead he cites the
commentaries of Moses Ibn Gikatilla and Judah Ibn Balam, who both
undoubtedly exercised some influence on his biblical exegesis in the Guide."
Several of Maimonides observations concerning the Hebrew language
resemble those of Moses Ibn Ezra, whose works were probably known to
him.'6 In addition, various passages in the Epistle to Yemen show striking
similarity to passages in Abraham bar Hiyya's messianic work, Megillat
ha-Megalleh.'" Bahya Ibn Paquda is yet another well-known thinker with
whose opinion’s Maimonides may have been acquainted and there is some
evidence for this, though hardly conclusive.'® He certainly knew the works of
several Karaite thinkers. His overall appraisal of their theology is negative,
inasmuch as he regards them as followers of the Kalam, but he may,
nevertheless, have borrowed some notions from their writings.®

15 Letters and Essays 329, 359. It is, however, not possible to determine the extent
of their influence, since many of their works are lost,

16 See Pines, ' Philosophic Sources” cxxxiii, n. 123.

17 §ee Salo Baron, “ The Historical Outlook of Maimonides,” PAAJR, 6 (1934-35):
9 ff. In his philosophic work, Meditation of the Sad Soul 2, Bar Hiyya presents a dis-
cussion of who is superior, the person who experiences but overcomes his inclinations
for material pleasure or the one who has completely obliterated his desires for physical
pleasures, that brings to mind Commentary on the Mishnah, Eight Chapters 6. Mai-
monides, however, was undoubtedly influenced by Alfarabi’s Aphorisms of the States-
man, ed. and trans. D. M. Dunlop (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1961)
no. 13, which also discusses the same question. For a general comparison of Eight
Chapters and Aphorisms, see Herbert Davidson, ©Maimonides” Shemonah Peragim
ond Alfarabi's Fusul al-Madani” PAAJR 13 (1963): 119-33.

1 Maimonides was certainly aware of the existence of Bahya's Duties of the
Heart, since R. Jonathan of Lunel, in a letter to him, lists it as one of the works trans-
lated by Judah Ibn Tibbon (together with Saadiah’s Book of Beliefs and Opinions,
Judah Halevi's Kuzari, Ibn Janah's Book of Roots, Ibn Gabirol's The Improvement of
the Moral Qualities, and Choice of Pearls, which is generally attributed to Ibn Ga-
birol). See Letters and Essays 511. See also Maimonides’ remarks at the beginning of
his letter to Samuel Ibn Tibbon (p. 530). Joseph Kafah, in the notes to his editions of
Bahya and Maimonides, compares and contrasts various aspects of their thought. Mai-
monides may have had Bahya's work in mind when formulating some of his ideas. His
comment on the ready availability of those elements crucial for human existence in
Guide 3.12 is markedly similar to Duties 2.5. Maimonides also appears to have made
use of Bahya's discussion of the divine attributes in Duties 1.10.

19 See the study by Daniel Lasker, “The Karaite Influence on Maimonides,”
Sefunot 20 {1991): 145-61 [Hebrew].
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In a noteworthy passage in the Guide, 1.71, Maimonides confirms that he
was acquainted with much of the Jewish theological literature. He does not,
however, enter into specifics.

As for that scanty bit of argument regarding the notion of the unity of God and
regarding what depends on this notion, which you will find in the writings of
some Gaonim and in those of the Qaraites, it should be noted that the subject
matter of this argument was taken from the Mutakallimin of Islam. . . . As for
the Andalusians among the people of our nation, all of them cling to the affir-
mations of the philosophers and incline to their opinions, insofar as these do not
ruin the foundation of the Law. You will not find them in any way taking the
paths of the Mutakallimiin. In many things concerning the scanty matter of
which the later ones among them had knowledge, they have therefore approxi-
mately the same doctrine that we set forth in this Treatise. (176-77)

Aside from the notions from Saadiah mentioned above, and the few scat-
tered references to medieval Jewish thinkers and exegetes, one has to dig
beneath the surface to uncover any possible influences of medieval Jewish
works on Maimonides™ philosophy, particularly as it is expressed in the
Cuide. This very fact indicates to what extent Pines is basically correct. The
carlier Jewish philosophers provided Maimonides with precedents at best,
but not with models for a philosophic understanding of Judaism and the
incorporation of philosophy into the precepts of the Law. They also provided
him with suggestions for some specific exegetical and theological points.
Morcover, with the notable exception of Saadiah’s innovative exegetical
upproach to corporeal descriptions of God in Seripture, which appears to have
exerted a direct and significant influence on his own approach,20 Maimonides
either dismisses or utilizes for exoteric teachings those notions of Saadiah’s
which he most conspicuously incorporates into his works, and thus they in no
wiy reflect his own views.2! In looking for medieval Jewish influences on

I here are many important points of similarity between Saadiah’s discussion of
divine unity and scriptural exegesis in the second treatise of his Book of Beliefs and
COpinions and Maimonides discussions in the Laws of the Principles of the Torah and
I the Guide. It appears to me that Maimonides made extensive use of s sl i
IIlu|" uv well us Bahya's Duties, in this area. A further study of this issue, hm\*v\'('lr, is {n
LLEA M)

Y Madmonides” approach to prophecy in Guide 2.32-48 is far different from
Sandiah's, which is based on the notions of Created Glory and Created Voice. For
sovtnl und pedagogical reasons, Maimonides continues to utilize the notion of (Ir(;zltx‘(l
Voo i regard to Mosaie prophecy and the revelation at Sinai—an issue discussed in
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Maimonides, one must, for the most part, deal with subtle undercurrents in
his thought. Even if Maimonides were entirely unaware of the works of his
Jewish predecessors, there is little reason to assume that his philosophy would
have been fundamentally different. The same could not be said if Mai-
monides had not read Alfarabi or even Avicenna. The problem confronting
the interpreter then is to identify these undercurrents. What are the notions,
motifs, or points of scriptual exegesis that Maimonides may have drawn from
his Jewish predecessors and employed for his own purposes? Just as impor-

tant, if not more so, to which of their notions does he appear to be reacting in

formulating his own views?

Perhaps the most intriguing question in this respect pertains to Halevi's
Kuzari?? (completed around 1140). Maimonides and Halevi lived in philo-
sophically similar milieus, and their works came to have a preeminent
influence on subsequent currents in Jewish thought, currents which extend to
the present day. Yet their works are considerably different in style, purpose,
and underlying conception of Judaism. Halevi did not regard the Kuzari as a
philosophic work. Maimonides would not have done so either; rather, he
would have seen it as an apologia for Judaism, polemical in style and unsyste-

my article " “The Voice of God” in Medieval Jewish Philosophical Exegesis,” Daat 16
(1986): 32 tf. [Hebrew]. However, Maimonides may have accepted some of Saadiah’s
views on prophecy. In Commentary on Sefer Yezirah 4.1:109, Saadiah ascribes differ-
ent functions to the Divine Spirit in addition to the speech and visions attained by the
prophet—one being the bestowal of knowledge and the other the power of courage.
This may be the source for the first two levels of prophecy that Maimenides posits in
Guide 2.45:396-400 and labels as the “Holy Spirit” (ruah ha-kodesh). This point adds
further support to Pines's contention that Maimonides borrowed from Saadiah’s com-
mentary, particularly inasmuch as this parallel is found in the same passage of the
commentary as the parallel cited by Pines. Morever, in the continuation of his discus-
sion, Saadiah appears to draw a distinction between ruah ha-kodesh and prophecy.
See Ben-Shammai, “On a Polemical Element” 128. This point also characterizes Mai-
monides discussion of the subject, though Maimonides, as opposed to Saadiah, uses
the distinction to show that the Ketuhim are not prophetic. Daniel Lasker argues that
there may be an anti-Karaite polemic in Maimonides  stance ("The Karaite
Influence™") 153 ff.

22 References in this study are to Yehuda Even Shmuel's modern Hebrew transla-
tion, 2 ed. (Tel-Aviv: Dvir, 1972). While the translation is more flawed than Judah
Ibn Tibbon's medieval Hebrew translation, the edition is exceptionally valuable for
its notes and appendices. Hartwig Hirschfeld’s English translation is also replete with
mistakes. English translations from the Kuzari in this study are my own, based on the
Arabic (ed. David H. Baneth and Haggai Ben-Shammai, Jerusalem: Magnes Press,
1977), and utilizing the various translations.
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matic in presentation. Thus one would not expect him to refer to the Kuzari
in his letter to Ibn Tibbon, even if only to dismiss it. That Maimonides would
have found much to condemn in the Kuzari is beyond doubt. Halevi's brand
of Jewish particularism is far from Maimonides spirit, as is his overcritical
approach to Aristotelian philosophy. From a philosophic perspective, the
Guide serves as a fitting answer to the Kuzari.2? Nothing indicates, however,
that it was written as such. On the surface, Maimonides ignores Halevi's
work., The complete absence of any direct reference to it in his writings, and
indeed of any mention of Halevi, suggests that he may not have read the
Kuzari. At the very least it indicates that he did not consider Halevi's work
important enough to warrant his responding to it in the Guide, even in pass-
ing, as he does at times in the case of the Gaonim and Karaites.2

It would be incorrect, however, to regard the Kuzari and the Guide as
completely antithetical. The Kuzari is not a Jewish version of Algazali’s In-
coherence of the Philosophers, designed to present a systematic rejection of
Aristotelianism.2 Rather it is intended to defend Judaism. Moreover, in
developing his conception of Judaism, Halevi is very much influenced by
philosophic views and displays a disparaging attitude to the Mutakallimiin.26
On the other hand, Maimonides, unlike Averroes, who rose to meet the chal-
lenge posed to the philosophers by Algazali, felt no need to offer a compre-
hiensive defense of philosophy. Rather he sought to utilize it in order to
understand Judaism. He was not averse to refuting philosophic views when
he thought philosophy overreached itself, as in the case of the problem of

“H. A. Wolfson contrasts the two thinkers in a number of critical studies, among
them “Maimonides and Hallevi”™ and “Hallevi and Maimonides on Prophecy.” See
I A Wollson, Studies in the History of Philosophy and Religion, vols. 1 and 2, ed. 1.
II \\l'l)\l\'\' and G. Williams (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1973 and

077 —
" Guide 1.71:176, 3.17:471.
" The relation between Halevi and Algazali has been explored by David Baneth
I Judah Halevi and Algazali,” Keneset 7 (1942): 311-29 [Hebrew]. Baneth’s article:
In in part a rejection of David Kaufmann's exaggerated view of Halevi's indebtedness
o Algazalic This subject, however, requires further exploration. Baneth's reaction to
Kuulmunn is certainly correct. Nevertheless, Halevi appears to be closer to Algazali
than Baneth suggests, particularly to such mystical works as Mishkat al-Anwar.

M Kuzari 5.16:217. It is not the purpose of this study to enter into the problem of
the degree to which Halevi was influenced by the philosophers in developing his
appronch to Judaism. Suffice it to say that his conception of God and his approach to

prophecy and the conditions for perfection show marked affinities to philosophic
vonceptions

-
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creation, though Maimonides’ true view on this issue continues to be debat-
ed.2” The Guide is not only an Aristotelian reinterpretation of Judaism but
also a defense of Judaism. Thus the gap between Maimonides and Halevi,
though very real, is not as great as appears at first glance. There is much in
the Kuzari which Maimonides could have employed in showing the limits of
philosophy, defending traditional Jewish views and institutions, arguing the
superiority of Judaism, and reinterpreting Judaism, particularly biblical texts,
in a rational manner utilizing philosophic conceptions. Yet in these areas too,
Maimonides makes no transparent use of Halevi's work.

Pines contends, however, that Maimonides probably was acquainted with
the Kuzari. He adduces support for this hypothesis, which he regards as prac-
tically certain, by citing several passages where Halevi’s influence may be
discerned?® Pines does not confine himself to the Guide, but deals with
Maimonides other writings as well. Based on these examples, he tentatively
suggests that Maimonides reacted critically to the Kuzari in the Guide, a
philosophic work, but made positive use of it in his non-philosophic
writings.2

I see no conclusive reason for accepting prima facie the view that Maimo-
nides had in fact read the Kuzari.® While a number of considerations lend
support to this hypothesis—i.e., the fame of Halevi and his work, its having
been written in Spain several years prior to Maimonides™ departure, Mai-
monides’ remarkable familiarity with all forms of literature, both Jewish and
otherwise—the absence of any clear references to the Kuzari or the views it
presents , as I have indicated, suggests the opposite conclusion. Furthermore,
none of Pines’s examples serves to demonstrate this hypothesis on either liter-
ary or philological grounds. Even collectively, Pines’s examples only lend
credence to the hypothesis but by no means prove it. Nor have I uncovered

21 Guide 2.13-25. However, medieval commentators like Narboni and Kaspi, and
present-day scholars like Avraham Nuriel and Warren Harvey, argue that Mai-
monides in fact believed in a primordial universe.

% See * Philosophic Sources” cxxxiii; “Shi'ite Terms and Conceptions in Judah
Halevi's Kuzari,” Jerusalem Studies in Arabic and Islam 2 (1980): 248-51; "On the
Term Ruhaniyyat and Its Origin and on Judah Halevi's Doctrine,” Tarbiz 57 (1988):
532 n. 77 [Hebrew].

29 “'Sh'ite Terms™ 251.

30 That Maimonides was at least aware of the existence of this work is certain. See
above, n. 18.
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anything in this area that I would regard as conclusive proof. Thus Halevi
may, in fact, have had no influence on Maimonides, and this makes it pru-
dent to leave the historical plane and return to the philosophical one, where
their views are simply compared and contrasted. Having said this, however, 1
support Pines's underlying assumption that certain aspects of Maimonides’
thought might be better understood and appreciated if viewed in light of the
Kuzari. In other words, if we accept Maimonides’ acquaintance with the
Kuzari as a working hypothesis, certain passages in his writings can be seen in
a slightly different perpective. Halevi's influence on Maimonides is certainly
not blatant, nor is it evident in some of the areas where we might most expt'(;:t
to detect it. Yet it may well have made a subtle contribution to Maimonides’
position on a number of questions. 1 would like to turn to two topics which
are treated by both thinkers, confining myself to several examples from the
Guide where Maimonides may have been influenced by Halevi. As I will
attempt to show, using Pines’s examples as a starting point, Maimonides’
subtle references to the Kuzari, if indeed they are such, need not be viewed as
consisting solely of negative reactions. Maimonides also seems to borrow
from Halevi's work. Even when he differs with Halevi, he sometimes appears
to have formulated his views in response to the criticism Halevi directs
against the philosophers.3!

Descriptions of God and Visions of Prophecy

The conceptions of God in the Kuzari and the Guide have certain funda-
mental similarities in common. Both Halevi and Maimonides conceive of
God as incorporeal, and they share a negative theology, maintaining that no
positive knowledge of God is attainable, and that the attributes ascribed to
God do not refer to His essence but are attributes of action or negative attri-

I was greatly aided in this study by the detailed, though unecritical, list of paral-
lels between Halevi and Maimonides brought by Yehuda Even Shmuel in the appen-
dix and the copious notes to his translation. See especially 382 ff. Most of the parallels
he cites do not indicate that Halevi's work had any direct influence on Maimonides,
nor were they intended to, but some seem to support this conclusion.
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butes.3? Yet both thinkers, on the other hand, identify God with intellect?
and treat the Tetragrammaton as the name indicative of the divine essence.™
The question is whether specific points of contact can be discerned, within
these similar conceptual approaches, when the two thinkers interpret the
prophetic descriptions of God. Is there anything peculiar to Halevi's presen-
tation that Maimonides appears to borrow or against which he reacts?

Pines argues that Guide 1.46, a chapter dealing with corporeal deserip-
tions of God in the Bible, is at least partially directed against the parable of
the king of India in Kuzari 1.19-24.% Halevi’s parable indicates that reports
about the justice and morality of the people of India are not sufficient reason
for revering its king or even acknowledging his existence. Only the special
gifts unique to India that are delivered by the King's envoys, together with a
letter in his name, are reliable proof of the king's existence and that his sover-
eignty extends to the recipient of the gifts. Similarly, it is the prophetic mis-
sion and the accompanying miracles, rather than the harmony of the cosmic
order, which are proof of God's existence and sovereignty. Maimonides, on
the other hand, brings a parable in which the fact that affairs in a city pro-
ceed in an orderly fashion is proof of the ruler’s existence. In other words, the
orderly nature of the cosmos is sufficient proof of God's existence.

On the philosophical level, the two parables present opposing conclu-
sions.3 On the literary level, however, they have little in common aside from
the most general points. Halevi tells of an Indian king whose existence is

92 Kuzari 2.2:48-50: Guide 1.52-60:114-47. At first glance, Halevi and Mai-
monides differ on the question of “relative” attributes. Halevi believes it legitimate to
apply such attributes to God (2.2:48-49); Maimonides does not (1.52:117). In fact,
however, they are dealing with different categories. By “relative”” Halevi has in mind
attributes of exaltation (e.g., “holy” [kadosh] and “blessed” [barukh u-mevorakh]),
and he employs the term iddfa to describe this category (Arabic: 43). Maimonides, on
the other hand, refers to attributes of relation (e.g., master) and uses the term nisha
(Arabic: 120). It should be added that Maimonides himself often employs attributes of
exaltation in referring to God.

33 Kuzari 2.2:50; Guide 1.68:161-66.

84 Kyzari 2.2:48, 4.1:158: Guide 1.61:147. This apparently suggests that some
level of positive apprehension of God may be attained—certainly a controversial
notion in both philosophies. The precise significance of the Tetragrammaton for
Halevi and Maimonides deserves a separate study.

35 * Philosophic Sources’ cxxxiii.

3 In a subsequent passage, Halevi acknowledges that God can be known through
the order of nature, though this knowledge is inferior to the more direct knowledge of
the prophets. See Kuzari 4.15:172-74.
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being argued to someone in another land; Maimonides refers to any ruler
being described to someone living in the ruler's own domain. Maimonides’
parable is more elaborately drawn in that it offers other, though inferior,
alternatives for describing the king—by his appearance, by the retinue sur-
rounding him, or by his activities. Moreover, Maimonides gives a detailed
example of the order prevailing in the king's realm: a strong but poor man
begging for a carob grain allows himself to be driven off by a weak money-
changer, and refrains from killing and robbing him; this can be explained
only by the fear that the ruler instills in his subjects. Not only does Halevi
omit this example but he specifically mentions the justice and moral qualities
of the inhabitants, qualities which are certainly not evident in Maimonides’
example, Finally, while both parables deal with the existence of God, they are
found in discussions of far different intent. Halevi's purpose is to show that
revelation and miracles provide the most certain proof for God's existence
and sovereignty, while Maimonides seeks to explain the meaning of, and
rationale for, the corporeal descriptions of God in Seripture.

Pines, nevertheless, may be correct. Maimonides' parable takes on an
added dimension if we assume that he was acquainted with Halevi's parable.
The different intent of the discussion in which Maimonides’ parable appears
is not a reason for arguing that the two parables are unrelated. While the rest
ol Guide 1.46 focuses on descriptions of the “appearance” of God prevalent
in Scripture, inasmuch as only in this manner can the masses be induced to
nceept His existence, Maimonides does not discuss in this context the more
subtle, and presumably superior, ways for indicating God’s existence that he
presents in ascending order in other passages. Hence the parable should be
regarded as a summation of Maimonides™ general view rather than an inte-
gral part of his discussion of corporeal descriptions of God. The orderly nature
ol the world, rather than the exceptional miraculous occurrences, is the best
Indication of God’s existence and greatness.’” Maimonides™ example of the
poor man and the money-changer serves as a further subtle rebuttal of Ha-
lovi's view precisely because it highlights the basic immorality of the sub-
jects, FFor Halevi, even the existence of an ideal social order, one in which all
huve uequired excellent moral qualities, is not sufficient proof of the ruler’s
enlstence. Maimonides may be interpreted as countering that even inferior
sochul orders, in which only reciprocal wrongdoing is abolished, are sufficient
Indication of the existence of a ruler. Thus even a minimally orderly cosmos,

W Koo Guide 2.6:263-64,

-
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let alone a perfect cosmic order, cannot be regarded as accidental, and would
prove the existence of the Deity.

Significantly, however, the parable of the king in Guide 1.46 is far more
reminiscent of Kuzari 4.3 than of 1.19-24. In the former passage Halevi treats
the various names of God and their meaning. The intent of the discussion is
fairly similar to that of Guide 1.46. He and Maimonides also touch upon the
meaning and nature of the prophetic visions. In dealing with the name
Adonai, Halevi writes:

The senses detect in the objects which are perceived only their accidents, not
their essence. They detect in the king, for example, only his appearance, form,
and proportions. This, however, is not the essence of the king, whom you
acknowledge and exalt. You see him in war in one dress, then you see him in the
city in another, and you see him in his palace in a third. You say that he is the
king by the judgement of the intellect, not the senses.

In developing this parable Halevi offers other examples of how the intellect
arrives at the essence of things by penetrating the accidental qualities per-
ceived by the senses. He then discusses the visions beheld by the “inner eve’
of the prophets, and remarks:

These descriptions are true in regard to what is sought by estimation, imagina-
tion, and sense, but not in regard to the essence which is sought by the intellect,
as in our parable of the king. One who says of the king that he is a tall, white
figure clothed in silk with the crown on his head, etc., is not lying. One who
says that he is none other than the intelligent, discerning person, the issuer of
commands and prohibitions, in a certain land at a certain time over a certain
people, is also not lying,

In Guide 1.46:97, Maimonides too offers alternative ways of describing
God. As an example of a description based on accidents he suggests, “the
ruler is a tall individual who is white in color and gray-haired,” a description
reminiscent of the one offered by Halevi. There is certainly no conclusive evi-
dence from a literary standpoint that Maimonides had Kuzari 4.3 in mind
when he wrote Guide 1.46. He even focuses on a different subject—the cor-
poreal organs rather than the various names ascribed to God. Nevertheless,
some of the passages in the chapter read as a type of dialogue with Halevi.
Maimonides appears to borrow some points, modify others, and correct or
ignore those to which he objects. The following example is an illustration:
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Kuzari 4.3:161-62

If a prophet sees with his inner eve
the most perfect figure in the shape
of a king or judge, seated on his
throne of judgment, issuing orders
and prohibitions, appointing and
deposing officials, then he knows
that this figure befits a king, who is
served and obeyed.

But if he sees a figure bearing arms
or writing utensils, or ready to under-
take work, then he knows that this

Guide 1.46:102-03
And when the parable is of a consis-
tent nature—as when God, may He
be exalted, is likened to a king, who
gives orders and prohibitions to, and
punishes and rewards, the people of
the country,

and who has servants and executives
who carry out his orders and do for
him what he wishes to be done—

figure befits an obedient servant.

Do not find it difficult that God they, I mean the Sages, likewise kept

should be compared to man. to this parable in every passage. . . .
The comprehensive dictum to which
we have alluded is their dictum in
Bereshith  Rabbah, which reads,
“Great is the power of the prophets;
for they liken the form to its creator.
For it is said: And upon the likeness
of the throne was a likeness as the
appearance of a man.”

Maimonides employs Halevi's approach in dealing with both the pro-
phetic visions and the rabbinic midrashim. He elaborates on Halevi's point
that the prophetic visions of God as king are parables by citing an apposite
rubbinic dictum. Ignoring Halevi's notion of an inner eye, he aseribes to the
siges the view that the forms beheld by the prophets were forms created by
Coodd, maintaining that this view is correct because “every imagined form is
vrented,” In saving this, Maimonides is subtly alluding to his rejection of the
notion of the Created Glory, or the view that the angels beheld by the proph-
oy were corporeal entities. His position that the forms beheld by the
prophets were products of the imagination serves as the basis for the theory of
prophecy developed in part 2 of the Guide. In part 1 Maimonides utilizes the
theory of the Created Glory to dispel corporeal views of God, only hinting at
lils rejection of this theory. It is significant in my view that it is precisely
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between these two views of prophecy that Halevi wavers in Kuzari 4.3. Ha-
levi was prepared to define the inner eye as the imaginative power while
under the sway of the intellect, indicating thereby that the forms beheld by
the prophets had no objective existence.® Toward the end of the chapter,
however, he presents Saadiah’s opinion that the Glory of God is a subtle body
which assumes any form which God desires to show the prophet. In Kuzari
4.5 Halevi argues the importance of the prophetic visions even for the proph-
et's own apprehension of the Deity, as well as for his feeling of love and awe.
Maimonides, in Guide 1.46, confines the function of the corporeal images to
educating the masses. On this point he may be reacting against Halevi's criti-
cism of the philosophers’ view that anthropomorphisms are not necessary as
an aid to the apprehension and to the attainment of awe and love of God.®

Indeed several notions in Kuzari 4.1-5 appear to have left their impress
on the Guide. Some of them are fairly standard in the sources available to
both thinkers, but they add support to the view that Maimonides made use of
the Kuzari. Halevi opens the fourth treatise by defining elohim as ruler, an
element of nature, the forces of the spheres, or a human judge. At the end of
the chapter he adds to his definition planets and angels—spiritual or other-
wise. A similar definition is brought by Maimonides in Guide 1.2 and 2.6.4

Halevi's discussion of the divine Glory may also have influenced Mai-
monides. Halevi, after presenting Saadiah’s conception of the Glory, adds,
“according to another view the Glory of God means the whole of the angels

38 This view was held both by Islamic philosophers and by mystics.

39 Maimonides own theory of prophecy, however, shows some ambiguity on this
point.

4 The meaning of elohim as human ruler is cited by Maimonides in the name of
Onkelos, who also at times translates it as a human judge. See also Genesis Rabbah
26.5. Saadiah brings the additional interpretation of elohim as angels. See R. Suadiah
Gaon's Commentaries on the Torah, ed. and trans. Joseph Kafah (Jerusalem: Mossad
Harav Kook, 1984) 20 [Hebrew]. Shlomo Pines points out the strong similarity
between Maimonides' interpretation and that of Ibn Daud, The Exalted Fuith, ed.
Shimshon Weil (Frankfurt am Main, 1852; Jerusalem, 1967) 83 (" Philosophical
Sources” exxxiii, n. 123). The similarity is all the more striking inasmuch as one of the
interpretations brought by Ibn Daud is elohim as idols. While Maimonides in Guide
2.6 accepts most of Ibn Daud’s other interpretations, he pointedly rejects this one.
The similarity with Halevi is slightly less striking in respect to terminology. It should
be noted, however, that Kuzari 4.1 and Guide 2.6 have some other elements in com-
mon—e.g., a definition of the name Elohei ha-Elohim and a discussion of the nature
of the forces which rule the world.
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and spiritual instruments—the throne, chariot, firmament, ofanim, spheres,
and similar things which are everlasting.”’4! He explains Moses™ request to
behold the Glory as refering to these spiritual beings. The “back” of the
Glory, the vision of which was granted to Moses, includes that aspect which
the prophet’s vision can bear. Halevi draws upon the analogy of weak-eyed
people who are unable to see except in dim light, while no one can look at the
sun in its full brightness. He who attempts to do so is blinded. Likewise, he
who attempts to look upon the “face” experiences the “disintegration of his
composition [inhilal tarkibihi].” The idea that the “face” of the Glory refers
to the bright light of the Glory seems to be taken from Saadiah, who uses the
same phrase—"disintegration of his composition”—to describe the conse-
quences for those who look upon it.#2 The difference between the two
thinkers is that Saadiah clearly has actual physical sight in mind, while Hale-
vi is ambiguous on this point. If the “inner eye” is the power of imagination
under the sway of the intellect, and the angels are the Separate Intellects—
notions which Halevi is at least prepared to entertain—then he could not
have thought it absolutely necessary to interpret the “face” as a corporeal
entity at all, no matter how subtle its composition.*® Now Maimonides offers
lwo interpretations of the “face’ in the Guide, and alludes to a third one. In
I 54 he treats the “face” or “glory” of God as the divine essence. In Guide
1.37, however, he ascribes to Onkelos the view that the “face” refers to

‘I Kuzari 4.3:164. Alexander Altmann points out the resemblance between Ha-
levi's view and that of the Karaite thinker Judah Hadassi. See “*Saadya’s Theory of
levelation: Its Origin and Background,” Saadya Studies, ed. E. 1. J. Rosenthal
(Munchester: Manchester University Press, 1943), 20 n. 66; rprt. in Alexander Alt-
munn, Studies in Religious Philosophy and Mysticism (London: Routledge and Kegan
Puul, 1969) 155 n. 66. See also Daniel Lasker, “The Philsophy of Judah Hadassi the
Karalte,” Jerusalem Studies in Jewish Thought (Shlomo Pines Jubilee Volume—Part
117 (1988): 488 [Hebrew]. It should be added that Halevi views the divine world in
the shupe of a human being. For a study of this motif in Jewish thought, see Moshe
lidel, " The World of Angels in the Image of Man,” Jerusalem Studies in Jewish
Fhought (Studies in Jewish Mysticism Presented to Isaiah Tishby) 3 (1983-84): 1-66
| Hebrew]

" Kuzari 4.3 (Arabic: 158); The Book of Beliefs and Opinions ed. and trans. Joseph
Kaluli (Jerusalem, 1970), 2.12:111 [Arabic and Hebrew].

" Halevi mentions the disintegration lof one’s composition due to an inability to
withstund the radiance of the world of the spiritual beings also in Kuzari 3.65, and he
vaplivitly identifies these beings with the (separate) intellects.
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Separate Intellects, while the “"back™ refers to the rest of the created beings.44
In Guide 1.21, Maimonides introduces as a possibility, also in Onkelos” name,
that it is the Created Glory which passed before Moses. This suggests the
view that part of the Glory is known as the “face’” and cannot be seen, while
part is known as the “back’”” and can be seen.* The latter view, whatever its
relation may be to Onkelos, clearly belongs to Saadiah. Maimonides in this
case appears to be reading Onkelos as Saadiah’s source. It certainly confers
greater authority upon these notions to ascribe them to Onkelos. The second
interpretation, that the “face” refers to the Separate Intellects, while also
ascribed to Onkelos, is most reminiscent of Halevi. Onkelos™ translation of
“My face shall not be seen’” as ““And those in front of Me shall not be seen,”
is general enough to admit any number of interpretations. Maimonides cer-
tainly could have interpreted this phrase without recourse to Halevi, but the
point is that Halevi’s discussion very much suggests the interpretation he
reached. Halevi regards the “'back™ as referring to corporeal entities, and so
does Maimonides in his interpretation of Onkelos. As we have seen, however,
Halevi leaves it an open question whether the “face” refers to incorporeal or
corporeal entities. Maimonides favors the former view and interprets Onkelos
accordingly. If this is the case, Maimonides™ interpretation is primarily a
modification of a view suggested to him by Halevi. Clearly, both thinkers saw
the interpretation of “face” as crucial for establishing the outer limits of
human, including prophetic, apprehension, in addition to dispelling cor-
poreal views of God.

Another Maimonidean discussion which may have been influenced in
some measure by Kuzari 4.3 is the comparison between God and the rational
faculty in Guide 1.72. The motif is a fairly common one. The main points of
Halevi's and Maimonides™ discussions differ, and Maimonides” comparison is
far more elaborate. Nevertheless, there are a number of interesting points in
common to both discussions, suggesting that Maimonides had Halevi in
mind when framing his comparison.* Halevi addresses the problem of how

44 Cf. Guide 3.7:430, where Maimonides equates the Glory with the Chariot,
which in turn refers to the angels.

45 Maimonides, however, does not apply this interpretation to the seeing of the
“face” in 1.21.

46 Shlomo Pines regards Saadiah’s Commentary on Sefer Yezirah 4.1:106-07 as
Maimonides’ main source, based on his reference to God as “‘Living One of the
World” and his treatment of God as the intellect of the world. Pines rules out as
improbable that Maimonides and Saadiah derived these two ideas from a common
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God can be compared to man. He indicates that it may be more fitting to
compare Him to light, inasmuch as light is the finest corporeal entity and
encompasses the parts of the world to a greater extent than does anvthing
else. Reflection on the divine attributes—living, knowing, able, willing,
managing, ordering, giving everything its due, judging righteously—leads
one to conclude, however, that nothing we know better resembles God than
the rational soul, i.e., the perfect man. It is reason, Halevi stresses, and not
man’s possessing a body or life, which is the basis for the comparison. The
other qualities he shares in common with plants or with animals. For this
reason philosophers compared the world to a great man, and man to a small
world. Halevi justifies the analogy between God and the rational soul by
pointing out that God is the spirit of the world, its soul, its intellect and life,
inasmuch as He is called “the living of the world” (Dan. 12:7). Halevi sub-
sequently returns to the analogy of God as king.

Maimonides devotes Guide 1.72 to explaining how the world, with all its
multiplicity of parts, comprises a single individual. As an analogy he offers
the human individual, who also has many parts, yet is one. After dwelling on
this comparison at some length, Maimonides remarks,

FFor this whole comparison [between the world and the human individual] can
be consistently applied to every individual animal that has perfect limbs; but
you never hear that one of the ancients has said that an ass or a horse is a small
world. This has been said only about man. This is because of that which is a
proprium of man only, namely the rational faculty . . . something that is not to
be found in any of the species of living beings other than man. (190)

Muimonides continues by showing how the rational faculty ensures man’s
survival by governing his conduct. In the same context he speaks of the need
for u ruler to order society. From the relation between the rational faculty
and the body, Maimonides turns to the relation between God and the world.
Ciod rules the world as a whole, puts the sphere into motion, and is responsi-

sonree. See " Points of Similarity” 127-32. The same ideas, however, are also found in
Kusart 4.3, That Halevi was well acquainted with Saadiah’s commentary is almost
cottuln. The Kuzari shows many marked similarities to Saadiah’s thought, including
sovernl fdeas in this passage. Thus it is possible that Maimonides obtained these ideas
ltom Halevi rather than Saadiah. However, inasmuch as there are some points in
which Maimonides™ discussion is closer to Saadiah’s than to Halevi's, and others in
which it iy closer to Halevi's, it is most likely that he had both works in mind when
lormulating the position stated in Guide 1.72.
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ble for the continuing existence of the world in all of its parts. Maimonides
summarizes the analogy as follows:

It is only with a view to this that it is said of man alone that he is a small world,
inasmuch as there subsists in him a certain principle that governs the whole of
him. And because of this, God, may He be exalted, is called in our language the
life of the world. Thus it is said: “*And swore by the living of the world™ (Dan.
12:7). (191-92)

It appears to me that the reference to God as “the living of the world”
which both thinkers introduce in concluding the analogy is hardly coinciden-
tal. 47 Both thinkers cite the microcosm-macrocosm motif. Yet what ultimate-
ly concerns them is not the analogy between the world and man, but the
analogy between God’s relation to the world and the the rational faculty’s
relation to man.*8 It is noteworthy that in this passage Maimonides compares
God and man not on the basis of man’s theoretical apprehension, as in Guide
1.1-2, but on the basis of his practical governance, as does Halevi.® Mai-
monides, unlike Halevi, does not go on to compare God to a king, but he does
introduce the relation between ruler and society in his analogy. Both thinkers
also stress that the world cannot be compared to any living creature other
than man.

Maimonides, however, appears not only to draw upon Halevi’s discussion
but also to modify and correct it. Whereas Halevi refers to God as ““the life of
the world” without qualifying the description, Maimonides is careful to
insert, “God. . .is called in our language the life of the world” (192). Mai-
monides thus leaves no doubt that the phrase should not be interpreted liter-
ally but figuratively, a point which does not clearly emerge from Halevi's
discussion.® In this manner Maimonides safeguards the doctrine of negative
attributes. He further qualifies his comparison between man and the world as
an additional modification of Halevi's analogy: God gains no benefit from the
world He rules, unlike the rational faculty when it rules over the other parts
of man. Moreover, the most noble part of man is in the center, while the
inferior part of the world is in the center. Finally, the rational faculty subsists

17 See also Guide 1.69:169.

4 This is also the case with Saadiah’s discussion. This point emerges less clearly
from Ibn Zaddik's Book of the Microcosm.

9 See also Guide 1.53:121.

30 It does, however, emerge from Saadiah’s discussion.

JUDAH HALEVI'S INFLUENCE ON MAIMONIDES 115

in the body and is not separable from it,5! yet God is completely separate
from the world. The comparison between man and the world highlights the
central importance of the rational faculty, but these qualifications serve to
warn the reader against treating the comparison too literally and not appre-
ciating the true relation between God and the world, and between the ration-
al faculty and the body.

The Critique of the Philosophers

Maimonides’ critique of the philosophers bears several points of resemb-
lance with Halevi's. Both thinkers stress the limits of reason, particularly in
regard to astronomy and metaphysics, and they point to the numerous con-
troversies among the philosophers in these areas.5? Like Halevi, Maimonides
does not regard the proofs for eternity and for creation as demonstrable,
ascribing the same position to Aristotle.5® Halevi argues that one must defer
to the prophets in this matter, an argument that finds an echo in the Guide.5*
Maimonides’ elaborate arguments pertaining to creation have no parallel in
the Kuzari, but he would at least have found a precedent in Halevi's work for
his own approach (leaving aside the problem of Maimonides’ real views on
this issue). Moreover, both thinkers are ambivalent about Plato’s belief that
matter is eternal and the question of whether it can be harmonized with
Jewish tradition, 55

5! Maimonides at times draws a distinction between the intellect, i.e., the acquired
intellect, which is completely separate from the body, and the rational soul, which is
dependent upon the body. Halevi, on the other hand, treats the rational soul as separ-
ate from the body, inasmuch as he appears to identify it with intellect. See Kuzari
2.26:65. For a study of the doctrine of the intellect in the philosophy of Maimonides,
swe Alexander Altmann, “Maimonides on the Intellect and the Scope of Meta-
physics,” Von der mittelalterlichen zur modernen Aufklirung (Tibingen: J. C. B.
Maohr, 1987) 60-129. See also my study, “The Practical Intellect in the Philosophy of
Muimonides,”” HUCA 59 (1988): 189-215.

" Kuzari 4.25:187-88, 5.14:212-16; Guide 1.31:66, 2.22:320, 2.24:326-27.

WOl Kuzari 1.65-67:20-21; Guide 2.15-16:290-94.

M Cf Kuzari 1.67:21; Guide 2.16:294, 2.22:320, 2.23:322.

" OEL Kuzari 1.67:21; Guide 2.25:328. Herbert Davidson has argued that the
Plutonic view is in fact Maimonides’ esoteric position. See **Maimonides’ Secret Posi-
tion on Creation,” Studies in Medieval Jewish History and Literature, ed. Isadore
I'wersky (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1979) 16—40.
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Halevi's detailed critique of the philosophers in Kuzari 5.14, however,
does not appear to find a positive response in the Guide. Halevi criticizes the
philosophers for their view on the combination of the elements, and argues
that accepting creation as a postulate eliminates the need for such theories.
Maimonides, on the other hand, never casts a shadow of a doubt on what the
philosophers say about these matters. He even holds, in his treatment of the
issue of creation, that ““everything Aristotle has said about all that exists from
beneath the sphere of the moon to the center of the earth is indubitably cor-
rect” (Guide 2.22:319), a remark aimed against the arguments for creation
advanced by the Mutakallimian but also applicable to Halevi. Maimonides’
argument for creation in Guide 2.19, based on the notion of particularization,
and his critique of emanation in 2.22 are far different in their salient details
from the arguments found in the Kuzari.5®

While Maimonides does not appear to borrow much from Halevi's cri-
tique of the philosophers, and may in fact have been highly critical of it, he
does at times seem to formulate his own views with Halevi's critique in mind.
Pines maintains that a subtle polemic against Halevi can be detected in
Guide 1.257 Halevi, in Kuzari 4.13, maintains that the philosopher seeks God
only in order to describe Him truly. Consequently, “ignorance of God is not
more injurious than is ignorance of the earth for one who says that it is flat.
The benefit for him is only in knowing things as they truly are in order to
resemble the Active Intellect and become one with it.”” Pines interprets

56 Halevi also presents his critique of emanation in 4.26. While Halevi's and
Maimonides’ critiques are quite different, they both have elements in common with
that of Algazali in The Incoherence of the Philosophers. Maimonides' true view on the
subject of emanation is problematic. In Guide 2.11 he accepts the doctrine of emana-
tion. For an attempt to resolve the apparent contradiction between Maimonides’
acceptance of both the doctrine of creation and the doctrine of emanation, see Arthur
Hyman, *“Maimonides on Creation and Emanation,” Studies in Medieval Philosophy,
ed. John F. Wippel (Washington, D.C.: Catholic University of America Press, 1987)
45-61. Apparently not all medieval philosophers saw these two doctrines as mutually
exclusive. In Alexander Altmann's view, Isaac Israeli affirmed both creation and
emanation. See **Creation and Emanation in Isaac Israeli: A Reappraisal,” Studies in
Medieval Jewish History and Literature, ed. 1. Twersky (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard
University Press). 1-15, rprt. in A. Altmann, Essays in Jewish Intellectual History
(Hanover) New Hampshire: University Press of New England, 1981) 17-34.

It should be noted that while Halevi rejects the philosophic explanation for the cir-
cular motion of the sphere, Maimonides accepts it. Cf. Kuzari 5.14:216, Guide
2.10:271.

57 Pines, ““On the Term Ruhaniyyat” 532, n. 77.

JUDAH HALEVI S INFLUENCE ON MAIMONIDES 117

Halevi as not assigning any special significance to true knowledge of the
shape of the earth. To this Maimonides counters:

Through the intellect one distinguishes between truth and falsehood, and that
was found in [Adam] in its perfection and integrity. Fine and bad, on the other
hand, belong to the things generally accepted as known, not to those cognized
by the intellect. For one does not say: it is fine that heaven is spherical, and it is
bad that the earth is flat; rather one says true and false with regard to these
assertions. (24-25)

Maimonides, in Pines’s view, chooses Halevi's example in order to high-
light how important knowledge of the earth is. In my view, however, Pines’s
comparison of the two passages is too subtle. Halevi is not so much interested
in denigrating knowledge of the earth as in criticizing the philosophers for
failing to draw a distinction between knowledge of the earth and knowledge
of God. Maimonides, on the other hand, certainly shows that knowledge of
the earth is important, but in contrast to knowledge of popular morality. The
two thinkers are dealing with entirely different issues. Furthermore, Mai-
monides’” notion that Adam was created with a perfect intellect recalls what
Halevi says in Kuzari 1.95. Rather than subtly criticizing Halevi in this pas-
sage, Maimonides may in fact have been borrowing from him.

Halevi's critique of the philosophers in Kuzari 4.31, however, may under-
lie a different passage of the Guide. In Guide 1.36 Maimonides connects the
notion of God’s wrath with the sin of idolatry. He goes on to explain:

Now the books of the prophets only make this strong assertion because it con-
cerns a false opinion attaching to Him. . . . For the deviation from truth of one
who believes that Zayd is standing at a time when he is sitting, is not like the
deviation of him who believes that fire is under the air or water under the carth
or that the earth is flat. .. . And the second deviation from truth is not like the
deviation of him who believes that the sun consists of fire, . . . Again the third
deviation from truth is not like the deviation of him who believes that the
angels eat and drink. . . Finally the fourth deviation from truth is not like the
deviation of him who believes that a thing other than God ought to be wor-
shipped. For whenever ignorance and infidelity bear upon a great thing, |
mean to say upon someone whose rank in what exists is well established, they
are of greater consequence than if they bear upon someone who was of a lower
rank. By infidelity, I mean belief about a thing that is different from what the
thing really is, (82-83)
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Maimonides’ elaborate discussion reads like a response to Halevi's critique.
He agrees with Halevi that there is a tremendous difference between knowl-
edge of the earth and knowledge of God. He does not by any means exalt
knowledge of the earth, but shows how low it is on the ladder of knowledge.
Without explicitly ascribing the notion of gradations of knowledge to the
philosophers in this context, Maimonides is careful to emphasize it in pre-
senting his own philosophy, with its stress on the primary value of intellection
of God. Rather than polemicize against Halevi, he appears to formulate his
doctrine in order to meet the criticism Halevi advanced.

There are also statements by Maimonides which directly defend the phi-
losophers against Halevi, though it is difficult to determine whether they
were intended as such. In Kuzari 1.69-77, Halevi accuses the philosophers of
deceiving the people into thinking of nature as an intellectual, active princi-
ple that is God's partner in creation and governance. Maimonides, in Guide
3.19 (in the context of his discussion of providence), notes:

But as every physician and every philosopher has set forth, this [the well-
ordered composition of the eye, whose purpose is the act of sight] is brought
about of necessity through a purpose of nature. Now according to the general
consensus of philosophers, nature is not endowed with intellect and the capa-
city for governance. Rather does this craftsmanlike governance proceed,
according to the opinion of the philosophers, from an intellectual principle.
(479)8

Maimonides” main purpose here is to employ the philosophers™ notions in
support of his view of divine providence, but at the same time he refutes the
charge Halevi aimed at them. Though they speak of nature as an active prin-
ciple, they are well aware that it is directed by an intellect above it.>

One of the other passages in which Maimonides discusses the meaning of
nature may contain a subtle but important critique of Halevi. Perhaps the
most significant point Halevi raises against the philosophers is his implicit
statement that they are ignorant of the “divine matter” or “divine decree”

58 Cf 3.13:449.

5 Maimonides does appear to differ with the philosophers on the nature of this
intellect, i.e., God, in regard to the problem of will. See in particular Guide 2.20. It
should be added that Halevi himself is aware that the philosophers accept the exis-
tence of an intellectual principle that directs nature. See below, n. 64.
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(amr ilaht).®® The term amr ilahi is central to Halevi's philosophy, and he uses
it in disparate ways. It is not the purpose of this paper to enter into this issue,
which has attracted the attention of many scholars,$! but to point to one spe-
cific aspect. Overall, Halevi uses the term in much the same way as the philo-
sophers used the term “intellect.” It can refer to a special sublunar form or
degree, a type of overflow, or a cosmic entity or principle. Halevi is conscious
of this analogy.6? He treats amr ilahi as superior to “intellect” in all its differ-
ent meanings. At times he appears to identify it with a cosmic principle iden-
tical to the divine will.88 Unlike Halevi, Maimonides utilizes amr ilahi only
rarely. One such usage occurs in Guide 2.10, where Maimonides maintains
that there are four forces proceeding from the celestial spheres to the
earth—the force causing the generation of minerals, the force of the vegeta-
tive soul, the force of the animal soul, and the force of the rational soul. This
is the standard philosophical division of sublunar entities, and Halevi, though
employing different terminology, presents it in Kuzari 1.31-39. Halevi,
however, posits as a fifth degree that of the amr ilahi, which characterizes the
prophets (1.41-43). Maimonides, on the other hand, states that the forces
from the spheres function in two ways—either to generate the various sub-
lunar entities or to preserve them. This, he indicates, ““is the meaning of
‘nature,” which is said to be wise, having governance.” Maimonides con-
cludes, ““What is intended hereby is the divine decree (al-amr al-ilahi) from
which these two activities derive through the intermediary of the sphere”
(272; Arabic: 295). Maimonides may in this manner be indicating his rejec-
tion of Halevi's doctrine. The amr ilahi does not represent a special degree

% In Kuzari 4.3:163, however, Halevi draws a distinction between the Greek
philosophers and the philosophers belonging to the other (monotheistic) religions.
The latter recognize prophecy as a special degree—a degree which is intrinsically
related in Halevi's work to the “divine matter.” Halevi sometimes excuses the philo-
sophers inasmuch as they lack a trustworthy tradition in regard to metaphysical mat-
ters. See, for example, 5.14:216.

" See Ignaz Goldziher, “Le amr ilahi chez Juda Halevi,” REJ 50 (1905): 32-41:
Harry A. Wolfson, “Hallevi and Maimonides on Prophecy,” JOR 32 (1941): 353-70;
Israel Efros, “Some Aspects of Yehudah Halevi's Mysticism,” PAAJR 11 (1941): 7-9,
I6; Herbert Davidson, “The Active Intellect in the Cuzari and Hallevi’s Theory of
Cuausality,” REJ 131 (1972): 381-95; Pines, “Shi'ite Terms™~ 172-92.

" See, for example, Kuzari 2.14, 26.

“ Kuzari 2.6 (Arabic: 46). The problem is that Halevi does not present an un-
equivocal position on the ontological status of the divine will.
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but is identified with the principle responsible for the forces of nature in
general.®

Conclusion

The comparisons discussed in this paper do not represent definitive proof
that Maimonides made use, either consciously or subconsciously, of the
Kuzari. They do, however, lend support to this view. If we assume that Mai-
monides was in fact acquainted with the Kuzari, the work appears to have
exerted a subtle and multifaceted influence on him. He accepts certain views,
often in modified form, dismisses others outright, and is stimulated by others
to sharpen his own views, The examples offered here are just a few of the
passages in the Guide where Halevi's possible influence may be discernible.®
If the entire corpus of Maimonides™ writings were included, there appear to
be many more points of contact.

This study is only a preliminary appraisal. The contours of Halevi's
influence on Maimonides, however, can be vaguely discerned. A fuller study
is required to delineate the apparent points of contact between the two
thinkers and bring them into sharper focus, as well as to offer more definitive
proof that Maimonides was in fact acquainted with Halevi's work. Saadiah’s
works also left an impress on Maimonides™ thought, sometimes obvious, other
times more subtle, and for this reason his influence on Maimonides also calls
for an in-depth treatment.% The same may be true, though to a lesser extent,
of the works of some of Maimonides™ other Jewish predecessors.

Even if there is good reason to maintain that medieval Jewish sources
exerted far more influence on Maimonides than is evident at first glance, the
extent of this influence should not be overestimated. The fact remains that
the non-Jewish Aristotelian sources played the dominant role in molding

64 Halevi acknowledges that some of the philosophers accepted the notion of amr
ilahi as an intellectual principle governing this world. Halevi ascribes to Galen the
view that the amr ilahi, rather than the composition of the elements is responsible for
our faculty of discernment. See Kuzari 5.22.

5 See above, n. 31.

6 Joseph Kafah, in the notes to his editions of Saadiah and Maimonides points out
numerous areas of similarity and contrast between these thinkers. Many of these do
not reflect direct influence, but they provide an invaluable starting point for a careful
analysis of the subject.
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Maimonides’ philosophy. A study of his medieval Jewish sources probably
will add little to our understanding of the main currents of his philnsnph\,:,
but there are strong indications that it will illuminate some of the subtle
undercurrents in his thought. Maimonides’ utilization of medieval Jewish
sources—his borrowing of some notions, rejection of others, and subtle argu-
ments with, or modifications of, still others—may not have made a major dif-
ference in the shaping of the Guide, but it certainly contributed to the rich
texture of his philosophic magnum opus.

Ben-Gurion University
of the Negev
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MAIMONIDES REPUDIATION OF ASTROLOGY

by

Y. TZVI LANGERMANN

Introduction

One of the most celebrated opinions of Maimonides is his repudiation of
astrology. His denunciation of that pseudo-science, reiterated in the strong-
est of language throughout the Maimonidean corpus, has earned for its
author the praises of modern readers who are impressed by Maimonides’
courage and clearsightedness in the face of a widespread and deeply rooted
superstition. Moreover, in contrast to such topics as cosmogony and episte-
mology, in which there exists some ambiguity about Maimonides™ opinion,
there does not seem to be any doubt about his “true” position concerning
astrology: astrology is categorically rejected without any reservation.

Some of the practical consequences of the pursuit of astrology by Jews
were stated quite clearly by Maimonides in his Letter on Astrology:

This is why our kingdom was lost and our Temple was destroyed and why we
were brought to this; for our fathers sinned and are no more because they found
many books dealing with these themes of the stargazers. . . . They did not busy
themselves with the art of war or with the conquest of lands, but imagined that
those [astrological] studies would help them.!

The same line of argument is evident from the context of Maimonides’ criti-
cism of astrology in other works as well. In the Mishneh Torah, exhortations
not to succumb to the numbing embrace of fatalism are conjoined with a
denunciation of astrology.? In the Epistle to Yemen Maimonides encourages

' Letter on Astrology,” trans. Ralph Lerner, Medieval Political Philosophy, ed.
I Lerner and M. Mahdi, (1963); rprt., in 1. Twersky, A Maimonides Reader (New
York, 1972) 465; see also R. Lerner, ““Maimonides’ Letter on Astrology,” History of
Neligions 8 (1968): 143-58.

! Hilkhot Teshuvah 5.4; Twersky, Maimonides Reader 78.
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his coreligionists by telling them that, contrary to astrological predictions, the
Jews shall yet be redeemed from their present lowly political fortunes:

For while the Gentiles believe that our nation will never constitute an indepen-
dent state, nor will they [our nation] ever rise above their present condition,
and all the astrologers, diviners, and augurs concur in this opinion, God will
prove false their views and beliefs, and will order the advent of the Messiah. . ..
This is the correct view that every Israelite should hold, without paying any
attention to the conjunctions of the stars.®

Maimonides' intent is clear and straightforward, and 1 shall not elaborate
here upon this aspect of his repudiation of astrology.

On the other hand, it seems that there is much to be gained from a more
detailed look at the scientific and philosophical dimensions of Maimonides’
position. How is his religious posture related to his scientific outlook? Why
does he make so much of events of the distant past, when astrology played a
key role in the retreat from monotheism? Are there any subtler connections
between the belief in astrology and the denial of free will? Finally, and from
a broader perspective, the medieval debates concerning astrology, in which
Muslim, Christian, and Jewish proponents as well as opponents participated,
served to focus serious discussion on questions of epistemology, philosophy of
science, metaphysics, and similar topics.4 In this paper 1 can sample only a

3" Epistle to Yemen,” trans. Boaz Cohen, in A. Halkin, Iggeret Teman (New York,
1952); rprt., in Twersky, Maimonides Reader 453.

1 Quite a number of studies have been published concerning various aspects of the
medieval debate over astrology, although in my view scholars have yet to become ful-
ly alerted to the richness of this body of texts for intellectual history. We can cite here
only a few studies. For classical antiquity and early Christianity, see the thorough
study of Dom David Amand, Fatalisme et liberté dans ['antiquité grecque (Amster-
dam: Hakkert, 1973). For Islam: the groundbreaking studies of C. A. Nallino, e.g.,
“Sun, Moon, and Stars (Muhammadan)," Hasting’s Encyclopaedia of Religion and
Ethics, vol. 12 (Edinburgh and New York, 1921) 88-101, and Raccolte di Scriti, vol. 5
(Rome, 1944); the recent surveys of M. Ulmann, Die Natur-und Geheimwissenschaf-
ten im Islam (1972), chap. 5, and F. Sezgin, Geschichte des arabischen Schrifttums,
vol. 7 (1979); and the summary of an actual tenth-century round-table discussion on
astrology in J.L. Kraemer, Humanism in the Renaissance of Islam: The Cultural
Revival during the Buyid Age (Leiden: Brill, 1986) 150-62; see also below, n. 23. For
the Christian West: M. L. W. Laistner, “The Western Church and Astrology during
the Early Middle Ages,” HTR 34 (1941): 251-75; and M. T. d’Alverny, ** Astrologues
et Théologiens au Xlle siecle,” Mélanges offerts @ M. D. Chenu (Paris: Vrin, 1967),
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very small part of this rich repository of intellectual history. Nevertheless, by
looking at Maimonides’ positions in some depth, and by offering some com-
parison with the views of others, | hope to provide some insights into Mai-
monides’ philosophy and, at the same time, to demonstrate the importance of
the literature connected with astrology for the history of medieval science
and philosophy.s

According to his own testimony, astrology was the first subject which the
young Maimonides studied.® Indeed, there is some indication that his father,
Maimon, had no particular reservations concerning astrology and, in fact,
knew something about the subject.” It is thus quite possible that Maimonides
received his first instruction at home. But there was also opposition to astrol-
ogy. The fact that Abraham bar Hiyya was compelled to rally to the defense
of astrology presents clear proof that Spanish Jewry counted among its
members some staunch opponents of astrology, people who, as we may dis-
cern from Bar Hiyya's counterarguments, made no distinction hetween the
“science” of astrology and the “Chaldean” sorcery condemned by the Tal-
mud.® Bahya ibn Paquda also rejected astrology.? Nevertheless, it seems that

31-50. For the Christian East: G. Graf, " Die Widerlegung der Astrologen von <Abdal-
lih ibn al-Fadl,” Orientalia 6 (1937): 337-46. For Judaism: see Halkin's introduction
to Iggeret Teman, and, more recently, R. Barkai, "' L’ Astrologic juive médiévale,” Le
Moyen Age 93 (1987): 323-48. Further bibliography may be found in F. Boll, C.
Bezold, and W. Gundel, Sternglaube und Sterndeutung, 6th revised edition with
bibliographical appendix by C. Gundel (Darmstadt: Wissenschaftliche Buchgesell-
schaft, 1974).

3 In past decades there was considerable controversy over the suitability of the his-
tory of astrology as a subject for academic research. See Lynn Thorndike, *“The True
Place of Astrology in the History of Science,” Isis 46 (1955): 273-78.

5" Letter on Astrology™ 465: " The first thing that I studied is that science which is
called judicial astrology.”

7 A. Freimann, “Responsa of R. Maimon ha-Dayyan, the Father of Maimonides,”
Tarbiz 6 (1935): 408-20 [Hebrew], first responsum (pp. 413-14). R. Maimon gives
here a straightforward response to an inquiry concerning astrologically unfavorable
days for blood-letting, without a murmur of protest against the very notion; however
astrological medicine was usually exempt from the controversies that surrounded
astrology, and, therefore, our evidence regarding the position of R. Maimon is not
conclusive.

% See Bar Hiyya's “Epistle” in defense of astrology published by A. Schwartz in
l)"(".v.':c'hriﬁ Adolph Schwarz, ed. S. Kraus, (Berlin and Vienna, 191‘7)‘ Hebrew sec.,
23-36.

¥ See the complete text of Bahya's Duties of the Heart, Arabic with Hebrew trans-
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in the twelfth century astrology enjoyed wide acceptance among Spanish
Jewry. Abraham ibn Ezra was particularly successful in integrating astrologi-
cal ideas into Jewish thought.!® Although from time to time doubts about
astrology may have been expressed, there was no full-scale attack on it until
the publication, under very different historical circumstances, of Isaac Pul-
gar's Defense of the Faith (Ezer ha-Dat) in the fourteenth century.!' Evi-
dence which has recently been assembled from the Genizah indicates that in
Egypt also, at about the time that Maimonides settled in that country, astrol-
ogy was firmly established both as common belief and as a profession.'* Mai-
monides’ correspondents in the Provence displayed a keen interest in astrol-
ogy, and those in Yemen seemed to have already been infected with it. Thus
belief in astrology appears to have been widespread throughout the Jewish
world as Maimonides knew it.

Maimonides  opposition to astrology is unwavering, from his youthful
Commentary on the Mishnah through his mature Guide of the Perplexed. In
this paper I shall deal with Maimonides’ classification of astrologers and his
chief arguments against them; the scientific objections to astrology; the
proper understanding of the “influence’ of the stars: the connection between
astrology and idolatry; and, finally, fate and free will.

Classification and Summary of the Objections to Astrology

Maimonides’ primary objection to astrology arises from the scientific
falsehood of that art. In his view, there is and there must be a total identity
between religious truth, that is, the truths taken as fundaments of belief of
the religious community, and the truths discovered by dispassionate scientific
or philosophic investigation. Whatever other motives may lie behind biblical
injunctions, we can be sure that astrology and astrological practices were pro-

lation, published by Y. Kafah (Jerusalem, 1973) 5.5:254-56; this entire passage is
missing from the translation of Ibn Tibbon.

1 See Y. T. Langermann, *‘Some Astrological Themes in the Thought of Abraham
ibn Ezra,” to appear in Abraham ibn Ezra: His Multi-faceted Oeuvre, ed. 1. Twersky.

I See the recent edition of J. Levinger (Tel Aviv, 1984), part 3.

125 D. Goitein, A Mediterranean Society, 5 vols. (Berkeley: University of Cali-
fornia Press, 1967-88) 5: 420-22. Goitein acknowledges inter alia his reliance on the
series of studies by D. Pingree and B. R. Goldstein of horoscopes preserved in the
Genizah.
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hibited by the Torah, because they are false. Astrological forecasting is
included in the list of superstitious practices prohibited in Deuteronomy not
only to deter Jews from practicing allegedly efficacious techniques, but,
rather to eradicate beliefs that are false and are delusive:

Whoever believes in these and similar things [astrology, sorcery] and thinks in
his heart that they are true and scientific and only forbidden by the Torah is
nothing but a fool, deficient in understanding. . . . Sensible people, however,
who possess sound mental faculties know by clear proofs that all of these prac-
tices which the Torah prohibited have no scientific basis but are chimerical and
inane; and that only those deficient in knowledge are attracted to these follies
and, for their sake, leave the ways of the truth.!s

It is not just the practice of astrology or sorcery which is prohibited, but it
is also forbidden to believe that such practices are in any way capable of
achieving the results that they promise. These particular forms of nonsense
may have received special attention in the Law because of their historical and
ideational links with paganism, as we shall see. Generally, though, the
various forms of prognostication and sorcery, among which Maimonides clas-
sifies astrology, are banned because they are false. To put the matter in
another way (particularly relevant for later developments in Jewish thought),
there is no cosmic struggle between the deity and the various “forces of evil ’;
instead, we may speak of a campaign of truth (note that the Arabic al-Hagqq,
whose literal is meaning “the Truth,” is synonymous with God) against all
forms of falsehood, in the sense of vain, empty beliefs. On this fundamental
theological question, Abraham ibn Ezra—commonly portrayed as Mai-
monides archrival on the subject of astrology—is in full agreement with Mai-
monides. In his commentary on Leviticus 19:31, Ibn Ezra bitingly remarks:
" Iimpty-brained [people] have said that, were the auguries and other forms
of sorcery not true, Scripture would not have banned them. I maintain the
opposite viewpoint: Scripture has banned falsehood, not truth. Witness the
fulse gods and idols [which are also banned].”

It seems, then, that the very different attitudes taken by Maimonides and
Ibn Ezra toward astrology stem in large measure from their different assess-
ments of the scientific worth of that art. Each of these thinkers succeeded so
well in integrating his position on astrology into his overall philosophy that it

I Mishneh Torah, Laws of Idolatry and Ordinances of the Heathens 11.16,
I'wersky, Maimonides Reader 75-76.
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may appear that philosophical or theological considerations by themselves
dictated their differing stances toward astrology. However, the scientific
issues were no less weighty, especially given the commitment of these two
thinkers to a single truth theory. The contemporaneous scientific evidence
and philosophical currents furnished support for both points of view. On the
other hand, the fierce polemical tone of the remarks which we have just quot-
ed shows that both Maimonides and Ibn Ezra felt the need to combat the
view, seemingly widespread and entrenched, that sorcery was efficacious
and, therefore, that other reasons must be sought for its prohibition in the
Jewish tradition. It remains a matter for further study whether augury and
the like was just a matter of popular superstition, or whether the belief in
such practices had been incorporated into any wider intellectual framework.
By the thirteenth century, however, when the Maimonidean controversy was
in full force, the view diametrically opposed to Maimonides and Ibn Ezra had
received a theoretical formulation. In response to an inquiry concerning the
legality of applying astral magic to medicine, R. Solomon ben Adret, a resi-
dent of Montpellier, wrote: “Someone who makes an image at a specific
hour, even for the purpose of therapy, transgresses [the biblical injunction]
“You shall not foretell (lo t onninu). For the Torah has not forbidden any-
thing unless it has some basis (igqar), such that one may err.”'* Ben Adret
immediately informs his correspondent that Maimonides has expressed exact-
ly the opposite opinion.

The second main theme of Maimonides' repudiation of astrology con-
cerns the link—the organic and insoluble link, in Maimonides’ opinion—
joining astrology to star worship. This clearly represents an enlargement
upon an aspect of the first theme, that is, the identification of astrology with
falsehoaod, since star worship is in itself a form of falsehood. One may, per-
haps, wish to see Maimonides’ strong emphasis on the link between astrology
and star worship as being, in large part, a tactical move. Jewish thinkers are,
of course, unanimous in viewing star worship as a forbidden practice, and, it
would seem, they would agree that star worship is vain and foolish as well.
Moreover, the accusation that astrology is but a thinly disguised form of star
worship figured in early religious polemics against astrology.'> Nevertheless,
it seems that Maimonides is careful not to state that, legally speaking, the

14 T shuvot ha-Rashba, responsum no. 413 (p. 144ba).
15 . Thorndike, A History of Magic and Experimental Science, vol. 1 (New York:
Columbia University Press, 1923) 513.
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practice of astrology constitutes an act of idolatry. Instead he stresses two
points: the historical connection between astrology and idolatry; and the
errors of physics and metaphysics which have in the past contributed to this
connection, and whose danger remains everpresent.

The historical connection is presented most lucidly and succinetly in the
opening chapters of the Laws Concerning Idolatry and the Ordinances of the
Heathens. According to this account, Enosh and his generation committed a
fundamental error: they inferred from the correct statement that the heavens
are among the most noble of God’s creations, the incorrect conclusion that it
is God’s wish that His highest officials, so to speak, should he the objects of
veneration. From this mistaken view ensued a whole cult of the stars, includ-
ing, especially, an avaricious and deceitful priesthood. Abraham, by dint of
his own speculation and investigation, rediscovered the one God, was reward-
ed with prophetic revelation, and founded the people whose chief unifving
characteristic is monotheism. This story is retold in part 3 of the Guide, espe-
cially chapter 37.'®¢ Maimonides there shares with his readers the results of
some his own historical research, most importantly information which he had
culled from Ibn Wahshiyyah's Nabatean Agriculture (al-Filahah al-
nabatiyyah).\7

There is a wider perspective to Maimonides’ understanding of this series
of historical events. In order to appreciate this, we must first sketch the story
subsequent to Abraham.'® Abraham’s followers built themselves into a sub-
stantial group, but during the Egyptian bondage most reverted to idolatry.
Then, in truly miraculous fashion, Moses came upon the scene, and at Sinai
an eternal covenant was sealed. Most significant is the constant retreat of ido-
latry ever since: classical paganism, to Maimonides™ knowledge, had become
limited by his time to a few areas at the fringes of civilization or beyond it.
Whatever errors may beset Islam and Christianity, both of these faiths honor

16 Guide 3.29:514-18.

" This work is purported to be a translation with commentary of a Nabatean work.
Over the past century a considerable amount of energy has been expended in scholar-
ly debate over its true nature. See the synopsis and bibliography in F. Sezgin, Ge-
sehichte des arabischen Schrifttums, vol. 4 (Frankfurt a. M., 1971) 318-29. A facsimile
edition of this important work based on several manuscripts, but unfortunately in-
complete, was published in five volumes by F. Sezgin (Frankfurt a. M., 1984).

" See Mishneh Torah, Laws of Idolatry and Laws of the Heathens, end of chap. 1;
I'wersky, Maimonides Reader 74; and the uncensored version of Mishneh Torah, Law
ol Kings and Wars, end of chap. 11; Twersky, Maimonides Reader 226-27.
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Abraham and have at least some acquaintance with the teachings of Judaism.
In the messianic era the spread of monotheism will be completed, and
humanity will return in some sense, to the pristine state which it enjoyed
before the error of Enosh and his generation. Human history can thus be
understood as a retreat from, and a return to, monotheism. Astrology played
a critical role in the introduction of paganism, and its expurgation is crucial
for the return to monotheism.

Although the action of Enosh is portrayed in the Mishneh Torah as a sim-
ple error of reasoning, an examination of several key chapters of the Guide
reveals that some rather subtle errors of physics and metaphysics lie at the
heart of astrology and the religious doctrines associated with it. I shall exa-
mine these issues in detail later on. For now suffice it to say that Maimonides,
in concert with just about every other medieval thinker, does admit of some
physical, i.e., corporeal or mechanical, astral influences. At the same time his
attitude also involves a considerable diminution in the role of the celestial
intelligences.

The third consideration in the campaign against astrology derives from
Maimonides’ clear insistence upon man’s absolute freedom of action. Now
since antiquity astrology has been associated with some form of determinism;
the regular and predictable—and therefore, it appeared, predetermined—
motions of the stars were thought to be connected to an equally predeter-
mined, if somewhat less orderly, sequence of events on earth. There was
room for more than one point of view concerning the nature of this connec-
tion. Are the stars the causes of events on earth, or are they merely con-
venient indicators? Is the influence of the stars of a general sort, thus leaving
some latitude for human action, or is their determination absolute? To what
level of detail do the stellar influences operate?

Judaism rejects fatalism, and the need to defend some freedom of the will
presents the most serious obstacle for Jewish adherents of astrology. Mai-
monides emphasizes the connection between astrology and fatalism in the
fifth chapter of the Laws of Repentance:

If God had decreed that a person should be either righteous or wicked, or if
there were some force inherent in his nature which irresistibly drew him to a
particular course, or to a special branch of knowledge, to special views of activi-
ties, as the foolish astrologers out of their own fancy pretend, how could the
Almighty have charged us through the prophets, Do this and do not do that,
improve your ways, do not follow wicked impulses’™. . . ?19

19 Laws of Repentance 5.4; Twersky, Maimonides Reader 78.
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These remarks notwithstanding, free will is the one issue connected with
astrology concerning which Maimonides has been suspected of maintaining
an esoteric position quite different from the opinion openly proclaimed in the
Mishneh Torah, namely that man has free choice.?? I do not propose to offer a
tull and satisfactory explanation of Maimonides view on this question.
However, I shall try to refine our understanding of Maimonides’ position,
and shall also call attention to a possible additional source for his views. The
posture adopted in the Mishneh Torah will thus appear more philosophically
sophisticated, and less of an exhortation to the masses.

The Scientific Debate

Maimonides’ firm conviction that astrology is, on strictly scientific
grounds, demonstrably false, was a compelling factor in his religious cam-
paign against the art. Yet, while medieval literature contains some detailed
scientific refutations of astrology, Maimonides, surprisingly, offers little in
the way of counterargument. Perhaps he felt that serious rebuttal would itself
imply that there was, after all, some case to be made in defense of astrology.
Maimonides™ only straightforward scientific criticism is found in his Com-
mentary on the Mishnah, Avodah Zarah 4.7.2' There he presents what seems
to be a common argument against astrology.?? It is known, this argument
goes, that each celestial sphere is a single, homogeneous unchanging body.
But astrological theory is based upon two other principles: (a) that some
stars are beneficent and others maleficent, and (b) to the different stars there
correspond points on the celestial sphere that are conducive to each of the
stars. These two principles of the astrologers clearly contradict the doctrine of
the homogeneous sphere and with this contradiction, the entire edifice of
astrological theory is demolished.

% See below, pp. 149 ff., and the articles of S. Pines and A. Altmann cited in n.
07-98, below.

“I'l have used the edition of Y. Kafah (Jerusalem: Mossad Harav Kook, 1965).

" Compare al-Fardbi, “On What Is Correct and What Is Incorrect in Astrology,”
I Dieterici, Alfarabi’s Philosophische Abhandlungen (Leyden, 1890; rprt., 1982),
paria. 23, p. 112 (Arabice), p. 183 (German); Ibn Sin4, “On the Refutation of Astro-
logy,” Arabic text in Rasd'il Ibn Sina, vol. 2 (Istanbul, 1953) 56, French translation by
M. A Mehren, “Vues d'Avicenne sur 'astrologie,” Le Muséon 3 (1884); 383-408, esp.
002, ). W Livingston, “'Ibn Qayyim al-Jawziyyah: A Fourteenth Century Defense
Apainst Astrological Divination and Alchemical Transmutation,” JAOS 91 (1971):
06108, esp. 98-99. :
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These two principles constitute the axis of astrology. Their falsity has been
demonstrated and, consequently, every last detail [of astrology is also refuted].

However, towards the end of Guide 2.19,?% the nonuniformity of the sphere is
adduced as compelling evidence for creation of the world by the divine will.
This may possibly be the reason that this particular argument against astro-
logy does not recur in the Guide.

The most significant complaint against the astrologers, found in the
Guide, concerns the proper understanding and usage of the term fayd (We
shall here limit ourselves to the scientific side of Maimonides™ argument; the
ramifications for metaphysics will be discussed later on.) In Guide 2.12, we
are told that the fundamental error which leads to astrology consists, in the
first instance, in a confusion of terminology. The influence of the stars—
including the physical agency acknowledged by Maimonides—is often called
an efflux or overflow (fayd). Maimonides himself frequently employs fayd to
describe the action of the stars.2¢ Strictly speaking, this is incorrect. Accord-
ing to Maimonides, the stars exert their influence by means of forces or
powers (quwwdt), which obey the rules of physics. These forces require a
finite period of time to take effect, and they weaken over distance. Efflux, on
the other hand, is instantaneous, and relations of distance between the source
and the object on which it acts are irrelevant. Moreover, efflux is unceasing;
all that is required for it to take effect is the proper preparedness (tahayya’) of
the recipient. Because of its non-corporeal nature, the efflux itself cannot be
perceived, only its effect. “Everything that is produced anew, but does not
result solely from the mixture of elements itself (mizdj) '?* has been brought
about by the efflux.

In this manner the efflux is distinguished from corporeal forces and, in
particular, the astral forces. Although, as we shall see, there are some difficul-
ties in understanding just how the astral forces operate, Maimonides is sure
that enough is known about their properties that they may be classified as
corporeal. After all, it can be determined that a poorly understood terrestrial
force such as magnetism is corporeal, because we note that its power dimin-

23 Guide 2.19:310-11.

21 Fayd may also be translated as “emanation” or “overflow”; the latter-is pre-
ferred by Prof. Pines in his translation of the Guide. See e.g. Guide 2.10:270 (““the four
spheres having stars have forces that overflow from them™); 2.11:275 (“from the
spheres . . . forces and good things overflow to this body™).

25 Guide 2.12:279.
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ishes over distance—a property of bodily forces, not of efflux. Similarly, the
fact that the stellar influences also depend on the varying distances of the
stars from the earth is sufficient evidence to prove that their effect is due to
the action of bodies one upon the other, not an efflux. Maimonides maintains
that the astral forces obey the laws of physics, specifically, that their power
depends on the variables of distance from the center of the world and “rela-
tion one to another” (nishatu ba<dihd li-ba‘din). The latter phrase, S. Pines
notes, must refer to some spatial relationship which exists between the stars.26
Now the geocentric interstellar angles are, indeed, the very consideration
which underlies the astrological doctrine of “aspects’”; but this notion too
admits of a physical interpretation, since what is of concern is the interacting
mixture of stellar rays which reaches the earth,the nature of which is thought
to be connected to the angular distance separating the stars.?’
Maimonides does not substantiate this critical point in any detail; he
merely presents as a known fact that all of the stellar influences can be
explained in terms of the action of bodies upon one another.?® Moreover, the
impact of this argument depends entirely on the principle that the stars are to
be viewed exclusively as corporeal entities and their influence analyzed in
terms of Aristotelian terrestrial physics. Maimonides does not take into
account the possibility that the astrologers may have adopted, in part or as a
whole, non-Aristotelian physical theories which ought to be considered on
their own terms, much like the atomism of the Mutakalliman.2® In other

26 See Guide 2.12:280 note 7.

*" Hints at a physical interpretation of this sort may be found even in the astrologi-
cal literature. Cf. Ptolemy, Tetrabiblos, 1.24. The notion of ““the mixture of the rays”
(mizdj al-shuw®) is found as early as the writings of Teukros (Tinkalasha al-Babili. fl.
cu Ist cent. B.C.E.; see Sezgin 71-73), quoted in Safinat al-Ahkdm (MS Dublin,
Chester Beatty 3640, fol. Ta). See also the definition of radd al-nar in 1bn Hibinta
(10th cent.), Al-Mughni fi ahkam al-nujiim, facsimile edition (Frankfurt a. M., 1987)
216, These are just a few random references; a fuller study of the physical side of
ustrological theory in medieval Islamic civilization remains a major desideratum. It
should be noted that these ideas were accompanied by an elaborate mathematical
upparatus; see E. S. Kennedy and H. Krikorian-Preisler, “The Astrological Doctrine
ol the Projection of the Rays,” E. S. Kennedy, Studies in the Islamic Exact Sciences
(Beirat, 1983) 372-84.

" There is strong reason to believe that in this matter Maimonides followed the
load of Alexander of Aphrodisias. For Alexander’s ideas, see Amand 140-41. Publica-
ton of some of the extant Arabic texts of Alexander will facilitate the elucidation of
this point.

“Very little work has been done on this problem. See David Pingree, “Abn
Mu‘shar,_ Dictionary of Scientific Biography 1 (New York, 1970) 32-39, esp. 34.
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words, the astrologers’ conception of fayd may not have been due to a misun-
derstanding, but to the deliberate appropriation of this term for use within
the context of their own (non-Aristotelian) theories. Perhaps Maimonides
was aware of the theoretical difficulties inherent in any attempt to explain the
effects of the stars on earth in terms of the Aristotelian system; I shall elabo-
rate upon this point in the next section.

In large measure, the claims of the astrologers were based on induction
from the empirically evident effects of the sun and the moon. Extending their
observations in the case of these two celestial bodies, the astrologers asserted
that the other stars, and certain mathematical points or arcs on the celestial
orb, also exert an influence, albeit one which is weaker and less readily detec-
table. The difficulty or inability of the opponents of astrology to provide a
cogent account of the acknowledged influences of the sun and the moon—
one which would exclude the more fanciful claims of the astrologers—may
have detracted from the force of their denial of the influences that the astro-
logers inferred regarding the other stars and mathematical points on the
celestial sphere. Given the paucity of his own doctrine in all that concerns the
explanation of the legitimate stellar influences, there was little that Mai-
monides could offer in terms of detailed rebuttal of the suggestions of the
astrologers. Maimonides elsewhere insists that the Aristotelian sublunar phy-
sics is perfectly correct,3° and whatever else may have prompted that remark,
it is possible that he also felt that an important argument against astrology
hinged on the soundness of Aristotelian physics. In any event, the chief impli-
cations of the attribution of fayd to the stars are to be found in the realm of
theology, and we shall have more to say on this matter in a later section of
this paper.

Issues of epistemology and philosophy of science are also involved in Mai-
monides’ refusal to regard astrology as a legitimate science. Astrologers assert
that observation and experience have indicated that certain celestial confi-
gurations are conjoined with certain terrestrial events. Predictions which
have been made on the basis of the accumulated data have had a reasonable
degree of success. Therefore, the astrologers would contend, astrology is a
legitimate science, even if it cannot offer any logically demonstrable explana-

30 Guide 2.19:307: **. . . all that he [Aristotle] has explained to us regarding what is
beneath the sphere of the moon follows an order conforming to what exists, an order
whose causes are clear”; cf. also Guide 2.22: 319.
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tion of the connection between stellar patterns and earthly events.3! Maimo-
nides aligns himself squarely with that school of thought which denies that
science can be based solely upon what we would call inductive reasoning
based upon repeated experience (tajribah, plural tajdrib,).2 1t seems that
Maimonides derives in large measure his conception of what a physical
theory should be from the thought of Alexander of Aphrodisias.3® According
to this view, the first principles of a physical theory are undemonstrable and
must come from observation. However, science is not just an agglomeration
of observations, or what are claimed to be observations. A formal scientific
theory must be logically constructed upon these first principles. Maimonides
is quite insistent in his demand that a scientific theory provide some causal
account of the phenomena, especially with regard to efficient causes, and
that this account have the rigor of formal, logical demonstration. Yet the
astrological method which we shall describe presently contains no formal
proofs and identifies no efficient causes. According to that method, each
individual datum is acquired by matching a product of the imagination
(khiyal) with what is claimed to be repeated empirical confirmation. Mai-
monides is particularly vigorous in his criticism of those who rely upon the
imaginative faculty for the elucidation of such sublime matters and, in fact, a
strong denunciation of this method is conjoined to his discussion of the errors
which led to astrology in Guide 2.12.%4

A clear statement of the epistemological approach of the astrologers, in
which tajribah plays the key corroborating role, is found in a text attributed
to Adam and quoted by Ibn Wahshivyah in his Nabatean Agriculture {al-

3 See, for example, Ptolemy’s defense of astrology in Tetrabiblos 1.1-3. Ptolemy
appeals to the evident effects of the sun and the moon, the usefulness of pr:)gn()stice;-
tion, and the aesthetic appeal of astrological theory, but it seems that he concedes that
the very ambition of connecting terrestrial to celestial events precludes the possibility
that astrology will ever achieve exhaustiveness. Ptolemy, however, does not seem to
be particularly concerned with astrology’s formal structure.

2 Maimonides” views will be spelled out in detail presently. Cf. A. M. Goichon,
I.:;.riqm' de la langue philosophique d'Ibn Sind (Paris, 1938) 39, no. 84, s.v. mujar-
rabat.

' See, Guide, “Translator’s Introduction™ Ixix-lxxi, and now, in great detail, J. L.
Kraemer, “Maimonides on Aristotle and Scientific Method,” E. L. Ormsby, ed.,
Muoses Maimonides and His Time, Studies in Philosophy and the History of Philos-
ophy, vol. 19 (Washington: Catholic University of America Press, 1989) 53-88."

”!'I'ra.l.ns p. 280, " All this follows imagination, which is also in true reality the evil
Impulse
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Filahah al-Nabatiyyah),3 which work Maimonides calls “'the most important
book about this subject [astrology].”3 According to this text, the first step
toward knowledge of the stellar influences is a divine revelation (‘ilhdm). The
recipient next applies reason (giyds) to this revelation until he arrives at some
product of the imagination (khiydl). Apparently the role of giyds is to process
the revelation into some type of image which can be checked against the
appearances in the sensory world. The last step is corroboration by means of
tajribah, repeated testimony that the imagined stellar influence is in fact a
true one. Ibn Wahshiyyah strongly indicates that of these four steps, the two
most important are giyds and tajribah, and that it is the latter which leads to
sound knowledge. Now clearly not all astrologers would have fully accepted
this theory of knowledge. Some, such as Abt Mashar, were cognizant of
some of the objections which had been raised against their art, and made
some attempt at accommodation.®” Others, such as Abraham bar Hiyya,
acknowledged that astrology’s reliance upon experience (nisayon) made it
less certain than the demonstrative sciences.® A survey of the full range of
this epistemological debate is well beyond the purview of this paper.
Nevertheless, it seems to be generally true that astrology was an inductive
science, possessing little in the way of explanation by means of efficient
causes and relying heavily on what it claimed to be empirical verification of
the various relationships between heaven and earth.

Al-Farabi, to whose views Maimonides showed some affinity in his philo-
sophical outlook, dismisses out of hand the claim that tajdrib prove that the
sun signifies for kings, Mercury for notaries, and other such pretenses of the
astrologers. Anyone who investigates the various assertions which are made

35 Vol. 1 of the facsimile edition (see above, note 17), p. 293.

36 Guide 3.29:518.

37 His arguments are reproduced in J. C. Vadet, " Une défense de I'astrologie dans
le Madhal d° Aba Massar al-Balhi [!],” Annales Islamologiques 5 (1963): 131-80. In
the course of his defense Abu Ma‘shar incorporated much Aristotelian physies into his
book and, ironically, the Mudhal later served as an important vehicle for the transmis-
sion of Aristotle’s ideas to Furope. See R. Lemay, Abu Ma‘shar and Latin Aristotelian-
ism in the Twelfth Century (Beirut, 1962).

38 [n the introduction to his Zurat ha-Arez he writes: “The scholars who are versed
in the method of scholarship (derekh ha-hokhmah) do not give it [astrology] such a
high ranking because its proofs are not correct proofs. Rather, they all derive from
conjectures (sevarot) and experiences.”
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concerning nativities, interrogations, etc., will find that they may equally
turn out to be correct or incorrect. In short, astrology is mere guesswork.?

Maimonides does not address the epistemological question in the context
of astrology. However, he does state his own views on this question in a medi-
cal context in the eleventh chapter of his Treatise on Asthma.

Therefore those who rely on experience (‘ahl al-tajribah) lack logical reasoning
(giyds) and err. For sometimes things work out for them, and sometimes not. I
therefore state: he who submits himself to a physician who has experience but
does not understand the rules of logical reasoning is like someone setting out to
sea who submits himself to the blowing of the winds. For they [the winds]| do
not proceed according to reasoning; sometimes they blow in accordance with
the wish of the seafarer and in line with his purpose, and sometimes they [lead
to] his drowning and the denial [of his purpose]. I have called this to your atten-
tion because many people perish as a result of [treatment which is based solely]
on experience. It is by chance that one survives or perishes from [that type of
treatment].40

Maimonides carried out this philosophy in his own medical practice,
as he reveals in a letter to his disciple, Joseph ben Judah:

When I come [home] to Fustit, the most that I can do during what is left of the
day and the night is to study that which I may need [to know] from the medical
books. For you know how long and difficult this art is for someone who is con-
scientious and fastidious, and who does not wish to say anything without first

% "0On Astrology” (see n. 23 above), passages 28-29, p. 114 (Arabic), p. 185 (Ger-
man). Cf. also al-Féarabi's discussion of tajribah, in a somewhat different context, in
passage 8, p. 107 (Arabic), p. 175 (German).

0 My translation from the original Judaeo-Arabic, which survives uniquely in M§
Paris, BN Heb. 1211, fol. 19a. I acknowledge with gratitude the efforts of Mr. Benja-
min Richler of the National Library at Jerusalem, who speedily located and faxed to
me a copy of the page in question. Compare the Hebrew translation of Shmuel Bene-
viste, published by S. Miintner in Maimonides' Medical Writings, vol. 4 (Jerusalem,
1965) 97. Maimonides may have learned of the classical debate between “*Dogma-
tists” and " Empiricists”’ from the work of Galen published by R. Walzer, Galen on
Medical Experience (London: Oxford University Press, 1944). Note in particular the
argument of the ~Empiricist” on p. 98 (p. 18 of the Arabic text), who mocks those
who, if their position be taken to its extreme, would not rely on the experienced
helmsman who “has not fathomed the logos of nature””; Maimonides seems to be pre-
senting here some form of the converse of that argument.




138 Y. TZVI LANGERMANN

knowing its proof, its source [in the literature], and the type of reasoning (wajh
al-qiyds) [involved].#!

The assessment of tajribah forms one of the philosophical questions which
are seriously debated in the polemical literature concerned with astrology.
We have sketched briefly the views of a few thinkers: the issues involved are
more complex. Opponents of astrology usually questioned not only the
method, but also the quality of the evidence presented by the astrologers.
And even if the opponents granted the truthfulness of their observations,
they remained doubtful that the astrologers had accumulated enough evi-
dence to substantiate their claims, for it is well known that the same astrologi-
cal configuration recurs rarely if at all.#2 Medieval scientists had no well-
developed understanding of statistics, and the arguments on both sides
accordingly were usually limited to statements of a broad generality. Of
course, one proof for the correctness of astrology could come from successful
predictions made on the basis of the empirical data. But this too offers no
path to a full resolution of the matter. Astrologers often admitted that they
were not as accurate as they might be. Maimonides notes this admission to
which he adds, “one astrologer is superior to another only in sofar as the
former’s falsehoods are less than those of the latter; but it is impossible that
even he may be correct with regard to all of the details.” 43 However, it is and
always will be moot whether a poor record of prediction indicates a worthless
theory (as the opponents claim) or, instead, points only to the need for
further technical refinements (as the astrologers claim).

Let us return to Maimonides. Despite his rather categorical rejection of
tajribah, Maimonides, in the face of troublesome talmudic sources, manages
to find some slight justification for this mode of inference in the field of medi-
cine. The Talmud lists some seemingly superstitious practices which are
nevertheless permitted because of their supposed therapeutic value. As a
general rule, the Talmud states: ““In matters of healing there is no [prohibi-
tion of| ‘the ways of the Emorites’.”# In characteristic fashion, Maimonides

*! My translation from the Arabic, published with a new Hebrew translation, by Y,
Kafah, Letters of Maimonides (Jerusalem, 1972), 134-35.

* See, e.g., the very detailed arguments of al-Jawziyyah, Miftah dar al-Sa<adah
(Cairo, 1905-1907), 2: 134-36 (al-wajh al-thani).

** Commentary on the Mishnah, Seder Zera‘im, Introduction, ed. Y. Kafah (Jeru-
salem, 1963) 5.

44 TB Shabbat 67a.
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(Guide 3.37) interprets the phrase ‘matters of healing” to mean “‘that which
natural reasoning requires [for treatment].”'45 Nevertheless, the use of a nail
from a cross or of a fox's tooth—practices which, while lacking any medical
rationale, are specifically condoned by the Talmud—are allowed because “in
those times these things were considered to derive from experience. % Both
as physician and as theologian, Maimonides clearly disapproved of these
cures, yet he does not reject out of hand a talmudic passage which sanctions
them.

In contrast to his tolerance of questionable medical practices which have
found a place within Jewish lore, Maimonides absolutely denies that astro-
logy has any support from the traditional sources. This is itself noteworthy,
for it does seem to be Maimonides habit to find support for more than one
point of view with regard to those issues concerning which there is room, in
his opinion, for legitimate disagreement or, at least.where the opinion reject-
ed by Maimonides is not necessarily to be deemed heretical. An example
(which may prove germane to our topic) is provided in Guide 2.8, where Mai-
monides asserts that the Pythagorean theory that the celestial motions pro-
duce harmonious sounds, which had been rejected by Aristotle, did have
adherents among the ancient Jewish sages. But nowhere does Maimonides
find any such support for astrology. As a matter of fact, Maimonides” most
forceful and explicit rejection of a Talmudic source is found in his Letter on
Astrology.

I know that you may search and find sayings of some individual sages in the
Talmud and Midrashim whose words appear to maintain that at the moment of
a man’s birth, the stars will cause such and such to happen to him. Do not
regard this as a difficulty, for it is not fitting for a man to abandon the prevail-
ing law and raise once again the counterarguments and replies [that preceded
its enactment]. Similarly it is not proper to abandon matters of reason that have
already been verified by proofs, shake loose of them, and depend on the words
of a single one of the sages from whom possibly the matter was hidden.+7

Finally, we should take note of a stock argument against astrology which
Maimonides does not cite. Since antiquity, opponents of astrology have made
much of mass disasters, for example, shipwrecks. How can it be that a large

" Cf Pines's slightly different rendering, see Guide 3.37:548,
" Guide 3.37:544,
" Twersky, Maimonides Reader 472.



e

A ——— r——-———

140 Y. TZVI LANGERMANN

number of individuals, each of whom was born under a different astral confi-
guration, were all fated to perish together, in the same place and at the same
time™® It is not by chance that Maimonides avoids this type of argument. For
the very example of the shipwreck appears in Maimonides™ discussion of
divine providence. According to Maimonides, the disaster itself may consti-
tute a chance happening, as the opponents of astrology would also urge, but
it was divine providence, in accordance with absolute Justice, that deter-
mined who would be on that ship.49

Allowable Influences of the Stars

1. The Astral Forces

The most important point to be made about the astral forces is that, in
Maimonides’ system, the stars exert their influence only as bodies acting
upon other bodies. Statements to this effect may be found in the three most
important discussions of the astral influences, namely, Guide 1.72, 2.10, and
2.12.5 Those forces that originate in the heavens must be traced to the celes-
tial bodies. On the other hand, the fanciful figures, or beings which the
human imagination has associated with the stars and their conglomerations,
such as the Fish, the Ram, the Ox etc., are scornfully dismissed.5' Similarly,
there can be no role in the operation of the cosmos for the ascendant, the
houses, and other such fictions. Maimonides™ strict insistence that bodies
alone exert influence on other bodies has, as we shall see, some connection to

4 Amand 53-55.

19 Guide 3.17:472.

50 1 cite in order from Pines's translation: Guide 1.72:186, “'Inasmuch as the fifth
body as a whole is engaged perpetually in circular motion, it thus engenders forced
motion in the elements’; in Guide 2.10, Maimonides says much about the governance
of the spheres, e.g.. (p. 271), ““the elements moved by the spheres are four,” and, at
the end of the chapter (p. 273), he makes clear that it is “"the bodies of the spheres” of
which he is speaking; and especially in 2.12: (280), *Thus the overflow of the sphere is
spoken of, though its actions proceed from a body.” Note also that in 2.6 Maimonides
remarks that the orbs and stars are lords of every body (jism); this point is obscured in
Pines translation (p.261), “‘the lords of everybody.”

51 Commentary on the Mishnah, Avodah Zarah 3.3.
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the metaphysical aspect of his rejection of astrology. Nevertheless, his posi-
tion on this point is, on the face of it, based strictly on considerations of Aris-
totelian physics. Bodies alone can set other bodies in motion. In this regard
Maimonides’ rejection of astrology is consistent with his criticisms of the
Ptolemaic system in Guide 2.24. There too, in a completely nonastrological
context, Maimonides disallows the notion that imaginary points, such as the
eccenter, play any role in the physical workings of the universe.5?

The mode by which these corporeal forces associated with the stars are
produced and transmitted is by no means clear. As a matter of fact, this entire
issue involves a conundrum of Aristotelian science which, fortunately for
Maimonides and those of his trend of thought, does not seem to have been
the subject of much criticism during the Middle Ages. For it is indeed quite
difficult to explain how, within the framework of Aristotelian science, a celes-
tial body actually brings about its supposed effect on the earth.

These difficulties can perhaps best be appreciated by looking at the most
obvious of all astral effects, a stellar “influence” so obvious and pervasive
that it had to be confronted by all those who professed an interest in natural
science, namely, the heating effect of the sun.3® How is this to be accounted
for? In Aristotelian cosmology the sun, like the rest of the heavens, is made
up of the fifth element, the aether, and thus has no share in the terrestrial ele-
ment of fire nor in the terrestrial quality of heat.3 It should also be noted that
Aristotle does not allow action at a distance; all forces must be transmitted
mechanically, by one body which actually touches another.5> Finally, Aristo-
tle maintains that one body may actualize a potentiality in another only if the
first cgntains, at least in potentia, the quality which is being actualized in the
second. 58

°* See now T. Langermann, “The True Perplexity; The Guide of the Perplexed
11,24, Perspectives on Maimonides, ed. ]. L. Kraemer (Oxford: Oxford University
Press, 1990) 193-208. '

5% | have discussed this problem in some detail in “ Gersonides on the Magnel and
the Heat of the Sun: Two Problems of Natural Science and Their Theological-
Philosophical Import,” to appear in Etudes sur Gersonide—savant-philosophic Juif
provengal du quatorziéme siécle, ed. G. Freudenthal. It should also be borne in mind
that in Guide 2.19:305, Maimonides cites the opinion of the later scholars, with whom
hie appears to be in agreement, that the very term “body” is used equivocally for the
sublunar and celestial realms.

" De Caelg 1.3:270a13 ff.

5 Physics 7.2:243a3-6.

5 Physics 3.1:201a23-25.
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Aristotle attributed the sun’s heat to its motion.” Later commentators,
and in particular the Andalusian philosophers Ibn Béjja and Ibn Rushd, also
listed the sun's light as a factor; the idea must go back much earlier.® The
connection between sunlight and heat is not merely intuitive; “burning”
parabolic mirrors, the subject of much investigation by classical scientists,
can focus enough sunlight to ignite a flame. In Guide 1.72, Maimonides
presents a variation of Aristotle’s assertion that the sun’s ability to produce
heat was due to its forcing downward, by means of its motion, the element of
fire. Maimonides states more generally that the motion of the celestial orb as
a whole forces downward the two lighter elements, fire and air, thus inducing
a constant mixing of all the elements.5® In Guide 2.10, he states that the sun’s
rays set in motion the element of fire.5

These two factors—motion and luminescence—were extended to the
other celestial bodies as well and seem to have formed the principal elements
of the scientific explanation, such as it was, of the effects of the stars. Both of
these explanations are found in Maimonides, who seems to have assigned a
specific function to each one. Two chief tasks which are carried out by the
celestial bodies are identified in Guide 2.10: generation and preservation.®!
Light is named in Guide 2.5, as the proximate cause of generation and cor-
ruption.5? This notion is spelled out more fully in Guide 1.72, where we are
informed that the heavens transmit four forces or “souls”, one each for the
four classes of terrestrial beings: mineral, vegetable, animal, and human. The
role of the motions—pace Aristotle—appears to be limited to preservation
(hirasah). By preservation Maimonides means that the life of the cosmos
depends upon the unceasing motion of the heavenly orb.® In the long
chapter on cosmogony a somewhat different account is presented. The chief
causes of generation and corruption are said to be, first of all, “the forces of
the sphere,” and, second, light and darkness; furthermore, “the elements

57 Meteorology 1.3:340b10-13; De Caelo 2.7:289a20

5 See 1hn Bajja's recension of On Generation and Corruption, Arabic text pub-
lished by M. Ma‘simi in Révue de I Académie arabe de Damas 42 (1967):255-61,
426-50, esp. 444; Ibn Rushd, Middle Commentary on De Cuelo, Hebrew trans., MS§
Paris BN Heb. 947, fol. 41b.

9 Trans. 186.

60 Trans. 270.

8 Trans. 272.

52 Trans. 261.

63 Trans. 187: . . . so the death of the world as a whole and the abolition of every-
thing within it would result if the heavens were to come to rest.”
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intermix in consequence of the motion of the sphere, and their combinations
vary because of light and darkness.” ¢4

Maimonides account of the operation of the stellar forces does not go
much beyond the naming of these two factors, that is, motion and lumi-
nescence. It seems that, generally speaking, such debate as there was con-
cerning the causes of these universally acknowledged astral actions devolved
upon the choice between the light of the stars or the motions of the orb as the
conveying force.Indeed, Judah ha-Levi bluntly states that the claim of the
astrologers to know the details of the operation of the stellar forces is utterly
false.85 Al-Farabi clearly states that celestial influences are to be attributed
solely to luminescence.® Ibn Sind notes—and rejects—the view of an anony-
mous writer that the motions of the orb alone can account for the generation
of the terrestrial elements; this opinion may be due to one of the orthodox
Aristotelians of Baghdad.$? Interestingly enough, Levi ben Gerson, who
embraced astrology, also asserted that the stars exert their influence by
imeans of their luminescence.® Faced with the difficulties which we have list-
od above, it is perhaps not suprising that medieval thinkers—both defenders
and critics of astrology—limited their remarks to generalities. The excavation
of these speculations, including some possible appeals to non-Aristotelian
ideas for help, remains a subject for further research.

2. Other Underlying Cosmological Themes

In the preceding section we have seen how, by and large, Maimonides
tried to account for the astral forces within an Aristotelian framework. Some

" Guide 2.30:354.
o Kuzari 4.9, trans. H. Hirschfeld (rprt. New York: Schocken Books, 1964) 215:
Iie particulars are unknown to us. The astrologer boasts of knowing them, but we

repudiate it

W On What Is Correct and What Is Incorrect in Astrology,” para. 13, p. 109
(Arabic), p. 178 (German).

Wt ALShifd’, al- Hahiyyat, vol. 2, ed. 1. Madkour (Cairo, 1960), bk. 9:413. On Ibn
Nind's opposition to the Aristotelians of Baghdad, see the classic study of S. Pines, " La
Philosophie orientale’ d’ Avicenne et sa polémique contre les Bagdadiens,” Archives
A histotre Doctrinale et Littéraire du Moyen Age 27 (1952): 5-37. For another possi-
Il instance of a polemic between Ibn Sind and the Baghdadis on an issue of natural
whence, see my paper on Levi ben Gerson, n. 8-11 (see n.52, above).

o Phis emerges very clearly from Levi's six axioms, which he sets down in Wars 5,
pt. 2, chap. 6 :
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significant correspondence. If the five planets (Mercury, Venus, Mars,
Jupiter, Saturn) are treated as a unit, that is, as a distinct class of star, then we
have four sets of celestial bodies: the moon, the sun, the planets, and the
fixed stars. These can then be linked to the four terrestrial elements: the
moon to water and the sun to fire (these are standard astrological correspon-
dences:); the planets, whose proper motion is relatively quick, to the air; and
the fixed stars, whose motion (here precession is intended) is slow, to the
earth. In his letter to Samuel ibn Tibbon, Maimonides brushes aside the writ-
ings of Pythagoras.™ Thus this Pythagorean train of thought seems quite out
of character for Maimonides.8

Astrology and Star Worship

We have already presented Maimonides’ reconstruction of the emergence
of star-worship. Few of Maimonides  contemporaries would dispute the exis-
tence of some historical linkage between astrology and star-worship;8! the
crucial question is the necessity of that connection. Is the connection between
the two so inextricable, so organic, that astrology will inevitably lead to star-
worship and deserves, therefore, to be regarded as an auxiliary of it? Mai-
monides answers this question in the affirmative, and it seems that two trains
of thought lead up to his reply.

The first consideration, which is based on human nature (or psychology,
in the modern, popular sense of the term), is revealed in Guide 3.37. In his
explication of the rationale underlying the second group (in his own classifi-
cation) of biblical commandments, namely those whose aim is to counteract

™ Letters, ed. Shailat, vol. 2, p. 553.

80 For a detailed look at the important cosmic functions which were assigned to
tetrads by one thinker of the fifth century, see now N. Aujoulet, Le Néoplatonisme
alexandrin: Hiérocles d' Alexandrie (Leyden, 1986) 119-27. For Hierocles, the tetrad
is “cause créatrice et ordonnatrice de toutes choses” (p. 127). For a discussion of this
Pythagorean notion in an Arabic text, see N. Linley, “Ibn at-Tayyib. Proclus’ Com-
mentary on the Pythagorean Golden Verses,” Arethusa Monographs, vol. 10 (Buffalo,
1984) 78-81.

81 See, e.g., Abraham bar Hiyya's defense of astrology (cited above, n. 8). Bar
Hiyya concedes (p. 28 11. 29-31) that “it is possible that one may think that the Chal-
dean science, concerning which our Rabbis have forbidden us to inquire, may be the
science of the stars [astrology] about which we have been talking.”

MAIMONIDES REPUDIATION OF ASTROLOGY 147

idolatrous beliefs and practices, Maimonides establishes a causal chain begin-
ning with theurgical or magical practices and leading, through astrology, to
full blown star-worship. Magical practices were, by and large, aimed at bet-
tering one's material well-being and, especially, at warding off any perceived
dangers. In what is one of the most penetrating insights into human nature
found in the Guide, Maimonides explains how foolish and ineffective magical
practices managed to take such a deep hold on so many people. Heathen
preachers advertised widely that whosoever did not follow a particular ritual
(of their own devising) would sustain some loss. Eventually it happened that,
by chance, someone who ignored these exhortations did suffer, and out of
deep seated human fears, the many instances in which no harm ensued from
ignoring the ritual were overlooked, and that particular practice entrenched
itself.52

Now many magical practices are carried out at specific times which are
chosen for their astrological significance. Building upon this, Maimonides
proposes a sweeping generalization: *'In all magical operations it is indispen-
sable that the stars should be observed.”83 The necessary connection between
magic and astrology, in turn, will lead in the end to “a glorification and a
worship of the stars.”’84

However compelling the case from human nature may be, there must be
a more subtle, philosophical dimension to the linkage between star-worship
and astrology. Given Maimonides’ well-known penchant for philosophic
explanation, it does not seem likely that he would develop his opinion solely
on the basis of the observed behavior of generally ignorant people. This more
profound aspect of the problem echoes the difficult metaphysical question of
the nature and role of the celestial intelligences and, more generally, the so-
called separate or incorporeal intelligences (mufdragat). Medieval cosmolo-
gists, including Maimonides, followed Aristotle in associating spiritual
beings, or intelligences, with the stars or, rather, with the set of orbs associat-
ed with each star, in order to explain their motion. To each orb there
belonged an intelligence. The orb itself,which was considered to be a living
being conscious of the intelligence which was associated with it, was motivat-
ed by a desire to execute its circular motion; and the combination of the

52 Trans. 545-46.
4 Trans. 542,
# Trans, 543,
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motions of the various orbs within the system associated with each star
accounts for the observed motion of the star.®

In the Maimonidean scheme, it seems, the celestial intelligences play a
purely “technical” role, providing the necessary cause for the volitional,
intelligent, unceasingly circular motion of the orbs.Particularly revealing in
this context are some remarks in Guide 2.11 concerning the stages of the pro-
cess by which God’s bounty is transmitted to the sublunar world. In the first
stage, the governance (tadbir) is conveyed from the divinity to the intellects,
each intellect receiving according to its rank. At the next level, the intellects
emanate “good things (khayrdt) and lights” onto the orbs, and in the final
stage the orbs send “forces (quwwat) and good things™ to the sublunar
world.6 This surely is a loaded passage. Maimonides™ phraseology bears a
striking resemblance to an expression used in a similar context by the Ikhwin
al-Safa’, ““virtues (al-fadd’il) and good things.”'87 It should also be noted that
light seems to fill some intermediate role in the transformation of the noncor-
poreal bounty of the divine into forces which have some physical effect on
earth. Of concern to us here is the idea that the emanation of the intellects is
limited only to the celestial spheres. The heavenly bodies, in turn, transform
this bounty into forces, which, as we have explained, function strictly within
the confines of the laws of physics. The astrologers, however, have greatly
exaggerated the role of these intelligences; in their system, these intel-
ligences, or the heavenly bodies with which they are associated, are potent
spiritual beings, at least insofar as they possess a capacity to influence earthly
creatures, above all man, by means of fayd. A. L. Ivry has recently pointed
out that Maimonides uses the term fayd “without any of the actual ontic
structures that normally accompany it and which render it comprehensible.
The Maimonidean world . . . is not a world of universal substances . . . nor
any other completely separately existing universal being.”’®® One damaging

8 Aristotle, Metaphysics 12.8; Guide 1.72:185-86, and 2.4: 255-59; and, in gene-
ral, H. A. Wolfson, " The Problem of the Souls of the Spheres from the Byzantine
Commentaries on Aristotle through the Arabs and St. Thomas to Kepler,” rprt. in
Studies in the History of Philosophy and Religion, eds. 1. Twersky and G. H. Williams,
vol. 1 (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1973) 22-59.

86 Trans. 275.

87 Rasd’il Ikhwdn al-Safd’, vol. 1 (Beirut, 1957), risdlah no. 3, p. 353; Y. Marquet
104.

88 A. L. Ivry, “Providence, Divine Omniscience and Possibility: The Case of Mai-
monides,” T. Rudavsky, ed. Divine Omniscience and Omnipotence in Medieval Phi-
losophy (1985), chap. 9, p. 148,
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consequence of the doctrine which Maimonides imputes to the astrologers is
the notion of astral prophecy.®® It seems that even more is at stake, for a
teaching which identifies the ontic structures with, or merges them into, the
heavenly bodies leads necessarily to some form of polytheism, that is, the
recognition of more than one potent being, or to the conception that the deity
itself infuses the celestial domain.

It is with this in mind that Maimonides, in Guide 2.6, downgrades con-
siderably the status of angels. Maimonides begins his analysis by noting that
the existence of angels is recognized by the Jewish tradition: the angels are
equivalent to Aristotle’s separate intelligences. Maimonides adds that the
angels function as intermediaries between God and the universe, because the
celestial orbs, which are the causes of generation on earth, are set in motion
by angels. However, in the subsequent discussion the concept of angel is
widened considerably so as to include nearly everything which can be con-
sidered to be a delegate of God, even the lowly terrestrial elements. In effect,
all natural forces are angels. Moreover, each angel is limited to one specific
task, and not all are eternal—it would seem that most are not—although all
of their species are. Thus in the cosmological context the role of the celestial
intelligences is quite restricted. They serve as the object of desire of the orbs.
so that as final causes they are the causes of their eternal revolutions. In this
way only can the celestial intelligences be considered as divine intermediaries
and, as such, they still are not all that different from such mundane causes as
the wind or sexual desire. The privileged status of the orbs and the separate
intelligences is restored in Guide 2.7; these beings are said to carry out their
duties freely and consciously. This notwithstanding, I do believe that Mai-
monides has attained the objective of the preceding chapter, namely, a
reduction in the status of the celestial intelligences from quasi-divine spiri-
tual entities to the first among the large class of agents of the deity.

The celestial bodies and the astral forces are thus assigned an important
role in Maimonides’ cosmology, but their function is limited to the physical
realm. No metaphysical function, no commission to bridge the gap bet-wet'n
matter and mind, or between the human and the divine, has been bestowed
upon the stars. It is the very rlaim that the stars also function on the meta-
physical level whick leads to a series of astrological fantasies—for example,
that by means of the stars it is possible to read someone’s mind or determine

’“'”(iui(l(- 3.45:576-77; note that here again Maimonides takes care to point out
that “all these [angels or spiritual beings) are beyond the Sphere and its stars.”
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what he shall do in the future—and thence to pagan notions of astral proph-
ecy and, inevitably, astral religion. To retreat from the idea of God's incor-
poreality and transcendence is itself a serious error. To locate the divinity, or
some aspect of the divinity, in the stars—which is the inescapable conclusion
of astrology, as Maimonides understands it—is to provide star-worship with
its theological foundations.

In Maimonides’ system God is ultimately and utterly transcendent. Yet
some provision must be made for some linkage between God and the uni-
verse. Now the efflux (fayd), in Maimonides system, is associated with the
“giver of forms ® and thus figures in the connection between corporeal and
non-corporeal entities, since the form, which is itself not a body, will find
some sensible manifestation within matter. Efflux is thus a critical, and, eo
ipso, dangerous metaphysical and theological concept. It figures prominently
in Maimonides’ theory of prophecy, for example.®’ God Himself is sometimes
called an efflux,92 a connotation which serves to express the existential contin-
gency of the cosmos upon the divine.

For all of these reasons, Maimonides totally rejects the attribution to the
stars of any capacity in the realm of fayd. Talismans, magical implements for
invoking rathdniyat, the spiritual forces associated with the stars, are repea-
tedly denounced.® The celestial intelligences, it would seem, figure in Mai-
monides  system only because they were thought necessary to explain the
rotation of the celestial orbs.* Recently Rabbi Joseph Kafah, a leading Mai-
monidean scholar, and more importantly for us, a staunch Maimonidean in
his own right, has suggested that Maimonides, toward the end of his life, dis-
pensed with the celestial intelligences altogether, having come to the conclu-

9 Guide 2.12:278-79.

¢! Guide 2.38:377.

92 Quide 2.12:279: “This term, 1 mean ‘overflow’ [fayd, efflux| is sometimes
applied in Hebrew to God, may He be exalted.”

9 Thus, e.g., condemnatory excurses concerning talismans are found in Mai-
monides’ commentaries to the following mishnayot of ‘Avodah Zarah: 3:1, 3:3, 3:4,
4:7.

94 Traces of a debate concerning the stature of the separate intelligences in general
may be found in a difficult passage attributed to Ibn Béjja and published by Jimil
al-Din al-<Uluwi, Rasd'il Falsafiyyah li-abi Bakr bin Bdjja (Beirut, 1983) 198. Ibn
Béjja criticizes al-Farabi for claiming that “one of the ancients’ had severely restrict-
ed the status of the separate intelligences. The real culprit, Ibn Béjja asserts, is the
“errant” Ikhwin al-Safd’!
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sion that the divine will can sufficiently account for the stellar motions.®
Although Rabbi Kafah's claim is unproven, and is likely to remain so, its very
proposal indicates how theologically troublesome these entities are for the
Maimonidean system. The demands of divine incorporeality and transcen-
dence entailed, for Maimonides, the severest possible restrictions on the
activity of the celestial bodies, despite their lofty ranking in the standard
medieval cosmological scheme, which Maimonides also shared. Astrological
doctrine, as Maimonides interpreted it, requires the ascription to these bodies
of powers and capacities which, in some sense, must be considered divine.
Hence the inevitable passage from astrology to star-worship.

Fate and Free Will

Discussions of the merits and demerits of astrology usually engender in
their wake debates over man’s freedom of will. One may even get the impres-
sion that certain thinkers—including, perhaps, Maimonides—allowed their
philosophical posture on the question of determinism to strongly influence, if
not dictate, their attitude toward astrology. I have argued that the main rea-
sons for Maimonides™ categorical rejection of astrology are, first, his firm
conviction that, on strictly scientific grounds, astrology is vain, futile, and
false, and, second, his belief that the claims of the astrologers are ultimately
founded upon the ascription to the heavenly bodies of divine or nearly divine
powers. In other words, the philosophical principles which lead to the rejec-
tion of astrology are (1) the identification of religious truth with scientific
truth, and (2) the unity and transcendence of the deity. Although the rejec-
tion of astrology removes an obstacle from the assertion of free will, it is, to
my mind, a mistake to maintain that the belief in man's freedom of the will
was the motive for Maimonides’ rejection of astrology.

Nevertheless, Maimonides does connect the two issues, for in his discus-
sions of free will he usually identifies astrology with the fatalism which he

95 Mishneh Torah . . . on the basis of Yemenite Manuscripts, with a Comprehen-
sive Commentary [Hebrew], ed. and comm. Y. Kafah, vol. 1, Mada® (Jerusalem,
5744/1984), 107, n. 21: " This whole matter of the orbs™ possessing souls, knowledge,
and intelligence, even though our Master [Maimonides] set it down here and in the
Guide—it seems to me that our Master retracted all of this. . . . 1 know that people
will say that the wish to square the view of our Master with currently accepted opinion
has led me to this opinion and to this conclusion. But in truth that is not so.”
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rejects.” Because Maimonides himself connects the two issues, no analysis of
Maimonides’ attitude toward astrology can ignore the problem of freedom of
the will. Moreover while scholars are agreed on Maimonides’ clear opposition
to astrology, there are some who have maintained that his esoteric position
concerning human freedom is at variance with his belief concerning this prin-
ciple expressed in Mishneh Torah, Laws of Repentance 5. In a brief excursus
S. Pines suggests, on the basis of Guide 3.17 and, especially, 2.48, that “in
Maimonides” opinion volition and choice are no less subject to causation than
natural phenomena and do not form in this respect a domain governed by
different laws or by no laws at all."97 Pines’s position has been endorsed, with
some strictures and qualifications, by A. Altmann.®

The issue of divine foreknowledge affects this discussion as well. The
exact role of the stars may be a matter of dispute, but for most Jewish
thinkers, divine prescience was not. Maimonides could say what he liked
about the foolishness of the astrologers, but he too had to confront the appar-
ent contradiction between divine foreknowledge and man’s freedom of
action. However, from Maimonides’ point of view the issue of God's knowl-
edge, which, as one of the divine attributes, belongs properly to metaphysics,
is clearly distinct from the question of causation within the natural order.
Maimonides himself emphasizes this distinction at the end of Eight Chapters,
where he raises the subject of divine foreknowledge only because he knows
that his audience will not be satisfied with any treatment of freedom of the
will unless divine foreknowledge is considered as well. He writes, “ Although
I had not intended at all to speak of it [God's foreknowledge]|, necessity forces
me to do so.”® Maimonides position on God's foreknowledge is clear enough
and consisitently maintained throughout his ceuvre. Knowledge, like the
other divine attributes, is predicated of God equivocally; in fact, God's
knowledge and human knowledge are totally unlike one another. “God™ and
“God's knowledge " refer to one and the same entity; to deny this would be to

9 See note 2 above; Eight Chapters, beginning of last chapter, Twersky, Mai-
monides Reader 379-80.

97 8. Pines, “"Studies in Abul-Barakat al-Baghdidi's Poetics and Metaphysics,”
Scripta Hierosolymitana 6 (1960) 195-98, esp. 198.

% A. Altmann, “The Religion of the Thinkers: Free Will and Predestination in
Saadia, Bahya, and Maimonides,” S. D. Goitein ed., Religion in a Religious Age
(Cambridge, Mass., 1974) 25-52, esp. 41 ff.

9 Twersky, Maimonides Reader 384.
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deny God’s unity. Just as God is beyond human understanding, so also is His
knowledge.'% This provides some escape from the puzzle of how God can be
said to know the future actions of a person if that person is free to act as he
wishes, whatever may be our understanding of the operation of the cosmos
within which man finds himself. However, the question whether or not the
natural order itself is predetermined remains unanswered.

At the beginning of Guide 2.48, which, in the opinions of both Pines and
Altmann, provides the most compelling evidence for Maimonides™ esoteric
determinism, three types of proximate causes are listed: (1) natural causes,
(2) volitional causes, (3) chance. Critical to the argument of these two scho-
lars is the parallel which Maimonides draws between “volition in the irration-
al animal’” and ““free choice in the rational animal.”" 9! In Altman’s judgment,
the upshot is “a complete analogy between the necessities attending natural
and volitional causes.”” On the whole 1 agree with the thrust of Altmann’s
analysis, much of which will be reflected in my discussion; what I wish to
accomplish here is to relate this problem to the issues which have been raised
in connection with astrology.

Maimonides identifies several chains of causation, each of which has its
ultimate source in God. The key questions are: Can the cause which is
alleged to motivate human rational choice be traced back to or through the
stars? If not, is some other type of necessity involved in the exercise of human
will?

In view of all that has been said in the preceding sections of this paper,
namely, that Maimonides restricts the power of the stars to the physical
realm, it is clear that to the extent that the exercise of human will is a rational
action, it is entirely free of any determination by the stars. It is not by chance
that Maimonides, in the passage reminiscent of some remarks of the Ikhwin
al-Saf4a which we quoted earlier, does not ascribe to the stars a capacity in the
realm of virtue (khayr), an ethical trait which depends on human rational
choice. Maimonides holds that the human will functions, or has the capacity
to function, as an alternative type of causation, very different from the physi-
cal causation of generation and corruption which is traceable to the stars, less
different but still distinct from the psychic causation evident in animals and
in those humans actions which cannot be said to constitute the realization of

100 Mishneh Torah, Teshuvah 5:5(12), and, more fully, Guide, 3.20.
101 Trans. 410.
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human potential. Maimonides, as I have made plain, clearly distinguishes a
dualism of the corporeal and intellectual realms. The psychic realm some-
times functions as a necessarily ambiguous meeting ground between the
two.

An examination of some remarks found in the Guide may help to clarify
the demarcation between those human volitional acts which belong more to
the realm of body and those which appertain to the realm of intellect. In
Guide 2.4, Maimonides tells us that one of the causes of motion in ensouled
beings (a category that includes both man and animals) has its root in a mental
representation (tasawwur) which is the result of an imagining (khiyal) of
something suitable or unsuitable, toward or from which the being then
moves.'92 In Guide 2.10, Maimonides tells us that if the conception which
results in motion is not due to seeking or avoiding, then it must be due to
intellect (<agl).'®® Now Maimonides™ first case is drawn from nonrational
animals, which act solely upon imagination, and his second describes the
celestial orbs, whose actions are based exclusively upon intellection. Man,
however, possesses both capacities. Either may supply the internal cause
which motivates the volitional act.

Moreover, human conception which follows upon imagination is held
responsible not only for volitional acts which are related to bodily needs or
indulgences, but also, more seriously, to errors of thought. Interestingly
enough, Maimonides chooses to make this point in Guide 2.12, in the course
of his discussion of certain errors, including those which have led to the belief
in astrology. There Maimonides states: “*All this follows imagination, which
is also in true reality the evil impulse. For every deficiency of reason or char-
acter is due to the action of the imagination or consequent upon its action.” 194

There remains for us to discuss the necessities attendant to each of these
two types of volition. Clearly, the animal volition resultant from an act of the
imagination is more appropriately classed among the physical processes.
Nevertheless, it is not at all clear that Maimonides would place every phase of
such activity directly within the chain of causation which is mediated by the
heavenly bodies. Maimonides himself does not offer any detailed discussion
on this point. However, Ibn Rushd does, and in his recent and valuable
monograph Barry Kogan has investigated the possibility that, according to
Ibn Rushd, there “‘be no need to account for the manifold capacities of living

102 Trans. 255.
103 Trans. 271.
104 Trans. 280.
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creatures within a narrow material framework.”'% Obviously psychic pro-
cesses also have their ultimate source in God, mediated by “angels”; but the
stars need not form a link in the chain of causation.

Maimonides’ position is more transparent concerning the necessity of the
volition which is motivated by an act of the intellect. Although such volition
represents human free will par excellence, it is not free of the necessity to do
the good. Indeed, it would seem to be on a par with the actions of the orbs
and the intelligences, which are also said to act volitionally yet are unable to
do anything but the good. However, Maimonides makes it clear that human
choice differs from the choice of the orbs and the intelligences in that the lat-
ter carry out a constant, unvarying choice, whereas human beings are con-
fronted with an everchanging series of events with regard to which they must
choose. 196 Of course, human beings also may make the wrong choice, that is,
they may fail to choose to do the good. We are thus drawn to the following
conclusion: man may not enjoy freedom of action, insofar as each of the alter-
native courses of action open to him has its place within a causal nexus, but
man clearly has the freedom to choose between the alternatives.

Before summing up this discussion, it may be worthwhile to compare
Maimonides views with those of Alexander of Aphrodisias, whom Mai-
monides acknowledges as a major authority. More significantly, Alexander
had been called upon to explain Aristotle’s views on freedom of the will at a
time when Stoic determinism pervaded the philosophical atmosphere.'o?
Neither Pines nor Altmann has taken Alexander’s views into account.'"® An
inspection of Alexander’s De Fato (Peri Heimarmeneis) yields some interest-
ing insights into some of Maimonides™ remarks.!%®

105 B_S. Kogan, Averroes and the Metaphysics of Causation (Albany, 1985) 176.

106 Guide 2.7:266.

107 See Amand 135-56; Paul Moraux, Alexandre d Aphrodise. Egégéte de la
Noétique d Aristote (Liege and Paris, 1942) 195-202.

108 However, in another study (*‘A Tenth Century Philosophical Correspondence,”
PAAJR 24 [1955] 103-36; rprt. in Essays in Medieval Jewish and Islamic Philosophy,
ed. A. Hyman [New York, 1977] 357-90), Pines does discuss several of Alexander’s
treatises (pp. 125-29) and also refers (end of n. 89) to Julius Guttmann, "' Das Problem
der Willensfreiheit,” Jewish Studies in Memory of George A. Kohut (New York, 1935)
325-49, who, in an appendix (pp. 346—49), does discuss the possible influence of De
fato on Jewish and Islamic philosophy.

109 | consulted the English translation, published alongside the Greek text by A.
FitzGerald, Alexander of Aphrodisias on Destiny (London, 1931); the anti-fatalist
arguments of this treatise are summarized by Amand 143-48.
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Alexander distinguishes “reason” and “nature” as two separate causes.
The products of nature have their principle and cause within themselves,
whereas things produced by choice or reason have their causes from without,
that is, not in their physical constitution but rather in “the reasoning of the
craftsman.” 110 Stellar influences are limited to those things caused by
“nature” alone.'!

Alexander further insists that the actions resulting from human volition
are not " causeless.” Their cause lies within man, and they are brought about
by man’s realizing what it is to be man. Particularly striking is Alexander’s
assertion that the activity of human free will, insofar as it represents one of
the basic modes of causation, strictly parallels the manifestation of funda-
mental laws of nature, such as the descent of heavy bodies.!'2 This is contrast-
ed with the claim of the fatalists that “individual actions must take place
under destiny according to their inborn character, just as heavy things
released on high fall downward.” 113 The determinists insist that man’s actions
are the inevitable result of his inborn disposition and hence are governed by
the laws of physics, just like the falling of heavy bodies. Alexander’s position
is that human free will has equal status as a causative agent with the
“natures” described by the laws of the physical universe. This is exactly the
position stated by Maimonides in Mishneh Torah, Laws of Repentance
5.4(7):

Just as the Creator wished that fire and air ascend, water and earth descend, the
orb revolves with a circular [motion], and all the other creatures of the world
[act] according to the manner that He wished, so also He wished that man have
free will (reshut), that all of his actions be given over to him, and that there be
nothing which compels or pulls him [toward a certain action], but rather [that]
he himself, by means of the mind _(bi-dato) which God has given to him, do all
that man can do.!*

Thus I do not detect any essential difference between the views espoused
by Maimonides in the Mishneh Torah and those which appear in the Guide,
although there may be some difference in tone. In particular, I observe that

10 On Destiny 21-23.

" On Destiny 27.

"2 On Destiny T7.

13 On Destiny 89.

"4 The translation is my own.
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in the Guide—unlike in the the Eight Chapters and Mishneh Torah—
Maimonides does not include a denunciation of the astrologers in his discus-
sion of free will.

In sum, it does seem that Altmann is correct with regard to Maimonides’
conception of the true nature of human freedom, ““Maimonides does stand
solidly in this Aristotelian-Plotinian tradition,” namely, that tradition which
upholds that man’s freedom, his rationality, and, ultimately, his humanity all
lie in his capacity to choose to do the good. Now in the development of his
argument, Altmann points to the striking parallelism in Maimonides™ thought
between God's justice, which may manifest itself by negating man’s ability to
exercise his free will, and prophecy, whose otherwise natural flow may be
negated by divine intervention. There may be a third, equally striking, paral-
lel. Alexander declares that free will is distinguished from “nature” by its
ability to prevent an act.!'s That remark squares beautifully with the whole
thrust of Maimonides’ exhortations that the essence of free will rests in the
ability to resist the temptations of bodily pleasures and false beliefs. In fact,
Maimonides characterizes the ethical perfection necessary for prophecy as
“the turning-away of thought from all bodily pleasures and the putting an
end to the desire for the various kinds of ignorant and evil glorification.” '
Through the exercise of his free will, man in some sense mimics the divine by
utilizing a metaphysical capacity in order to paralyze a physical action.

Conclusions

In this way the connection between the rejection of astrology and the
affirmation of the freedom of the will is seen in a new light. The capacity to
choose to do the rational and the good, and to refrain from doing the bad, is,
in fact, the ability to act on the metaphysical (i.e., noncorporeal) level of the
intellect. In effect, it too impinges upon the domain of fayd. Prophecy also
comes about through fayd. Now the original, fatal error of the astrologers
consists in ascribing fayd to the heavenly bodies. This assertion can be refut-
ed on strictly scientific grounds, since all of the discernible effects of the stars
take place according to the rules of the action of bodies upon one another. On
the level of theology, the attribution to the stars of a capacity for fayd neces-

15 On Destiny 25.
16 Guide 2.36:372.
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sarily entails a recognition of a role for the stars in prophecy and in affecting
human thought and rational choice. It would also give the celestial bodies a
quasi-divine status and, at the same time, seriously compromise the notions
of God's incorporeality and transcendence. This complex of scientific and
theological considerations lies at the heart of Maimonides’ rejection of
astrology.
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Who were Maimonides Mutakalliman?
Some Remarks on Guide of the Perplexed Part 1
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Chapter 73 of Part 1 of the Guide of the Perplexed is devoted to a syste-
matic exposition of the views of the Mutakallimin, the speculative theologi-
ans of orthodox Islam in the Middle Ages. Maimonides depicts their outlook
by setting forth—in his neat systematic manner—twelve premises. Some of
these pertain to physics, others to metaphysics. Although this exposition is
written from the point of view of an opponent and is spiced with a good mea-
sure of irony, it provides such a clear picture of the subject that it is tempting
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d. 830 Mu‘ammar ibn ‘Abbad al-Sulami (Basra School of Mu‘tazila)
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d. 931 Abu'l-Qasim al-Balkhi al-Kabi (Baghdid School of Muctazila)

873-935 Abu’l-Hasan al-Ashcari (mutakallim and heresiographer, eponym of
Ashearite School)

d. 1013 Al-Bagillani (Ashcarite)

937-1025 ‘Abd al-Jabbar al-Hamadhani (Basra School of Muctazila)

d. 1024 Ibn Matiiya (or: Matawayh) (Basra School of Muctazila; disciple of
‘Abd al-Jabbar)

d. 1037 ‘Abd al-Qahir al-Baghdadi (theologian and heresiographer)

d. ca. 1060 (?) Aba Rashid al-Naysabari (Basra School of Muctazila; disciple of
‘Abd al-Jabbar)

994-1064 Ibn Hazm (Andalusian poet, historian, heresiographer, jurist, theolo-
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1149-1209  Fakhr al-Din al-Rizi (theologian and philosopher; non-mutakallim)




160 MICHAEL SCHWARZ

to use the chapter as an introduction to the study of this theology, termed
Kalim. Indeed it has been used for this purpose.!

The matter, however, is not so simple. W. J. Courtenay, for instance,
notes that he left “for other scholars the issue of whether Maimonides accu-
rately describes the teaching of the Mutakallims.”? Indeed the correspon-
dence between the evidence provided by extant Kalam texts and Maimon-
ides’ premises is not altogether straightforward. Some of the questions which
pose themselves to the student who attempts this comparison are: Is there
any evidence in the extant texts for Maimonides™ opinion that the Mutakalli-
min agree that the senses commit mistakes and that many of the objects of
their apprehension elude them and for this reason their judgment should not
be appealed to” (the twelfth premise)? Was the belief in the existence of an
empty space, i.e., a vacuum (the second premise), common to a considerable
number of these thinkers? Is there conclusive evidence in the texts for an
atomic conception of time such as Maimonides describes in his third premise?
The answers to these and similar questions are so doubtful that the late S.
Pines decided that ““the works utilized” by Maimonides in his exposition of
the premises of the Kalam, or some of these works “may not have been pre-
served.”’? Nevertheless, in the same passage Pines adds that “his exposé of the
premises of the Mutakallimin is verifiably accurate in its details as well as its
main points.” Yet other scholars were not content to let the matter rest there.
They tried to find detailed evidence for Maimonides’ statements in the
Kalim works at their disposal.

The earliest attempt known to me at discovering such evidence was made
almost a hundred years ago by Martin Schreiner.? In his day few Kalam
works were available, and those few existed mostly in unpublished manu-

I See, e.g., Majid Fakhry, Islamic Occasionalism (London: Allen Unwin, 1958),
passim; D. B. Macdonald, “*Continuous Re-creation and Atomic Time in Muslim
Scholastic Theology,” Isis 9 (1927): 326-44, and W. ]. Courtenay, “The Critique on
Natural causality in the Mutakallimin and Nominalism,” HTR 66 (1973): 77-94 (1
am indebted to Prof. Y. Leibowitz for the last-mentioned reference).

2 Courtenay 84.

3 Moses Maimonides, The Guide of the Perplexed, trans. Shlomo Pines (Chicago:
University of Chicago Press, 1963), “Translator's Introduction” cxxv.

4 Martin Schreiner, “Der Kalam in der jiidischen Literatur,” 13. Bericht iiber die
Lehranstalt fiir die Wissenschaft des Judentums (Berlin, 1895) 42-51; in his Gesam-
melte Schriften (Hildesheim: Olms, 1983) 321-30.
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scripts. Nevertheless Schreiner claimed that the evidence at his disposal con-
firmed Maimonides” account; indeed, it ““completely justified™” it.> But in fact
Schreiner’s own evidence shows that the existence of an empty space (Mai-
monides’ second premise) was a moot question among the Mutakalliman. Yet
Maimonides gives the impression that all of them believed in the existence of
a vacuum. The same applies to the fourth and fifth of Maimonides’s twelve
premises. For the third premise (“atomic time”) Schreiner refers only to
Maimonides’ contemporary Fakhr al-Din al-Razi (1149-1209), whose posi-
tion as a Mutakallim is questionable. The same applies to premises nine and
twelve. For premise seven Schreiner refers to Ibn Hazm (994-1064), but this
thinker was not an atomist.® For the eighth, tenth, and eleventh premises he
provides no evidence at all.

Nevertheless, in view of the scant material at Schreiner’'s disposal, what
he did achieve is remarkable. In pointing out that Imam al-Haramayn al-
Juwayni (1028-85), the teacher of al-Ghazili, seems to have been the thinker
whose system came closest to what Maimonides describes, Schreiner dis-
played an ingenious intuition.”

D. B. Macdonald enumerates all twelve premises, but provides evidence
only for the third.® Rather inconclusive evidence at that,® again from Ibn
Hazm.

A very important step forward was made by Majid Fakhry, who provided
evidence for the first six premises, as well as the tenth (skipping premises 7, 8,
9, 11, and 12),' although some of this evidence is derived from heresiogra-
phies rather than from original texts.!!

5 Schreiner 45 (324): “"Kénnen wir dochi seine Mittheilungen iiber die Lehren der
Mutakallimiin nur bestitigen”; Schreiner 44 (323): “die Stellen uns zuginglicher
Kalimwerke . . .welche . . .die Darstellung des Maimonides vollkommen rechtferti-
gen.

6 See EI* 3:790-99.

7 Schreiner 45 (324) lines 40-41 and 47 (336) n. 4. On al-Juwayni, see EI?
2:605-06.

% See above, n. 1.

? See below, at n. 130.

10 See his “Aqwal al-Mutakallimin wa-naqd al-Qiddis Téma laha (Les opinions
des gens de Kalam et la critique de St. Thomas d'Aquin),” Al-Machrig 47 (1953):
151-70, 471-88 [Arabic).

' On the reliability of heresiographies, see my **Can We Rely on Later Authorities
for the Views of Earlier Thinkers?” 10S 1 (1971): 241-48.
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H. A. Wolfson discussed premises six and ten at length.'? In his discussion
of atomism!3 he briefly mentions Maimonides™ premises one," two,' three, '8
five,'” and eleven,' but he does not systematically provide evidence for
Maimonides” statements from Kalam works. His interpretation of the seventh
premise seems to me to be mistaken.!?

Harry Blumberg restricted himself to discussing the tenth premise.??

In view of all this, I have thought it desirable to try and compare
Maimonides’ description with what I have found in a number of the extant
Kalam texts. In order to facilitate the comparison, I shall quote S. Pines’s
translation of Guide 1.73,2! passage by passage, adding after each passage
references to, and quotations from, relevant passages in the Kalam texts.

The First Premise

Its meaning is that they thought that the world as a whole—I mean to say
every body in it—is composed of very small particles that, because of their sub-
tlety, are not subject to division. (Guide 195)

The statement that the world in its totality consists of atoms (jawahir) and
accidents (a'rad) is to be found in a short treatise by Imam al-Haramayn al-
Juwayni (1028-85). Before him, al-Baqillani (d. 1013) held this to be true of

12 The Philosophy of the Kalam (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press,
1976) 516-600: and Repercussions of the Kalam in Jewish Philosophy (Cambridge,
Mass.: Harvard University Press 1979) 172-192.

13 Wolfson, Kalam 466-517 and Repercussions 162-71.

4 Wolfson, Kalam 367, 406 n. 65, 473, 491-92,

15 Wolfson, Kalam 493.

16 Wolfson, Kalam 494.

17 Wolfson, Kalam 488-90.

18 Wolfson, Kalam 426-27 and 471.

19 Wolfson, Kalam 350-72 and H. A. Wolfson, Studies in the History of Philo-
sophy and Religion, vol. 2 (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1977)
338-58.

20 Harry (Zvi) Blumberg, “Maimonides on the Concept of Tajwiz in the System of
the Mutakalliman,” Tarbiz 39 (1969/70): 178-85 [Hebrew].

2IMaimonides, Guide 1.73: 195-214. For the reader’s convenience, the quotations
from Maimonides are given in italics, those from Kalim works in roman type.
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both the upper (!) and the lower world.22 The word generally employed by
Maimonides to denote ““atom’ is jawhar, a word derived from Persian. In
that language gohar signifies “gem, jewel, precious stone,” but also “'sub-
stance.”'28 The arabicized form jawhar retains all these meanings.?* In the
usage of the theologians, the expression al-jawhar al-fard (*“the single sub-
stance’"),2® or in short al-jawhar,26 came to be used, alongside al-juz’ alladhi
la yatajazza’ (“the indivisible part”), as a technical term for “atom.” In al-
Ash®ari’s Magalat al-Islamiyyin (beginning of the 10th cent.) jawhar and al-
juz’ alladhi la yatajazza’ seem to be used interchangeably.?” Later on jawhar
appears to supersede the other term.

Al-Ashearl was well aware that jawhar meant different things to different
thinkers.?® To Arabic-speaking Christians and to the philosophers it denoted
“substance.” To the majority of the Muslim Mutakalliman it denoted
“atom,” but to some of them it denoted “body.” Two generations later,

22 Al-Juwayni, Luma© al-adille fi qawasid <aqacid ahl al-sunna wa'l-jama<a, ed.
Fawqiyya Husayn Mahmud (Cairo 1385 A. H./1965) 76. Al-Baqillani, al-Tamhid, ed.
R. J. McCarthy (Beirut, 1957) 22, lines 4-5. On al-Juwayni se= above, n. 7; on al-
Baqillani, EI? 1:958-59.

The basic work on the atomism of Kalam is: S. Pines, Beitrige zur islamischen
Atomenlehre (Berlin, 1936) 1-33, 94-149. See also, O. Pretzl, "' Die frithislamische
Atomenlehre,” Der Islam 19 (1931): 117-30 and the relevant chapters of the works by
H. A. Wolfson cited in note 12 above. An English version of Pines's Beitrige will
appear as part of his Collected Works (Jerusalem: Magnes Press).

28 . Steingass, A Comprehensive Persian-English Dictionary, (London 1892, rprt
1947) 1106.

2 E. W. Lane, Arabic English Lexicon (London 1863, rprt. Cambridge: Islamic
Texts Society, 1984) 1:475-76.

% See, for instance, Imdm al-Haramayn al-Juwayni, Al-Shamil fi Usal al-Din
[pt.1], ed. “Ali Simi al-Nashshar, Faysal Budayr <Un, Suhayr Muhammad Mukhtar,
(Alexandria 1969) (to be cited as Shamil [Alexandria]) 143, line 6; 152, line 7; 158;
159, line 3; but he has also al-juz’ al-fard: “the single part” 144,1 or al-jawhar al-
munfarid. See also, al-Baqillani, al-Tamhid 17, lines 8-9.

2 See, for instance al-Juwayni, Shamil (Alexandria) 149, line 7 and passim,; al-
Juwayni, El-Irchad, éd et trad. J. D. Luciani (Paris 1938) 10, lines 11-12 and passim
(to be cited as Irshad |Paris]); al-Baqgillani, Tamhid: 17, lines 17-19.

21 Al-Ashcari, Magalat al-Islamiyyin . . . Die Dogmatischen Lehren der Anhinger
des Islam, ed. H. Ritter, 2nd imp. Bibliotheca Islamica 1 (Wiesbaden, 1963). For the
carliest discussions of the existence of atoms, see Magalat 314-18; cf. Pines, Beitrige
<4, On al-Ashcari, see EI? 1:694.

» Maqalat 306-09.
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however, it was so obvious to al-Baqillani (d. 1013) that jawhar meant
“atom’, that the Christian application of the term to God appeared to him as
sheer blasphemy.?® Even a century later it was necessary for al-Ghazali
(1058-1111) to point out that, when the philosophers used jawhar in referring
to God, they did not mean “atom” but “substance.””3* Maimonides was cer-
tainly not less sophisticated than al-Ghazali, but he may have preferred to
exploit the double-entendre of the term for polemical purposes rather than to
clear it up.

The individual particle does not possess quantity in any respect.
(Guide 195)

Both Ibn Matiya and Abdi Rashid al-Naysabiri®! (both disciples of the
Muctazilite Qadi ‘Abd al-Jabbar,3 who died in 1025) report that the question
whether or not the atoms have “surface extent”” (misaha) was one of the ques-
tions on which the Basri and the Baghdadi schools of Muctazilism differed.
Abi Hashim® (d. 933), head of the Basrian school, attributed “surface
extent” to each atom. Abwl-Qisim (d. 931), head of the Baghdadi school,?
claimed that a single atom had no extent.3® The Ashcarite al-Juwayni agrees
on this point with the Basrians.%6

Howeuver, when several are aggregated, their aggregate possesses quantity
and has thus become a body. (Guide 195)

2 Tamhid 75-79.

30 Al-Gazel, Tahafot al-Falasifat, ed. M. Bouyges, (Beirut, 1927) 10, lines 1-4 (to
be cited asTahdafut). I have found no evidence for the opinion of Pretzl, Der Islam 19
(1930-31): 122, that the use of jawhar for “atom’ precedes its use for “substance.”

31 On both of them see C. Brockelmann, Geschichte der arabischen Litteratur, 1st
supplementary vol. (Leiden: Brill, 1937) 344.

32 Brockelmann 343-44; EI? 1:59.

33 Brockelmann 342-43; EI? 2:570, s.v. al-Djubba’i.

8 On Abu'l-Qasim al-Balkhi al-Ka°bi, see Brockelmann 343; EI? 1:1002-03 s.v.
al-Balkhi.

85 Al-Hasan ibn Ahmad ibn Matiya, al-Tadhkira fi Ahkam al-jawahir wa’l-aad,
ed. Sami Nasr Lutf and Faysal Budayr “Un (Cairo, 1975) 181; Sa‘id ibn Muhammad
Abi  Rashid al-Naysabiri, al-Masa'il fi'l-khilaf bayn  al-Basriyyin  wd’l-
Baghdadiyyin, ed. Ma‘n Ziyadeh and Ridwan al-Sayyid (Tripoli [ Libya], 1979) 58; cf.
Pines, Beitrdge 5-7.

36 Shamil (Alexandria) 159, lines 11-14.
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Two, six, eight or thirty-six respectively is the minimal number of atoms
required to constitute a body according to various thinkers as reported by al-
Ash¢ari.?” Ibn Matiya held that eight atoms were necessary to form a body.
He reports that his predecessor Abu'l-Hudhayl al-*Allaf held that the
required number was six,3 whereas al-Ash¢ari is reported to have held that
two atoms are enough.% Fakhr-al-Din al-Razi, the contemporary of Mai-
monides, agreed with al-Ashcari.*0 This also seems to have been the opinion
of al-Juwayni. #!

If two particles are aggregated together, then according to the statements of
some of them, every particle has in that case become a body, so that there are
two bodies. (Guide 195)

This curious opinion is indeed attributed by al-Ashcari to one thinker of
the Baghdadi school of Mu‘tazila.*? Furthermore, according to one manu-
script of the Irshad, al-Juwaynl too held this opinion.#® It seems very likely
that Maimonides chooses to mention just this bizarre opinion, of all the vari-
ous possibilities, in order to make the Mutakallimiin appear as ridiculous as
possible, 4

All these particles are alike and similar to one another, there being no differ-
ence between them in any respect whatever. (Guide 195),

3 Magalat 302-04. See also Pines, Beitrige 6; Pretzl, Der Islam 19 (1930/31): 119.

38 See EI2 1:127-29, and R. M. Frank, The Metaphysics of Created Being Accord-
ing to Abu'l-Hudhayl al-Allaf. Uitgaven van het Nederlands Historisch Archaeolog-
isch Instituut te Istanbul (Istanbul, 1966) 21.

3 [bn Matiiya, Tadhkira 47-48.

# Fakhr al-Din al-Razi, Kitah al-Arbadn fi Usal ad-Din (Hyderabad-Deccan,
1353 A. H) 4, lines 5-6. On this author, see EI? 2:751-55 and Fathallah Kholeif, A
Study on Fakhr al-Din al-Razi and his Controversies in Transoxiana (Beirut, 1966).

a1 Irshad (Paris) Arabic: 10, lines 11-12; French: 28, lines 20-21.

2 Magalat 302, lines 1-4.

3 rshad (Paris) 10, apparatus to lines 11-12: MS P.: kana jismayn; cf. Schreiner
“Der Kalim'™ 45-46 and n. 3 (=Gesammelte Schriften 324-25) and Pines, Beitrdge
23, n. 1.

# For the philosophers’ habit of scoffing at the Mutakallimiin, see, e.g., Irshad
(Paris) 134, line 21-135, line 1.
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Apparently most of the Mutakallimiin considered the atoms to be similar
to one another,* and thus to belong to one and the same genus.*® But Abu’l-
Qasim, leader of the Baghdadi school of Mu‘tazila,*” is reported to have held
that some atoms are similar to one another, but others differ from one
another. 8

And, as they say, it is impossible that a body should exist in any respect except it
be composed of these particles, which are alike in such a way that they are adja-
cent to one another. In this way, according to them, generation consists in
aggregation, and corruption in separation. (Guide 195)

A body (jism) is that which is put together (" composed,” mu’allaf), says
al-Baqillani (d. 1013), a major exponent of the Ash<arite school, two genera-
tions after al-Ashcari.#® He states that ajsam (“more, or most corpulent or
bulky”) and jasim (“bulky, corpulent”) “refer only to the plurality of parts
joined to one another (kathrat al-gjza al-mundammah) and the composition
(ta’lif, ‘joining, putting together; composedness’).”

When an atom comes to be, says Ibn Matiiya, the Basrian Mu‘tazilite who
was al-Baqillani's younger contemporary, and there is another atom near it,
the proximity (mujawara) between the two atoms necessarily results in their
joining (ta’lif) each other.?!

Ibn Matiiya adds that the atom is quadrangular (murabba< =" cubical ’?)
and is adjacent to six other atoms.52 He reports that there was disagreement
as to whether one atom can be situated on the point at which two other atoms
meet. Aba Hashim?® affirmed this. His father, Aba Ali al-Jubba’i (d. 915),5

5 Abti Rashid, Masa@'il 29; Thn Matiya, Tadhkira 137, line 10; al-Juwayni, Shamil
(Alexandria) 153 line 19, and 154, lines 14-15; cf. Fakhry, “Aqwal al-Mutakallimin,”
157, line 1 and n. 1.

46 [bn Matiya, Tadhkira 137, line 10 and 34, line 7; <Abd al-Qahir al-Baghdadi,
Usal al-Din (Istanbul, 1346/1928) 35, line 13; cf. M. Fakhry, “Aqwal Al-
Mutakallimin™ 169 and n. 3.

47 See above, n. 34,

# 1bn Mativa, Tadhkira 137, line 11.

19 On al-Bagillani, see last sentence of n. 22, above.

30 Tamhid 17, lines 9-12.

51 Tuddhkira 124, lines 1-4. See also Abi Rashid, Masa'il 33, line 20 and 219-25. CF.
Pines, Beitrige 6-7 and 23.

2 Tadhkira 173.

53 See above, n. 33.

5 EI% 2: 569-70, s.v. Djubba'i.
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as well as the Qadi'l-qudat (i.e., “Abd al-Jabbar )5 and Abu’l-Qasim3¢ denied
it

They do not, however, call this process corruption but say that there are the fol-
lowing generations: aggregation and separation, motion and rest.
(Guide 195)

This list of four “generations,” or rather “states of being”” (akwan) of the
atom can be found in the works of the later Ash¢arite authors, such as Fakhr
al-Din al-Razi™ and ‘Adud al-Din al-Iji.5 Al-Juwayni gives the same list
of four in his Irshad,® but in his Shamil he enumerates five akwan, the fifth
being “contact” (al-mumdssa).®

In early Kalam works, however we get a different picture. According to
al-Asharl in his Magqalat al-Islamiyyin, the Mu‘tazilite Mu ammar ibn
‘Abbad (d. 830) recognized only one “state of being,” namely “rest.’s!
Abu’l-Hudhayl al-<Allaf, Mu'ammar’s younger(?) contemporary,®* con-
sidered kawn to be something different than motion and rest.63 He defines
kawn as the initial “being” of the atom when it comes into being, even
before it is either moving or at rest.®

Muhammad ibn Shabib, in the next generation, is said to have held that
the akwan are motion and rest.% Similarly Abi <Ali al-Jubba'1 is reported to
have stated that motions and rest are “states of being.”'67

3 See above, n. 32,

% See above, n. 34. 8. Pines records various opinions about the contact between
atoms in Beitrige 8-10 and 23.

T Arbatin 5, lines 3-9.

™ See Pines, Beitrdge 20 n. 2. On al—iji see EI2, 3:1022, s.v. fdji, J. van Ess, Die
Erkenntnislehre des ‘Adudaddin al-Ici (Wiesbaden, 1966).

M Jrshad (Paris) Arabic: 10 lines 9-10, French: 28.

i Shamil (Alexandria) 428-30.

S Magqalat 325, lines 5-7; of. H. Daiber, Das theologisch-philosophische System
des Musammar ibn “Abbad al-Sulami. Beiruter Texte und Studien 19 (Beirut, 1975)
296-306.

52 See above, n. 38.

% Magalat 315, line 8; 351, lines 1-4; 355, line 3: cf. also 303, line 4.

“ Magalat 325, lines 8-10; cf. Frank, Metaphysics 17-19, 21, and 43 with n. 17. It
may well be that this usage of kawn as a term for the atom’s initial state of being
brought in its wake the usage of this word as a term for the various *states of being,”
such as rest, motion, ete.; of. Daiber, Systern 292, n. 7.

" Magalat 354, lines 6-7.

i See above, n. 54.

" Magalat 355, line 12,

-
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Ibn Mataya deals with kawn in two of his works. In both of them he
defines kawn as that which makes the atom be in a given location (jiha).5

Immediately upon coming to be the atom has only a mere undefined or
“absolute” state of being (kawn faqat or kawn mutlagan).®® This, in a way,
brings to mind Abu’l-Hudhayl's conception of the initial “'state of being.” 7

Among the various akwan, or “states of being,” that Ibn Matiiya men-
tions are: motion (haraka), rest (sukian), adjacency (mujawara), proximity
(qurb), connection (mugarana), discreteness (mufaraga), mutual distance
(muba‘ada), and separation (iftirdg).” There seems to be some inconsistency
as to ta’lif (‘joining, composition’’). Sometimes he seems to consider ta’lif to
be distinct from the akwan,™ whereas at other times he says that ijtimac
(“aggregation”) includes both mujawara (“adjacency”) and ta’lif. 7* Oddly
enough, in another passage of Ibn Mataya's Majma <™ we suddenly find the
quadripartite formula with which we are familiar from the later Ash<arite
authors: “aggregation, separation, motion, and rest” (although in this pas-
sage they are not explicitly said to be the “states of being’).

Among the Ashcarite authors ‘Abd al-Qahir al-Baghdadi (d. 1037)™ enu-
merates three “‘states of being”’—motion, rest, and composition (ta'lif),
adding that “when the atom is aggregated, its state of being is aggregation
and composition.’76

o8 [bn Mataya, Tadhkira 432, line 3; ‘Abd al-Jabbar, Kitab al-Majma© fi'l-Muhit
bi'l-Tuklif, ed. J. . Houben, vol. 1. Recherches publiées sous la direction de I'Institut
de Lettres Orientales de Beyrouth 25 (Beirut, 1965) 33, lines 5-6 (though attributed
by its editor to the “grand qadi” “Abd al-Jabbar [d. 1025], the work was composed by
that scholar’s disciple, Ibn Mataya).

89 Majma© 33, lines 7-8; Tadhkira 432-33.

70 The unidentified author of Fi'l-Tawhid, ed. Muhammad Abd al-Hadi Abu
Ridah (Cairo, 1969), who was probably a Mu‘tazilite contemporary of Ibn Matuya,
seems to have held a position similar to that of Abu'l-Hudhayl, namely, that kawn is
only the initial state of being of the atom and is, therefore, distinct from motion, rest,
aggregation and separation. See, I'i'l-Tawhid 63, lines 1-6, the discussion from 61
onwards.

" Tadhkira 432-502; Majma© 33; cf. Fi'l-Tawhid 15, n. 2.

72 Tadhkira 39, lines 12-13, and 41, line 5. The author of Fi'l-Tawhid insists at
length that ta’lif is distinct from the akwan. See Fi'l-Tawhid 80-130.

3 Tadhkira 445, line 12,

™ Majmac 69, line 20. See also Fi'l-Tawhid 61.

75 Ef? 1:900,

6 Usal al-Din 40, lines 9-14. cf. also 40, line 14, 41, line 2. Cf. Fakhry, " Aqwal at
Mutakallimin™ 157, line 3 and n. 2. Fakhry overlooked that “separation™ (iftiraq) is
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They also say that these particles are not restricted in their existence,” as was
believed by Epicurus and others who affirmed the existence of such particles;
for they say that God, may He be exalted, creates these substances constantly
whenever He wishes, and that their annihilation is likewise possible. Further
on, I shall let you hear their opinion regarding the annihilation of substance.
(Guide 195)

The question of the creation and of the annihilation of the atom will be
discussed further on.

It is evident from the sources that almost all the Mutakallimin were
atomists. The outstanding exception in the early stages of Kalam was Ibriahim
ibn Sayyar al-Nazzim (d. ca. 945). He believed that bodies can be divided
and redivided again and again. There is no end to redivision.™ In later Kalim
books his name occurs again and again as the archopponent of atomism.
There were also a few other opponents of atomism.™

Fakhr al-Din al-Razi, the contemporary of Maimonides, is a somewhat
problematic case. G. C. Anawati has already pointed out that “what is so
striking in [al-Razi's Kitab al-Arbain] is the attitude of al-Rizi towards
atomism which here he seems” to approve, whereas in the Mabahith al-
mashrigiyya he refutes it.”8 Indeed Fakhr al-Din defends atomism not only
in his Kitab al-Arbain,8 but also in his Muhassal 8 In the Mabahith he pro-
vides a lengthy refutation of it.83 Does he speak here in the name of the philo-
sophers?

not mentioned here. For the meaning of kawn, see also S. van den Bergh, ** Ghazali on
“Gratitude towards God' and its Great Sources,” Studia Islamica, 7 (1957):89, and
Max Horten, "Was bedeutet al-kawn als philosophischer Terminus,” Zeitschrift der
Deutschen Morgenlindischen Gesellschaft 65 (1911):; 539-49.

" S. Pines in a note comments: “Perhaps in points of numbers. Ibn Tibbon's trans-
lation of the phrase could be rendered: ‘do not exist from old.””

" E.g., Magalat 304, lines 13-15 and 318, lines 6-8. On al-Nazzim, see Fuat
Segin, Geschichte des arabischen Schrifttums, vol. 1. (Leiden: Brill, 1967) 618-19.
Add there: Josef van Ess, “Ein unbekanntes Fragment des Nazzam,” Der Orient in
der Forschung, Festschrift Otto Spies (Wiesbaden, 1967) 170-201; Das Kitab al-Nakt
des Nazzam (Gottingen, 1972),

" E.g., Magalat 59, lines 8-10. Cf. Pines, Beitrage 10-16,

80 EJ2 2:735.

81 253-64.

82 Muhassal Afkar al-Mutagaddimin wa'l-Muta‘akhkhirin (Cairo, 1323 A.H.)
81-83.

% al-Mabahith al-Mashrigiyya fi 9lm al-Hahiyyat wa'l-Tabityyat (Hyderabad-
~Deccan, 1343 A.H.) 2:11-38.
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The Second Premise

The assertion concerning the vacuum. The men concerned with the roots [the
Mutakalliman] believe likewise that vacuum exists and that it is a certain space
or spaces in which there is nothing at all, being accordingly empty of all bodies,
devoid of all substance. This premise is necessary for them because of their
belief in the first premise. For if the world were full of the particles in question,
how can a thing in motion move? It would also be impossible to represent to
oneself that bodies can penetrate one another. Now there can be no aggrega-
tion and no separation of these particles except through their motion. Accord-
ingly they must of necessity resort to the affirmation of vacuum so that it should
be possible for these particles to aggregate and to separate and so that it should
be possible for a moving thing to move in this vacuum in which there is no body

and none of these substances [here the word denotes “atoms”|.
(Guide 195-96)

Some sixty years ago Otto Pretzl pointed out that in early Kalam empty
space (vacuum) is not mentioned at all.3 The Kalam works that have come to
light since Pretzl expressed this opinion have not changed the picture. In
view of the polemical character of the Kalam works at our disposal, only mat-
ters subject to disagreement are discussed most of the time. Thus one could
argue that the texts are silent as regards the empty space because nobody
doubted its existence. But the vehemence of the arguments in favor of the
existence of an empty space by two prominent Mu‘tazilites writing at the
beginning of the eleventh century, Aba Rashid al-Naysabari and Ibn
Matiiya,®> make such a speculation unlikely. It rather appears that either the
existence of an empty space did not occur to the earlier Mutakallimin, or,
alternatively, that they agreed in denying its existence. In his Masd@il, Aba
Rashid argues for the existence of empty space as follows:

Two atoms may be separate without a third being between them.
Our teachers held that this is true. Hence they considered it possible that there

81 “Die frithislamische Atomenlehre’” 125, line 16-20. See above n. 22.

8 Or “1bn Mattawayh.”” For his authorship of the Majma©, see above, n. 68.

Some of the arguments in favor of the existence of empty space have been men-
tioned in Michael Schwarz, “The Affirmation of Empty Space by an Eleventh-
Century Mu‘tazilite,” Isis 64 (1973): 384-85; see also, Michael Schwarz ** Letter to the
Editor,” Isis 66 (1975): 98,
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be in the world an empty space (khald’). Moreover, they considered this neces-
sary. But our teacher Abu'l-Qasim®¢ said: It is impossible for two atoms to be
separate without a third being between them.” He considered it absurd that
there be an empty space in the world.%

By contrast, the Ashcarite scholar al-Baqillini writes:

You never find . . . a body without another body following it, a body above it, a

body beneath it, a body on its right and its left, a body opposite it and another
behind it.#¥

Although occurring in a different context altogether, these words are a
straightforward rejection of the view of the Basri Mu‘tazilites put forward in
the passge from Aba Rashid.

Continuing his defense of the existence of empty space, Aba Rashid
writes:

There are several ways of proving the correctness of our statement. First, if
there were in the world no places which are empty, without atoms and bodies,
it would be impossible for us to turn about. Since we know that this is not
impossible for us, we know that there is empty space in the world.

If someone argues: “Why do you deny that it is impossible for us to turn
about because the particles of the air contract after having expanded. It is
because of this that turning about is feasible. For when they contract it is pos-
sible for us to get in their places.” Sometimes they say the particles of air
become less than they were, for it is possible for many things to become one
thing and for one thing to become many things.

Let it be said to him: To say that there is no empty space in the world is
incompatible with saying that the particles of air sometimes contract and some-
times expand. Human beings would be like persons encaged in an oven-
.. .. What they say, namely, that it is possible for many things to become one
thing, is clearly false.5?

8 See above, n. 34.

W1 Masa'il 47, N
" Tamhid 76, lines 11-13.

M Masd'il 47,
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Another argument presented by Aba Rashid reads as follows:

_.one of the things which prove [the existence of empty space] is that if we
were to take a skin-bag and press its two sides together, and then bind its top so
tightly that the air would be prevented from coming in, it would nevertheless
be possible to draw its two sides apart again. When we do so, empty space will
necessarily come to be in the skin-bag. Nobody may argue that air enters into
it. For if air were to enter through its hole, it would have been possible for it to
become as full as something distended by blowing. Yet we know this to be false.
It would have been necessary, when we blow into it, for the air not to remain in
it, coming out from this empty space. Further, it would have been necessary,
when we bind the outside of the skin-bag, that no air enter it.

Another proof, similar to the previous one: When we take a skin-bag and fill
it with wind, we can stick a needle into it. To do so is possible only if there is an
empty space in it. For it is impossible for two bodies to be together in one place.
One cannot say that the air leaves the skin-bag when the needle is introduced,
on account of what we have explained. Thus we have no choice but to say that
there is much empty space.

Another proof: If we take a flask with a narrow top. suck the air out of it,
and then dip it into water its top plugged up with the thumb, the water will
enter it without us hearing any sound. If there were air in it we would necessari-
ly hear the sound, just as we hear it when the air has not been sucked out of it.
Thus we know that the air leaves it when it is sucked [out], and nothing takes its
place, so that there is an empty space in it. This is the strongest proof that has
been brought forward for this matter. It has been put forward by our teacher
Abi Ishiq ibn “Ayyash.®

Another proof:

Our teacher Aba Hashim®! proved this by saying that since air does not
reach the bottom of deep wells, no animals live there. Thus it is necessary to say
that there is an empty space. But this method should not be relied upon,
because one could argue that there is thick air [at the bottom of deep wells] and
animals require thin air for breathing. It is for this reason that no animals live
there, and not because there is no air there

9 Aba Ishiq 1brahim ibn “Ayyash, tenth-century Muctazilite of the Basri school,
teacher of ‘Abd al-Jabbar (see above n. 32); cf. Ibn al-Murtada, Die Klassen der
Muctaziliten, ed. S. Diwald Wilzer (Wiesbaden, 1961) 107, and Abd al-Jabbar, al-
Mughni fi'l-Tawhid wa'l-<Adl, ed. Ibrahim Madkour et al. (Cairo, 1961-62) passim.

91 See above, n. 33.

92 Masa'il 48-51, cf. Fakhry, “Aqwal al-Mutakallimin™ 160 n. 1.
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Abua Rashid’s colleague and contemporary, Ibn Matiya, repeats the very
same arguements in his Tadhkira and adds a few others.#> Among them are:
Assume a line consisting of six atoms. We remove the four intermediate
atoms, leaving the two extreme ones. If these two remain in their places,
there is now an empty space between them. We cannot assume that the two
remaining atoms will immediately join each other, for that would involve a
“leap” (tafra), which is absurd. The same would apply if God were suddenly
to annihilate whatever is between the earth and the sky.%

Elsewhere in the Tadhkira, Ibn Matiaya rejects al-Kabi's® view that
movement can be in place only and that the place of an object is what sur-
rounds it. In the course of this discussion Ibn Mataya states:

"It is known that the lexicographers speak of birds as moving in the upper
region (al-jaww), although they do not believe that there is any air there [i.c.,
in the upper regions] that would be the place of the birds.” 9

It is quite clear from this statement that Ibn Matiiya assumes the lexico-
graphers to believe in the existence of an empty space in the upper regions
(al-jaww), which for him is the space between the heaven and the earth.

It appears that the view of Aba Rashid and Ibn Mativa was not generally
accepted. Among their Asharite opponents, al-Bigillini seems to have
rejected the existence of an empty space, as we have seen above. I have not
found the notion of a vacuum, in al-Juwayni’s Irshdd, but he affirms the exis-
tence of an empty space in his Shamil %7

Al-Ghazili (1058-1111) does not seem to mention the notion of “empty

9 Tadhkira 116-24. Cf. the arguments in favor of the existence of an empty space
in Fi'l-Tawhid 416-19.

4 Tadhkira 118, line 19—119, line 4. For the concept of “leap™ or “skipping,” sce
Pines, Beitrige 11. Al-Nazzam® notion that a moving body skips some parts of the line
along which it moves was rejected by the rest of the Mutazila.

95 See above, n. 34.

" Tadhkira 493, lines 1-2.

97 Shamil (Alexandria) 508-09. Cf. Imam al-Haramayn al-Juwayni, al-‘Agida al-
Nizamiyya, ed. Muhammad Zahid al-Kawthari (Cairo, 1367/1948) 12.
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space”” in the Igtisad, his compendium of Ash<arite Kalam.% In his Incoher-
ence of the Philosophers, however, he not only denies the existence of a
vacuum outside, or beyond, the world,® but declares the notion of empty
space to be “nothing” and “unintelligible”’; i.e., meaningless.'®

The Andalusian thinker Ibn Hazm (994-1064), expressly denied the exis-
tence of an empty space.!®  Fakhr al-Din al-Razi, Maimonides™ contem
porary, provides, in his Kitab al-Arbaan, two proofs for the existence of an
empty space.'92 These proofs, which may be described as elaborations of two
of the proofs we have met in Ibn Matiiya's Masd'il, are: (1) if there were no
empty space, bodies could not possibly move; (2) suppose two equal surfaces
lying one upon the other; if we were to lift the upper one, an empty space
would come to be between the two surfaces. Possible arguments against these
proofs are discussed and rejected.

But after presenting these arguments in support of the existence of empty
spaces al-Rizi cites arguments against this notion. The first argument holds
that all spaces are measurable. But if spaces were empty, they would be
“nonexistence”’ (‘adam). Nonexistence is not measurable. Hence spaces are
not empty.'9 Al-Razi rejects this argument, claiming that spaces in them-
selves are not measurable. It is the objects which they contain that are
measurable. 104

The second argument runs as follows: The time required for an object to
move from one point to another is inversely proportionate to the resistance
(mu%waga) of the matter [medium] through which it moves. Thus if an
object were to move through an empty space it would move from one point to
another in no time. On the other hand, the distance between the two points
can be divided in halves. The object passes the first half before it arrives at

9 Al-Igtisad fi'l-Itigad, ed. Tbrahim Agih Cubukcu and Huseyin Atay, Ankara,
Universitesi [lahiyat Fakiiltesi yaymnlari 34 (Ankara, 1962). On al-Ghazali, sce EI?
2:1038-41, and Hava Lazarus Yafeh, Studies in al-Ghazzali (Jerusalem: Magnes
Press, 1975).

99 Tahafut 55-58, 63-64.

100 Tahafut 55, lines 9 and 64, line 1.

1 See Fakhry, “Aqwal al-Mutakallimin™ 160, n. 1. On Ibn Hazm, see EI*
3:790-99.

12 Arbadn 270-72; cf. Fakhry, “*Aqwal al-Mutakallimin” 160, n. 1, also Muhassal
95.

13 Arbadn 272-73.

104 Arbadn 274, lines 14-18.

WHO WERE MAIMONIDES MUTAKALLIMUN 175

the second half. This shows that the object would move in time even if the
space between the two points were empty. Motion in empty space would thus
have to be both in no time and in time. This is impossible. Hence no empty
space can exist.19 Al-Razi rejects this argument as a sophism (mughalata). As
a matter of fact, he says, motion from (a) to (b) as such requires a basic span
of time. It is this time which the motion would require in an empty space. To
this basic time you have then to add the additional time caused by the resis-
tance of the medium through which the object moves, when the space be-
tween (a) and (b) is not empty.196

The third refutation of the existence of a vacuum is this: If there were an
empty space, it would have homogeneous parts. No object could rest or
move, in any given part of the space, without something deciding the object’s
existence in just this part of the space to preponderate!?” over its existence in
any other part. Since all parts of the space would be entirely equal, even a
choosing agent (scil., God or man) would have no reason to decide that the
object be in a given part, rather than in any other part. Hence the existence of
an empty space is logically impossible.'®® Al-Razi rejects this by affirming
that a choosing agent (scil., God) could decide the location of the object in
empty space quite arbitrarily.'?

The Third Premise

This is their saying that time is composed of instants, by which they mean
that there are many units of time that, because of the shortness of their dura-
tion, are not divisible. This premise is also necessary for them because of the
first premise. For they undoubtedly had seen Aristotle’s demonstrations, by
means of which he has demonstrated that distance, time, and locomotion are all
three of them equal as far as existence is concerned. I mean to say that their
relation to one another is the same and that when one of them is divided the
other two are likewise divided and in the same proportion. Accordingly they

% Arbadn 273-74.

1 Arbadn 274, line 19—275, line 2. Cf. Muhassal 95-96.

W7 tarfih, tip the scales,” cf. Herbert A. Davidson, Proofs for Eternity, Creation
und the Existence of God in Medieval Islamic and Jewish Philosophy (New York:
Oxlord University Press, 1987) 55-56, 162, 177, 193-94, and see also the whole of
chap. 6 (p 154-212). Maimonides, Guide 1.74, the sixth way.

W Arbadn 274, lines 2-13.

W Arbadn 275, lines 3-5.
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knew necessarily that if time were continuous and infinitely divisible, it would
follow of necessity that the particles that they had supposed to be indivisible
would also be divisible. Similarly if distance were supposed to be continuous, it
would follow of necessity that the instant that had been supposed to be indivis-
ible would be divisible—just as Aristotle had made it clear in the ** Akroasis,”
[Physics|. Therefore they supposed that distance is not continuous, but com-
posed of parts at which divisibility comes to an end, and that likewise the divi-
sion of time ends with the instants that are not divisible. For example, an hour
consists of sixty minutes, a minute of sixty seconds, and a second of sixty thirds.
And thus this division of time ends up accordingly with parts constituting, for
instance, tenths or something even briefer, which cannot in any respect be
separated in their turn into parts and are not subject to division, just as exten-
sion is not subject to it. Consequently, time becomes endowed with position
and order. In fact they have no knowledge at all of the true reality of time. And
this is only appropriate with regard to them; for seeing that the cleverest philos-
ophers were confused by the question of time and that some of them did not
understand its notion—so that Galen could say that it is a divine thing, the true
reality of which cannot be perceived—this applies all the more to those who
pay no attention to the nature of any thing. (Guide 196-97)

It is this paragraph in the Guide of the Perplexed that led writers like D.
B. Macdonald to make much of the atomistic conception of time allegedly
held by the Mutakallimiin.!1® However, when we consult the sources, the evi-
dence for this conception turns out to be rather meagre. Only one later
author Fakhr al-Din al-Razi (by no means a typical Mutakallim), states
explicitely that time is atomic, and apparently only in one of his works. In
that work we encounter the term anat (“instants” or “particles” of time),
which also occurs in Maimonides’ third premise. Thus when H. A. Wolfson
claims that “the masters of the Kalam, generalizing as they did, that every-
thing in the world is composed of atoms, included under this generalisation
also distance, motion and time”” "1 it is not at all clear who were the masters
who included time as well. :

In his Magqalat al-Islamiyyin al-Ash<ari reports:

People differed as to time (wagqt). Some said: Time is the interval between
actions. It is the measure of what is between one action and the other. At every
[unit of] time (waqt) an action comes to be. This is the view of Abu’l-Hudhayl,

1 See gbove, n. 1.
1 Wolfson, Kalam 494.
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Others said: Time is that by which you time a thing. When you say: ‘I came to
vou at the arrival of Zayd,” you made the arrival of Zayd to be the time of your
coming. They claimed that the times (awqat) are the motions of the sphere,
because by them God times things. This is the view of al-Jubba'1. !

Indeed the sources abound with expressions which could be read as indi-
cations of an atomistic conception of time, but certainly do not have to be
understood in this way. It is true that “instants,” or units of time, are men-
tioned in all kinds of contexts, but it is nowhere said that these units are
indivisible, and this is what we mean by “atomic.” T am referring to expres-
sions such as these:

Some say: In the first instant (hal) man is capable of acting in the second
instant (hal), and if in the second instant (hal) he is powerless, the action occurs
in spite of powerlessness.!!3

Abbad said: Man is capable of acting in the second [instant] (fi-'l-thani).n

Al-Jubba’i discusses the possibility of a heavy stone remaining in space
(or in the air [al-jaww]) without falling for many awgat."'s The last word,
literally ““times,” could be translated “units of time,” “spans of time,” or
“instants.” According to Abu’l Hudhayl al-<Allaf, 116

Motion is divisible by time (bi’l-zaman), so that what exists at one time [or
“unit of time” or “instant” (fi hadha al-zaman)] is other than what exists at
another [time]. 117

Al-Nazzam was Abu'l-Hudhayl's pupil.’*®* Nevertheless he is one of the
few early Mustazilites who denied the existence of atoms. He is quoted as
saying:

I do not know what “rest” is unless it means that the thing was in a place for

" Magalat 443, lines 1-7.

" Magalat 235, lines 1-2.

" Magalat 235, line 7. On “Abbid see EI? 1.4-5. Cf. Magalat 354, lines 3-5.

""" Magalat 312, lines 10-11. The same expression occurs again in a similar context
In Magalat 313, lines 9-10.

10 See above, n. 38.

" Magalat 319, lines 12-183.

1% See above, n. 78,
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two units of time [or two instants; lit. “two times’’; wagtayn], i.e., that it moved
there for two units of time.!'?

Some people say that God creates at every instant (wagt, [“time”]) a body
under the earth [as a support on which the earth rests] and then annihilates it at
the second instant. 2

Some say that when a body comes to be at a place and remains there for two
instants (waqgtayn, [“two times”]), its motion becomes rest.'?!

These people maintained that colors, tastes, smells, life, capability, impotence,
death, speech, sounds, are accidents, and that they do not last for two instants
(wagtayn). They affirm all the accidents and assert that they do not last for two
[units of] time (zamdnayn).'??

These expressions and similar ones are not confined to the Magalat al-
Islamiyin, which purports to present the opinions of the earlier Mutakalliman
up to the first half of the tenth century. We find them in the works of elev-
enth-century writers, Muctazilites as well as Ash¢arites. In these works I have
found no discussion of time as such, no indication that the units of time they
speak of were considered to be indivisible. Abit Rashid al-Naysabri says that
it is impossible for a body to be “in the tenth place in the second instant (fi'l
waqt al-thant).” 12

Ibn Mataya writes:

The opinion that an atom arrives at a limit, after which it cannot exist any more,
is wrong. For when the existence of the atom exceeds one instant (al-waqt al-
wahid) |and passes] to the second or the third; nay, when it lasts in any man-
ner—when there is nothing to curb or prevent it—it is necessary that its exis-
tence go on forever.'2!

Al-Juwayni writes:

For any [point of] time (waqt) at which the world might have been created, it
would have been possible for it [to have been created] earlier by some spans of

19 Magalat 324, line 15—325, line 1.

120 Magalat 326, lines 7-8.

121 Magalat 327, lines 2-3.

122 Magalat 358, lines 7-8. The question of the duration of accidents will be dis-
cussed below in premise 6.

128 Masd@'il 77, line 4; Masa'il 79, line 7 and 123, lines 5-6.

124 Tadhkira 213, lines 10-12; cf. Tadhkira 153, line 4; 241, lines 1-2; 289, line 3;
and 432
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time (awqat), or that its [coming into] existence be postponed by some hours
(bi-saat) of its time (wagqtihi).'®

As I have already indicated, these expressions could mean that these
thinkers held that time consisted of indivisible units. But they can on no
account serve as proofs for such a conception of time. English speakers quite
often speak of something happening at this or that instant. Can anyone hon-
estly claim that such a usage proves that all English speakers believe time to
be “atomic’?

S. Pines speaks of “the general usage of the language of Kalim. .. in
accordance with which the term denoting a concept is at the same time used
to denote one unit of it. Thus lm and <lmayn denote one, respectively two
particles of knowledge. Similarly qudra and qudratayn [denote one, respec-
tively two, units of power] and so on.”"126 Subsequently Pines adds:

Obviously the same trend of thought, according to which discrete units of the
accidents are assumed, led to the question formulated in Magalat, 397, line 6
whether a single knowledge (5/m) with regard to two things known (mai-
mayn) is possible (¢f. Magaldat 393 lines 6 and 14). At the basis of this discussion
is the opinion that knowledge consists of atoms, each of which normally can
have one subject only,'?7

And three pages later:

“Instant” (which Maimonides terms an) is called in this context by al-Ash®ari
always waqt or zaman. Accordingly, here too obtains the usage of the language
of the Kalam, which we have repeatedly pointed out. Wagqt and zaman mean
both “time” and “one unit of time.” Makan ["place”] has the two respective
meanings. 28

It is well known that “accidents” such as color, knowledge, power, are
considered as inhering in the atoms of matter. Thus they are naturally “ato-
mic,” i.e., indivisible, just like the atoms themselves. But was time conceived
of in the same way? Time is not usually mentioned among the accidents in

125 [rshad (Paris) Arabic. 16, line 10, French 86; cf. Irshad 40, line 13.
126 Beitrdge 3.

17 Beitrige 23.

1% Beitrige 26.
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Kalam works. It is not held to inhere in the atoms of matter. So how do we
know whether the thinkers preceding Fakhr al-Din al-Razi and Maimonides
regarded time too as consisting of indivisible, discrete units? Can it not be the
case that the use of the expression “time’ (wagqt, zaman) to denote an
“instant’’ represents a mere fagon de parler, just as in modern languages the
use of words like “instant” or “moment” does not indicate a belief that time
consists of indivisible units?

D. B. Macdonald’s evidence for his argument that the Mutakalliman held
time to be “atomic” boils down to Ibn Hazm's use of the terms awgqat, azman
(“times").'2® Ibn Hazm indeed speaks of azman'3®. But he does not say that
they are indivisible. And apart from this he is not an atomist, nor is he a typi-
cal Kalim writer,

The picture changes only when we come to Fakhr al-Din al-Rizi, Mai-
monides’ contemporary. He too was no typical Mutakallim.?8! It is in his
works that for the first time we come across the term anat (lit. “nows’’),
which term Maimonides uses for the indivisible particles of time mentioned
at the beginning of his third premise (Pines translates it “instants’").132, From
Pines we learn that this term was coined by the Muslim philosophers rather
than the Mutakallimin. He traces it back to Avicenna, and derives it from
the Aristotelian Greek term nan (“now’ ).133

In the Kitab al Arbain Fakhr al-Din speaks of time as “discrete quantity”
(kam munfasil)'3* "' composed of successive instants” (murakabb min al-anat
al-mutataliya).'® He does not say that these instants are indivisible. But
since he points out the relation between distance and time, and speaks of the
points which make up a line as indivisible (I tangasim), 36 it appears that he
conceives of the dnat (“instants’’) as indivisible as well.

In the Mabahith al-Mashrigiyya, on the other hand, the argument that
time is “composed” of successive indivisible things™ (umar mutataliya kull

129 See Macdonald, " Continuous Re-creation” 338,

130 gl-Figal fi'l-Milal wa’l-Nihal (Cairo, 1320 A. H.) 5:96-97.

131 See above, n. 40.

132 gl-Arba%n 255-56; al-Mabahith al-Mashrigiyya. 2:26-28; cf. Fakhry, “Aqwil
al-Mutakallimin’ 158, n. 3. (In al-Mabahith al-Mashrigiyya, 1:670-76. the term an
seems to be used in a different sense.)

183 Beitriige 26, n. 4. For “"the nows’” Pines refers to Aristotle, Physics, 4.10:218a ff.

134 Arbadn 2553, line 24.

135 Arbaan 256, line 4.

136 Arbagn 256, line 6.
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wahid minha ghayr qabil I l-ingisim)'37 starts as a rejected conditional
clause (law, “if”"), and at its end is branded as a false argument (shubha).138
We seem once again to have the author contradicting in the Mabahith what
he said in al-Arbain.'®® The reason appears to be that in the Mabahith he
speaks on behalf of the philosophers and in al-Arbadn on behalf of the Muta-
kalliman.

The conception of time as composed of discrete indivisible particles
comes from Greek antiquity. Aristotle repeatedly mentions and rejects it 140
Whether or not it ever entered into Kalam still seems to be an open question.

Hear now what they were compelled to admit as a necessary consequence of
these three premises and what they therefore believed. They said that motion is
the passage of an atom belonging to these particles from one atom to another
that is contiguous to it. It follows that no movement can be more rapid than
another movement. In accordance with this assumption, they said that when
you see that two things in motion traverse two different distances in the same
time, the cause of this phenomenon does not lie in the greater rapidity of the
motion of the body traversing the longer distance; but the cause of this lies in
the motion that we call slower being interrupted by a greater number of units of
rest than is the case with regard to the motion we call more rapid, which is
interrupted by fewer units of rest. And when the example of an arrow shot from
a strong bow was alleged as an objection against them, they said that the
motions of the arrow were also interrupted by units of rest. (Guide 197)

Al-Asheari records:

Most of the people of Kalam, including Abu'l-Hudhayl.. . . said that some-
times a part of a body rests while the greater part of it moves. [ They added| that
the sprint of a horse includes hidden stops, even when it runs fast, putting its
foot down and raising it. This is why one horse is slower than the other. Like-
wise a stone falling down has hidden stops because of which it is slower than
another heavier stone which has been released together with it. Many thinkers,
philosophers and others, denied that a stone falling down has stops. 141

" Mabdahith 2:26, bottom of page.

19 Mabahith, 2:28, line 7.

13 See above at nn. 81-83.

10 Physics, 4.10: 218a 7—219a 1; 6.1:231b 13; 8.8:263b 26-28.

"I Magalat 321-22. Cf. Fakhry, “Aqwil al-Mutakallimin™ 158-59 and 159, n.1.
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More than a century later al-Juwayni has the same explanations for dif-
ferences in speed, even though he makes use of different examples.!42

In fact your thinking that a certain object is moving in continuous motion is due
to an error of the senses, for many of the objects of the perception of the senses
elude the latter, as they lay down in the twelfth premise. In consequence, it was
said to them: Have you seen a millstone making a complete revolution? Has not
the part that is at its circumference traversed the distance represented by the
bigger circle in the same time in which the part near the center has traversed
the distance represented by the smaller circle? Accordingly the motion of the
circumference is more rapid than the motion of the inner circle. And there is no
opportunity for you to assert that the motion of the latter part is interrupted by
a greater number of units of rest, as the whole body is one and continuous, 1
mean the body of the millstone. Their answer to this objection is that the var-
ious portions of the millstone become separated from one another in the course
of its revolution and that the units of rest that interrupt the motion of all the
revolving portions that are near the center are more numerous than the units of
rest that interrupt the motion of the parts that are farther off from the center.
(Guide 197)

The idea that the particles of a millstone and of a child’s “top” are discon-
nected during the motion, and that the atoms nearer to the center are held
back by more pauses than those nearer to the circumference of the millstone,
is put forward by Aba Rashid al-Naysabri'®3 and by Ibn Matiuya,'% and
refuted in Fakhr al-Din’s Kitab al-Arbagn.4

Thereupon it was said to them: How then do we perceive the millstone as one
body that cannot be broken up even by hammers? One must accordingly
assume that when it turns round, it splits into pieces: and when it comes to rest,

142 Shamil (Alexandria) 145-46 and 441-44. While al-Ashcari speaks of “stops™
(wagafat), al-Juwayni employs the expression fatarat (" pauses’), Shamil (Alexandria)
146, lime 1; 437, line 17; and 443. He speaks of “pauses and stops,” Shamil (Alexan-
dria) 443, line 10.

143 Masa'il 63, lines 18-20, also quoted by Fakhry (above, n. 141) and by Abu
Ridah on p. 23, lines 15-19 of his introduction to Fi'l-Tawhid. (Read al-qutbh in the
Tripoli ed., line 19, as in the Ms, according to p. 110, n. 121. The Biram ed. of Masa'il,
as quoted by Fakhry and Aba Ridah,has the correct reading.)

144 Tadhkira 493, lines 4-7.

145 Arban 262; cf. Fakhry, “Aqwal al-Mutakallimin® 158-59.
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it is welded up and becomes as it was before. How is it that one does not per-
ceive its portions as separated from one another? Thereupon, in order to reply
to this, they had recourse to the same twelfth premise, which states that one
should not take into account the apprehensions of the senses, but rather the tes-
timony of the intellect.

You should not think that the doctrines I have explained to you are the most
abhorrent of the corollaries necessarily following from those three premises, for
the doctrine that necessarily follows from the belief in the existence of a
vacuum is even stranger and more abhorrent. Furthermore, the doctrine that |
have mentioned to you with regard to motion is not more abhorrent than the
assertion going with this view that the diagonal of a square is equal to one of the
sides, so that some them say that the square is a nonexistent thing.46

To sum up: By virtue of the first premise all geometrical demonstrations
become invalid, and they belong to either one or the other of two categories.
Some of them are absolutely invalid, as for instance those referring to the prop-
erties of incommensurability and commensurability of lines and planes and the
existence of rational and irrational lines and all that are included in the tenth
book of Euclid and those that resemble them. As for the others, the demonstra-
tions proving them are not cogent, as when we say we want to divide a line into
two equal halves. For in the case in which the number of its atoms is odd, the
division of the line into two equal parts is impossible according to their assump-
tion. Know, moreover, that the Banit Shakir have composed the famous ** Book
of Ingenious Devices,” which includes one hundred odd ingenious devices, all
of them demonstrated and carried into effect. But if vacuum had existed. not
one of them would have been valid, and many of the contrivances to make
water flow would not have existed.'4?

In spite of this, the lives [of the Mutakalliman] have been spent in argu-
mentation with a view to establishing the validity of these premises and others
resembling them. I shall now return to the explanation of the meaning of their
remaining premises that were mentioned. (Guide 197-98)

"¢ For the argument that if matter consisted of atoms the diagonal of a square
would equal one of its sides, see Pines, Beitrige 1 n. 9. To the references mentioned
there, Ibn Hazm, al-Fisal fi-Milal wa'l-Nihal (Cairo, 1317 A.H) 5: 103-04. may be
added.

47 The Bana Shakir were a family of astronomers and scientists serving at the
court of the © Abbasid caliphs in the first half of the ninth century. On them and their
book about mechanical and hydraulic machines and devices, see Brockelmann, 1st
supplementary vol., 2 ed. (Leiden: Brill, 1943) 241, and supplement 3 (Leiden: Brill,
1937) 382-83; B. Carra de Vaux in the The Legacy of Islam, ed. T. Arnold and A.
Guillaume (London,1931; rprt. 1949) 386-87: and G. Sarton, Introduction to the His-
tory of Science, 3 vols. (Baltimore, 1927-47) 1:56.
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The Fourth Premise

This is their saying that the accidents exist, and that they are something super-
added to something that is the substance, and that no body is exempt from one
of them. (Guide 198)

The conception that it is the “accidents” which determine the various
qualities of bodies was apparently common to the Mutakallimin from the
very beginnings of Kalim.!# But while the majority of thinkers deemed a
body without accidents to be inconceivable,# at least one thinker is reported
to have said that it is possible for God to strip the atoms of their accidents or
to create them without accidents.!50

On the other hand,

the Mu<azila differed as to whether God has the power to create accidents.
There were two groups. One claimed that God has the power to create and pro-
duce accidents. Another group, namely the disciples of Mutammar'®', claimed
that it is impossible for God to create any accident and that He has not the

power to do so,!52

Mu ammar held that a body produces its own accidents by its nature.
Every atom brings about the accidents which inhere in it.153

Abu ‘I-Husayn al-Salihi stated that every body can receive accidents.
Only bodies can receive accidents. He defines the atom as a body(!) capable
of receiving accidents.'3

According to al-Jubba'i, composition (ta'lif) is one accident in two

atoms. 3%

1% See Pines, Beitrige 16-26; cf. also Otto Pretzl, Die frihislamische Attributen-
lehre, Sitzungsberichte der Bayerischen Akademie der Wissenschaften, Phil -hist.
Abt., Jhrg. 1940, n. 4 (Munich, 1940) 37-51.

149 Magalat 311, lines 8-9 and 311, line 16-312, line 1.

150 This is the opinion of Abu'l-Husayn al-Salihi, Magalat 310, lines 7-9.

151 On him, see Daiber, Das theologisch-philosophische System des Mu<ammar
Ibn Abbad as-Sulami.

152 Magalat 198, line 14—199, line 2.

158 Magalat 303, lines 10-11.

154 Magalat 301, lines 4-7.

135 Magalat 303, lines 7-8.
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It was also asked whether two or more accidents of one species (e.g., two
accidents of color or two accidents of motion) can inhere in one atom.
whether two agents can move one and the same stone simultaneously, and,
conversely, whether one accident of motion may inhere in several atoms at
once. 156

Whether two agents can move one object at the same time seems to have
a bearing on the question whether synergism can resolve the conflict between
divine omnipotence and human power. Al-Bagillini defines an accident as
that which cannot exist longer than an instant. He writes: “They [the acci-
dents] are those which inhere in atoms and bodies, and pass away in the
second instant after coming into existence.” 157 Al-Bagillani's proof for the
existence of accidents is that a given body sometimes rests and sometimes
moves. When someone has the power to move a body which is at rest, the
object of his power to move that body is the accident termed ““motion”. 158

Al-Juwayni, in his Shamil, claims that the existence of some accidents,
such as colors, sounds, tastes, smells and heat and cold, is self-evident, and
perceived by our senses. Hence it would be wrong to try and adduce proofs
for their existence. For some accidents it can be shown that they are distinct
from the substrata in which they inhere. Thus the fact that pleasure and pain
follow one another shows that they are distinct from the essence (dhat) of the
atoms in which they inhere. The same applies to every accident perceived by
the senses. !9

Al-Juwayni then goes on to formulate a more elaborate version of al-
Baqillani's argument’® that when one is aware that sometimes he has the
power to move around and sometimes not, he knows that his power has an
object which is distinct from himself (this object being the accident of
motion), 16!

If this premise did not mean more than this, it would be a correct, clear, evident
premise, and give rise to no doubt and no difficulty. However, they say that in
every substance in which there does not subsist the accident of life, there neces-
sarily subsists the accident of death, for the recipient cannot but receive one of

1% Magalat, 319-321.

""" Tambhid 18, lines 4-5, and 287§489.

158 Tamhid 18-21.

159 Shamil (Alexandria) 180-81.

160 See above at n. 158.

161 Shamil (Alexandria) 181-82; cf. 182-89.
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two contraries. They say: similarly it has a color, a taste, motion or rest, aggre-
gation or separation. And if the accident of life subsists in it, there cannot but
subsist in it other genera of accidents such as knowledge or ignorance, or will or
its contrary, or power or powerlessness, or apprehension or one of the con-
traries. To sum up: there must necessarily subsist in it all the accidents that may
subsist in a living being or one of their contraries. (Guide 198-99)

In contradiction to this statement by Maimonides, Abu Rashid al-
Naysabiri reports the view of Aba Hashim that a living human being may
lack knowledge as well as its opposites. Abu'l-Qdsim al-Balkhi is reported to
have disagreed with this.1%2

Abi Hashim is also reported to have held that an atom may be devoid of
color, taste, smell, and all other accidents except its state of being (kawn).163
His conception of the “state of being’” (kawn) appears to have been similar to
that of Abu’'l Hudhayl,'6¢ for the latter is reported to have said:

And when the state of being exists and [one atom?] adjoins another, there
must be composition (ta'lif), because the state of being generates it, provided
there is contiguity.'6®

Yet, although Abu Hashim is reported to have held that an atom may lack
all accidents except the ““state of being,” he is also said to have claimed that
once an atom has a color it will never be free either of this color or of one of
the opposites. “Because for its opposite it is just as possible to endure [i.e., to
go on existing] as for it [i.e., the original color], and either of them needs only
the substratum in order to exist.” 166

On the other hand, we come nearer to Maimonides statement with
Abu’l-Qasim al-Ka‘bi al-Balkhi of the Baghdadi school of Muctazila, and
with al-Jubba'i, the father of Abia Hashim. Abu’l-Qasim is reported to have

162 Masa'il 317, lines 19-21. A view similar to that of Abu Hashim was held by his
father: God could create a living being lacking power, Magalat 312, lines 5-6. This
had been denied by <Abbad and al-Iskafi; see Magalat 311, line 8 and 313, lines
12-13.

163 Masa'il 62, lines 3—4; see also lbn Mataya, Tadhkira 124.

164 See above at nn. 62-64; cf. n. 70.

165 Masa'il 62, lines 4-5.

16 Masa'il 62, lines 7-9; Tbn Mataya, Tadhkira 124; al-Baghdadi, Usal al-Din 56,
line 16—57, line 1.
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held that an atom cannot be free from color, taste, smell, heat and cold,
humidity and dryness.18” Al-Jubba'i is said to have held the same view, for he
used to say that when a substratum carries any accident which has a contrary,
it will be impossible for it to be free of either this accident or the contrary. If
the accident has no contrary,the substratum will no longer be free of that
very accident.!68

Aba Rashid, the Basri Muctazilite, provides arguments in favor of the
opinion of his master AbG Hishim and against the view held by the latter’s
father and by Abu’l-Qasim.'8? According to Abit Rashid an atom can be with-
out color, taste, smell, or sound.'” This may be shown by the very fact that
there are things in which our senses perceive neither taste nor smell.!™!

The tenth-century Ashearite writer, al-Baqillani defines the atom as “that
which receives one accident of each genus.” If not, it is not an atom.!7

Al-Juwayni, the eleventh-century Ash¢arite scholar, writes:

The third principle is to make clear that it is impossible for atoms to be free
from accidents. The people of truth hold that an atom will not be free from any
genus of accident.'”® [An atom] will not be free from [one of] all the contraries
[of a given accident] if it has contraries. If an accident has one contrary, the
atom will not be free from [one of the| contraries. If we were to assume an acci-
dent without a contrary, the atom would not be free from one [accident] of the
genus [of that accident].!7¢

157 Masa'il 62, lines 15-16; Ibn Matiya, Tadhkira, 124. On the other hand, al-
Baghdadi, Usal al-Din 56, lines 15-16, and al-Juwayni, Irshad (Paris) 14, lines 1-2,
attribute to Abu’l-Qasim the opposite opinion, namely, that an atom may be devoid
of all accidents except color. The attribution of this latter opinion to Abu’l-Qasim
does not appear reliable. As a matter of fact, from Ibn Matuya, Tadhkira 136, it
appears that Ibn Matiya, who belonged to the Basrians, held such an opinion. Did
the Ashearites attribute it to Abu'l-Qasim in order to hide the fact that on this ques-
tion they agreed with the Baghdadi Mu‘tazila?

1% Masa'il 62, lines 16-18; Ibn Mattya, Tadhkira 124. See also pp. 21-22 of the
editor’s introduction to Fi'l-Tawhid.

169 Masa'il 62-74.

1 Masa'il 62-72.

1" Masail 71. cf. also Ibn Matiya, Tadhkira 36-37. See Wolfson, Kalam 488.

172 Tamhid 17, lines 17-19.

173 This sentence is attested only by MS P of the apparatus appearing in the Paris
edition of the Irshad, see p. 13.

174 [rshad (Paris) Arabic: 13, lines 16-19, French: 32; cf. Luma°© al-adilla 78.
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Butin his Shamil, al-Juwayniexpresses anotheropinion: Indeed there are no
atoms without accidents. But not all genera of accident must be represented
in one atom.!” In another passage of the Shamil he writes:

If an atom is lifeless, the contrary of life will inhere in it, as well as color, the
“state of being,” taste, and smell. This is what they agree about. If life were to
inhere in it and contradict death, then in the animate being certain genera of
accidents will inhere, such as knowledge or one of its contraries, volition or one
of its contraries, perceptions or their contraries.'?

Of all the statements regarding this question, the last-quoted no doubt
comes nearest to the opinion Maimonides attributes to the Mutakallimun.
Fakhr al-Din al-Rédzi, Maimonides' contemporary, writes:

Unlike our fellows, [we hold that] bodies may be free from colors, tastes and
smells. We hold air to have neither color nor taste.

Al-Rézi then goes on to disprove arguments put forward in favor of the con-
trary opinion.'”? Elsewhere he states:

In order to exist, a body can do without color. . . Once you know the meaning
of “inhering,” let us say: What inheres in that which is located (al-mutdhayyiz)
is called ““accident.”” We hold that accidents are of two kinds: those which may
inhere in inanimate [things] and those which cannot inhere in inanimate
[things]. Each of these two kinds includes many species. They cannot be
exhaustively discussed in this compendium.'™

As regards the fourth premise, al-Juwayni comes closest to Maimonides’
description. On the whole the Ashearite thinkers (and perhaps the Baghdad
school of Muctazilism) are less remote from the picture Maimonides draws
than the Basri Mutazila. Interestingly, Fakhr al-Din al Rizi does not fit into
Maimonides’ picture in this case.

175 Shamil (Alexandria) 711-13, also, 209-15.

176 Shamil (Alexandria) 165, line 17—166, line 2; also 169, line 6.

177 Muhassal 94, lines 5-9.

178 Arbaan 4, line 19—35, line 2. Compare Pines, Beitrige 16-26; Pretzl, Die Friih-
islamische Attributenlehre, 37-51; Fakhry, “Aqwil al-Mutakallimin” 160 and n. 20.
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The Fifth Premise

This is their saying that these accidents subsist in the atom and that it cannot be
exempt from them. The explanation and the meaning of this premise are as fol-
lows. They say that every atom of the atoms that God creates is provided with
accidents from which it cannot be exempt: such accidents, for example, as
color, smell, motion or rest, but not quantity—since these atoms do not possess
quantity. For in accordance with their opinion, they do not call quantity an
accident and do not understand that quantity includes the notion of acciden-
tality. (Guide 199)

The various opinions concerning which accidents necessarily inhere in an
atom have been presented in connection with the previous premises,
However, I have not found any text in which “quantity” is listed among the
accidents. If one can judge on the basis of an argument from silence, Mai-
monides is here correct in his report.

In virtue of this premise, they hold with regard to all accidents subsisting in
a body that it should not be said that one of them is a proprium of that body as a
whole; for the accident in question subsists, according to them, in every atom of
the atoms of which that body is composed. For instance, in the case of this piece
of snow, the whiteness does not subsist only in the entire whole; rather every
single atom of the atoms of the snow is white, and it is because of this that
whiteness subsists in their aggregate. In a similar way they say of a body in
motion that every atom of its atoms is in motion and that because of this it is in
motion as a whole. (Guide 199)

Several Mutakalliman distinguished between accidents which may inhere
in a single atom and others which inhere only in bodies. Abu'l Hudhayl is
quoted as saying that a single atom may receive the “state of being, 17
motion, rest, contiguity, combination and separation, while other accidents,
such as color, taste, smell, life and death, power and knowledge, inhere in
bodies only, 180

According to al-Jubba'i, motion, rest, color, taste, and smell may inhere
in a single isolated atom, but power, life and knowledge require a body for a
substratum, '8!

' See above at nn. 57-76.
M0 Magalat 303, lines 2-6; 311, lines 11-15; and 315, lines 2-6.
W Magalat 312, lines 3-5.
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Abu’l-Husayn al-Salihi and his followers, on the other hand, deemed it
possible that accidents like life, power, knowledge, hearing and sight subsist
in a single atom.!#?

At the other extreme Abbad and the Shicite thinker Hisham ibn al-
Hakam denied that the single atom could bear any accidents at all.'*3 A body,
on the other hand, was inconceivable without some accidents, according to
cAbbad. 184

Only twice have I come across an explicit mention of the opinion reported
by Maimonides, that if an accident inheres in a body, it has to inhere in every
atom of that body. Abu’l Hudhayl says that if a body moves there is in all its
atoms one movement, divided among the atoms.'8 Abi Rashid holds that
when a large body is colored, color inheres in each of its atoms. 86

Similarly life subsists, according to them, in every single part of the living body,
and also the senses; every atom is a whole endowed with sensation, being
according to them endowed with sensation. (Guide 199)

According to Abii Rashid, a single atom cannot be alive. A living human
being is necessarily a “whole” (jumla, “a totality”).'" The “whole” becomes
one thing through life subsisting in each of its atoms.'$® Two accidents of life
subsisting in two atoms of one living body mutually require each other.
Neither can subsist without the other.!8® Fakhr al-Din al-Rizi rejects this

conception, 190
I have not discovered any other discussion of the nature of life. But al-

Juwayni says with regard to the nature of sense-perception:

A single perception subsists in a single atom only. The surrounding atoms have
no impact on the substratum of perception.'! For every atom occupies its own

12 Magalat 309, lines 9-14.

183 Magdlat 311, lines 5-7.

184 Magalat 311, lines 8-9.

185 Magalat 311, lines 15-16.

186 Masd'il 71, lines 21-23; cf. 72.

187 Mas'il 64, lines 19-24.

188 Masda il 64, line 22

0 Masa'il 64, lines 1-24.

199 Muhassal 68-69.

191 The words “on the substratum of perception” (fi mahall al-idrak) seem to be a
superfluous duplication, J. D. Luciani omitted them in his French translation, 158,
line 3, but kept them in the Arabic text (95, line 10). They appear as well in the Cairo,
1950 edition of the [rshad (on p. 167).
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place (hayyiz) and is qualified by the accidents. The atoms have no impact one
upon the other. The qualifications of the atoms derive from the accidents sub-
sisting in them exclusively. Likewise an accident subsisting in the atom has no
impact on another accident.'92

Maimonides continues:

For life, the senses, intellect, and knowledge are, according to them, accidents
just as blackness and whiteness are, as we shall make clear on the basis of their
doctrines. As regards the soul, they disagree; the opinion of most of them is that
it is an accident subsisting in one atom that belongs to the whole consisting of
the atoms of which man, for example, is composed. This whole is designated as
being endowed with a soul because of the fact that that atom subsists in it.
Some of them, however, affirm that the soul is a body composed of subtle atoms
and that these atoms are doubtless provided with a certain accident, which is
their proprium and in virtue of which they become a soul. They affirm that
these atoms are mixed with the atoms of the organic body. Accordingly they are
not exempt from the belief that the thing that is the soul is an accident.
(Guide 199-200)

In his Magalat al-Islamiyyin al-Ash®ari records the following opinions:

Al-Nazzam: The soul is identical with the spirit. It is in itself alive. The
body is the soul’s bane. It causes the soul to choose. Without the body, the
soul would act by necessity, 193

Al-Asamm: Body and soul are identical. 194

The Manichees: The soul has limits and dimensions.!95

Jadar ibn Mubashshir: The soul is something in between an atom and a
body. 196

Abu’l-Hudhayl: The soul is something other than the spirit. In sleep God
may take away a person’s soul without taking his life.197

Jacfar ibn Harb: The soul is an accident existing in the body. It is one of
man's instruments (organs).'9

W2 [yshad (Paris) 95, lines 9-13.

" Magalat 333, line 15—334, line 4.
" Magalat 335, line 12-336, line 2.
s Magalat 336, lines 8-11.

" Magalat 337, lines 2-3.

W Magalat 337, lines 4-8,

" Magalat 337, lines 9-12.
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Some two hundred years after al-Ashcari, Fakhr al-Din al-Razi begins his
discussion of the nature of the soul'®® by stating that the soul is that to which
we refer when we say “1.7200 He adds that many thinkers hold that the soul is
corporeal. Among these “a large number of Mutakalliman™ identify the cor-
poreal soul with the human body. Al-Razi rejects this view, arguing that
while a person is aware that his own self is the same throughout the years,
many component parts of the human body do not remain the same through-
out the years. Others hold that the soul is a corporeal entity within the human
body: Plutarch held the soul to be particles of fire; Diogenes, of air; Thales,
of water. Al-Razi rejects these views as weak and then goes on to record other
views anonymously: the soul is a certain mixture of the four humors; it is the
blood;20! it is a very thin liquid permeating the body, conferring lite upon it,
and its absence from the body means death: it is constituted of small particles
coming to be in the right chamber of the heart and flowing in the arteries; it
is spirits generated in the brain, capable of receiving the powers of sensation,
motion, memory, and thought; the human body is made of durable unchang-
ing parts and of corruptible changing ones—the soul is the durable unchang-
ing parts, these being different for each person. This view is hailed by al-Razi
as the opinion of the Muhaqqiqin, the profound thinkers among the
Mutakalliman.

Further opinions are that the soul is: the attribute of life; the figure and
outline; the correspondence between the elements and the humors (or “the
correspondence between the four points of the compass and the humors™). At
the end of his list al-Razi records what he describes as the opinion of most
philosophers, of thinkers among the Imami Shitites, of al-Ghazali, and of al-
Raighib al-Isfahani (d. 1108), namely, that the soul is not corporeal. Al-Razi
rejects this view,

We have seen here two lists of opinions about the nature of the soul: that
of the earliest Mutakallimiin and that of the later ones. The view which Mai-
monides attributes to the Mutakallimin in general, namely, that the soul is
an accident, does not appear in the second list at all, and in the first it appears
only as the opinion of one marginal thinker.

199 Arbadn 264-70.

200 The Arabic word nafs signifies “self” as well as “soul.”
201 Cf. Deut. 12:23.

201 But see also Pines, Beitrige 24, n. 1.

WHO WERE MAIMONIDES MUTAKALLIMUN 193

The other opinion mentioned by Maimonides, that the soul is “a body
composed of subtle atoms,” is vaguely reminiscent of Satadya Gaon's theory
of soul as set forth in the sixth section of his Emaingt we-De%t. But Satadya
does not speak in terms of atoms and accidents,

As for the intellect, I consider that they are unanimous in thinking that it is an
accident subsisting in an atom belonging to an intellectually cognizing whole.
(Guide 200)

Abu’l-Qasim al-Kabt al-Balkhi, of the Baghdadi Mutazila, is reported
to have doubted that a human being’s intellect could be altogether annihilat-
ed through removal of its substratum, without involving the persons death.
Abii Rashid, on the other hand, had no doubt that this was possible. He
believed the heart to be the seat of the intellect.202 T have found no other
references to the nature of the intellect in Kalam works.

As regards knowledge, there is perplexity among them over whether it is an
accident subsisting in every atom belonging to the whole endowed with knowl-
edge, or an accident subsisting in one atom only. Both affirmations entail
abhorrent conclusions. It has been objected against them that we find that most
minerals and stones have a very intense color, but when they are pulverized this
color disappears. Thus when we pulverize the intensely green emerald, it turns
into white dust—which is proof that the accident in question resides in the
whole and not in every particle included in the whole.

For an understanding of this passage, see Van Ess, Erkenntnislehre 186-87.

It is even more manifest that parts cut off from a living being are not alive—
which is proof that this entity [namely, life] is constituted by the whole and not
by each of the parts included in that whole. In answer to this, they say that the
accident in question has no continued existence, but is always created anew, as
I shall explain on the basis of their opinion as formulated in the next premise.
(Guide 200)

202 Masa'il 325, line 11—326, line 13. See also Fakhry, " Aqwal al-Mutakallimin™
160-61, with n. 1 on p. 161, and 164, 170 with nn. 1-2 on p. 170.
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In summary, it must be said that our sources do not yield much evidence
substantiating Maimonides’ statements about this premise.

The Sixth Premise

It consists in their assertion that an accident does not last during two units of
time. The meaning of this premise is as follows. They think that God, may He
be glorified and magnified, creates an atom and creates together with it, at one
and the same time, any accident He wills as an accident subsisting in the atom,
For it may not be predicated of Him, may He be exalted, that He has the power
to create an atom without an accident, for this is impossible. Now the true real-
ity of an accident and its notion consist in its not enduring or lasting during two
units of time, by which they mean: two instants. While this accident is being
created, it disappears, having no continued existence. (Guide 200)

The opinion that accidents do not last two units of time can be traced
back to the second half of the ninth century, somewhat more than one gener-
ation before the emergence of the Ashcarite school of theology. Al-Ash<ari
reports it in the name of three thinkers.2® One of them is Ahmad ibn <Ali al-
Shatawi, who is said to have studied together with al-Khayyat (d. ca. 913),
the well-known scholar of the Baghdadi school of Mu‘tazila.2%* The second is
the somewhat later member of the same school, the well known Abu’l-Qasim
al-Katbi al-Balkhi (d. 931).205 The third is Abi Abdallih Muhammad ibn
Mumlik al-Isfahani, a Shi'ite theologian, said to have been a contemporary
of Abi <Ali al-Jubba’i (d. 915 or 916),206 who was al-Ash<ari’s teacher. The
argument for this opinion is that if an accident were to endure more than an
instant, it would do so either on account of another accident, namely “endur-
ance,” or by virtue of itself. The first alternative is impossible, because, as we

203 Magalat 358, lines 2-9; cf. also Wolfson, Kalam 522-44 Repercussions 178-82.

204 Al-Shahrastani, Book of Religions and Philosophical Sects, ed. William Cure-
ton (London, 1843-46) 19, line 7. On al-Khayyat, see EI2, 4:1162-64. Thus al-
Shatawi was not exactly al-Ashcari’s contemporary, as Wolfson, Kalam 522, would
have it.

205 See above, n. 34.

206 See Muhammad ibn al-Hasan al-Tast, Fihrist Kutub al-Shi‘ah, List of Shyah
Books, ed. A. Sprenger and Mawlawy Abdal Haqq, Bibliotheca Indica (Calcuttu,
1953-55) margin of p.300 and p. 369, n. 810; Ibn al-Nadim, Kitab al Fihrist, ed. G
Fliigel (Leipzig, 1872) 177.
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shall learn later on, “accidents do not bear one another’” (see ninth premise).
The second alternative is also impossible because if an accident were to
endure in virtue of itself, it would have ““to endure the moment it comes to
be”; and this is a contradiction. I do not know whether this argument origin-
ated with these three thinkers or was provided by al-Ashcari in support of
their opinion.

We have already seen that it was al-Bagqillini who defined accidents as
“those for which endurance is impossible. 207

Shortly after al-Baqillani al-Juwayni presents a new argument why acci-
dents cannot endure:;

For if they were to endure it would be impossible for them to cease existing. For
if we were to assume [an accident of] whiteness to endure and to go on existing,
one would not [be able to] conceive it as ceasing to exist so that [an accident of]
blackness come after it. For blackness does not annihilate whiteness. The fact
that they are contraries makes it more likely that the whiteness reject the black-
ness and prevent it from occurring. Quite meaningless is what some people
imagine, namely, that what endures ceases to exist through God's causing it to
cease to exist. For causing nonexistence (i*dam) is nonexistence (‘adam). Yet
nonexistence is pure negation, and power cannot have as its object pure nega-
tion. 208

Maimonides says next:

Whereupon God creates another accident of the same species, which accident
disappears in its turn; whereupon He creates a third one belonging to the same
species, and so on always in the same way in the period during which God
wishes the species of that accident to last. If, however, He, may He be exalted,
wishes to create in the atom another species of accident, He does so. If,
however, He refrains from the act of creation and does not create an
accident, the atom in question becomes nonexistent. (Guide 200)

After quoting the last sentence of this passage H. A. Wolfson remarks, Tt
is not quite clear whether the concluding statement just quoted is based upon

W7 See above, at n. 157,

*"'{ Irshad (Paris) Arabic: 80, lines 2-7, French: 133, lines 4-15; see also Arabic:
123, lines, 18-124, line 12, French: 198, line 31—199, line 33. Cf. Fakhr al-Din, Mu-
hassal 79, line 13—80, line 17.
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some definite source which Maimonides had in mind or whether it is a con-
clusion which he himself has arrived at on the basis of the Ashearite views res-
tated by him."2% It may well be that Maimonides’ statement is based upon
the following passage in al-Ghazali's Tahafut al-Falasifa (The Incoherence of
the Philosophers):

The third group, the Ashcariyya,. . . said, “The accidents cease to exist by
themselves. It is inconceivable that they endure. For, if it were conceivable that
they endure, it would be inconceivable that they cease to exist. . . But atoms do
not endure by themselves, but endure by virtue of [an accident of] endurance
which is added to the existence. If God does not create [in an atom] the [acci-
dent of | endurance, the atom becomes nonexistent because that which makes it
endure does not exist.” . . |

The fourth group, another section of the Ash’ariyya . . . said, “Accidents
pass away by themselves, but atoms cease to exist through God’s creating in
them neither motion nor rest, neither union nor separation. Now it is impos-
sible that a body should endure which is neither at rest nor moving. Hence it
will become nonexistent.” Thus both groups of Ash'ariyya tended towards [the
opinion] that bringing about nonexistence is not an action, but refraining from
action. For they did not understand nonexistence to be an action. 210

Maimonides continues:

This is the opinion of some of them—namely, of those who are the majority—
this being the creation of accidents, which they affirm. However, some of them
belonging to the Mustazila assert that some accidents last for a certain time,
whereas others do not last during two units of time. As to this, they have no rule
to which to refer so as to be able o say: this particular species of accidents lasts
and that other does not. (Guide 200-01)

Al-Ash<ari in his Magalat al-Islamiyyin reports:

Abu’l-Hudhayl said: Some accidents endure; others do not endure, All motions
do not endure, Some [kinds of] rest endure, some do not. He claimed that the
rest of the people of Paradise endures. Thus their states-of-being (akwan )21

29 Wolfson, Repercussions 179.

210 Tahafut 88, lines 1-4, and 88, line 12—89, line 5 cf. Wolfson, Kalam 526 and
328,

21 See above, at nn. 57-76.
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and their motions cease, are completed, and come to an end. He claimed that
colors endure. Likewise tastes, smells, life, and power endure by virtue of an
[accident of] endurance [inhering] not in a place.22 He claimed that that [the
accident of] endurance is God's telling the things: “endure!” The same applies
to the endurance of a body and the endurance of those accidents which endure.
He also claimed that pains and pleasures endure. Thus the pains of the peaple
in Hell endure in them, and the pleasures of the people of Paradise endure in
them, and the pleasures of the people of Paradise endure in them 213

To his former Mu'tazilite master al-Jubba'i, al-Asheari attributes the fol-
lowing: Motions do not endure. Rest endures, with the exception of the rest
which an animate being brings about in itself Colors, tastes, smells. life.
power, health, and, possibly, speech, endure by themselves, not by virtue of
an accident of endurance. So do all direct actions which animate beings pro-
duce within themselves 214 Bishr ibn al-Mustamir (d. ca. 830), the founder of
the Baghdadi school of Murtazila,25 thought that motion, rest, and color
endure until they are ousted by their contraries.216 This opinion is rejected by
the unknown author of Fi'l-Tawhid 27

Two centuries after Bishr, Ibn Matiya of the Basri school of Mu‘tazila
explains that colors, tastes, smells, heat and cold, humidity and dryness, life.
power, the states-of-being, 218 and composition (ta'lif) do endure. For other
accidents it is impossible to endure, with the exception of the upward and
downward impetus (itimad) brought about by humidity and dryness. 219

22 The accident of endurance cannot subsist or inhere in the color, ete., which it
causes to endure, because accidents do not inhere one in another, as shall be explained
in the ninth premise,

213 Magalat 358, line 12—359, line 5; ¢f Frank, Metaphysics 20; Wolfson, Kalam
531 and Repercussions 180,

24 Magalat 359, lines 8-14; cf. Wolfson, Kalam 537, n. 74. By “direct actions” the
Mutakallimiin refer to the motions which an animate being produces in its own limhs
and body. Inasmuch as such motions have effects on other bodies, these effects were
considered by the Muctazilites to be “generated effects ™ The Asharites, on the other
hand, taught that God creates the motion of the animal's body and simultancously its
so-called effect upon other bodies.

BSEI? 1:1243-44; W. M. Watt, Free Will and Predestination in Early Islam (Lon-
don, 1948) 73-76.

2% Magqalat, 360, lines 7-10; Wolfson, Kalam 535-37.

M EV - Tawhid 167,

1% See above at nn, 57-76,

9 Tadhkira 41, 468, line 8. Compare Fi'l- Tawhid 15-18; 137, line 17—138, line
15 and 167, line 11,
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Ibn Matiiya's predecessor in the same school, Aba Hashim, is also said to
have held that it is possible for the states of being to endure, while his coun-
terpart in the Baghdadi school, Abu’l-Qasim al-Kachi, denied this of all acci-
dents. 220

What led them to this opinion is that it is not to be said that there is a nature in
any respect whatever and that the nature of one particular body may require
that this and that accident be attached to that body. (Guide 201)

The conception that substances have “natures” which determine their
qualities and the manner in which they affect other substances was rejected
by almost all Mutakallimiin. The most important exception was Mutammar
ibn “Abbad al-Sulami (d. 830).22!

Al-Bagillani devotes a whole chapter to arguments against this concep-
tion.222

Quite the contrary, they wish to say that God, may He be exalted, created the
accidents in question now, without the intermediary of nature—without any
other thing. But if this is asserted, it follows according to them necessarily that
that accident in question does not last; for if you should say that it lasts for some
time and then becomes nonexistent, it becomes necessary to inquire what thing
has caused it to become nonexistent. If you should say thereupon that God, if
He wills, causes it to become nonexistent, this answer would not be valid
according to their opinion. For an agent does not act to bring about nonexis-
tence, since nonexistence does not require an agent. On the contrary, the non-
existence of an act comes about when the agent refrains from acting. This is
valid in a certain respect. For this reason, accordingly, their assertions led
them—as they wished that there be no nature necessitating the existence or the
nonexistence of a thing—to the point of affirming the creation of successive
accidents. According to some of them, when God wishes to cause the nonexis-
tence of a substance, He does not create an accident in il, in consequence
whereof the substance becomes nonexistent. (Guide 201)

According to Abu Rashid, atoms and bodies endure (last) by virtue of

220 Masa'il 177, lines 12-15.

21 Al-Baqillani, Tamhid 34-47; Frank, Metaphysics 22 and n. 34; Wolfson,
Kalam 545 line 32 and 548, line 4; Daiber, Das theologisch-philosophische System
index 547, s.v. “Natur,” and 568, s.vv. tab< and tabi‘a.

222 Tamhid 34-47.

LT
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their own existence until their contraries annihilate them.223 It is impossible
that an.atom should endure by virtue of an (accident of) endurance.22t And
vet it is within God’s power to create “endurance’” in the atom.225 The
Ashcarite al-Juwayni also taught that atoms endure.228

As we have seen,??” Abu’'l Hudhayl is said to have held that accidents
endure by virtue of an (accident of) endurance, this (accident) being God's
word “endure!”” Similarly he is said to have held that “things’” endure in this
manner, and that they cease to exist by virtue of an (accident of) passing
away, this being God’s word “pass away!™ 228

The Baghdadi Muctazilites, on the other hand, are reported to have held
that while “endurance” is not identical with the enduring thing, it is not by
virtue of (an accident of) passing away (fand’) that a thing ceases to exist.2?

The Baghdadi Muc‘tazilite Abu’l-Husayn al-Khayyat (d. ca. 913)2% is said
to have held that God annihilates atoms. Nonexistence (‘adam) is an object of
the divine power.23! (This contradicts what would become the Ashcarite view,
namely, that since nonexistence is not an action, it cannot be the object of a
power).232 Al-Khayyit is also said to have taught that God can annihilate
bodies. Likewise Abu’l-Hifs al-Qirmisani is said to have held that God may
annihilate atoms.233

Abu’l-Qasim al-Kacbi al-Balkhi, on the other hand, taught that it is by
virtue of an (accident of) endurance inhering in it that an atom endures. If
God does not create such “endurance” in the atom, the atom ceases to
exist,23

223 Masa'il 77 lines 18-12, and 79, line 25—80, line 4. See also Ibn Mativa,
Tadhkira 213, lines 10-12, and Fi'l-Tawhid 17, line 3. '

224 Masa'il 74-81.

225 Masa'il 77, line 21.

226 Shamil (Alexandria) 160, line 2; 167, line 6.

227 See above, at n. 213,

28 Magalat 366, lines 14-15.

29 Magalat 367, lines 1-2.

230 See above, n. 204.

23 Masa'il 83, lines 4-5.

232 See above at n. 210.

233 Masd'il 76, line 16 (reprinted by Abai Rida on p. 37 of his introduction to Fi'l-
Tawhid). According to Ibn al-Murtada, Tabagat al-Mu<azila, ed. S. Diwald-Wilzer,
Die Klassen der Mu‘taziliten (Wiesbaden, 1961) 102-03, Abu’l-Hifs was a contem-
porary of Aba Hashim (d. 933).

24 Masa'il 79, line 17 and 83, lines 5-6.
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Abi Rashid reports in the name of his own teachers (shuyiikhuna) that an
atom ceases to exist by virtue of an (accident of) passing away which contra-
dicts the atom.23 Among them Aba ‘Ali al-Jubba'i at first held the opinion
that in order to annihilate a body, a separate “passing away’ is required for
each of its atoms, but later he changed his mind and taught that one and the
same “‘passing away will annihilate all the atoms of the body.23¢ His son,
Abi Hashim, adopted his father's later view. So did Aba Hashim’s
disciples.237

Abi Rashid himself thought differently. He does not agree with al-
Khayyat that it is possible for God to annihilate an atom.2% Only an act of
bringing something into existence can be the object of power. If bringing
about nonexistence were a possible object of the divine power, it would also
have to be a possible object of human power. In that case we would be able to
annul the actions of other people and to bring about the nonexistence of
life.299

In asserting that annihilation cannot be an object of the divine power nor
of human power, Abu Rashid, the Basri Mu‘tazilite, expresses an attitude not
very different from that held on this point by the Asharite al-Juwayni.24
This is remarkable, because on other points the attitude of Baghdadi Mu‘tazi-
lites appears to be nearer to that of the Ashcarites than to that of the Basri
Muctazilites.

Abta Rashid seems to have adopted the opinion of Bishr ibn al-
Muctamir?4! that an accident is annihilated by the appearance of its contrary
in the substratum.24?

His contemporary and member of the same school, Ibn Mataya, on the
other hand, held that an accident can only cease to exist altogether when its
substratum ceases to exist.243 Bodies cease to exist, according to him, by vir-
tue of an (accident of) “passing away™ which is contrary to them.” Passing

235 Masa il 83, lines 6-7.

236 Masa'il 83, lines 7-9. Cf. Wolfson, Repercussions 181.
237 Masa'il 83, lines 9-10.

238 See above at nn. 230-31.

239 Masa'il 83-84.

240 See above, at n. 208.

241 Spe above at nn. 215-17.

242 Masa'il 35, line 4.

243 Tadhkira 124.
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away’ is contrary to the atom and annihilates it.2# It is wrong, says Ibn
Matﬁya‘s to say that when the “state of being” of an atom ceases to exist, and
God creates no other “state of being” in it, the atom necessarily ceases to
exist.?* The opinion which Ibn Matiya rejects here is the one accepted by
the anonymous author of Fi'l-Tawhid, who also was a member of the Basri
school of Muc‘tazila.246 .

And when Ibn Matilya states that God annihilates atoms by means of a
“passing away’'?7 (this “passing away” being an accident contrary to the
atoms, and different from all other accidents in that it can be said to be “in a
substratum’ or “'not in a substratum’’),24 he clearly disagrees with his collea-
gue Abi Rashid.?# It can thus be seen that there was no agreement on these
questions in the Basri school of Mustazila.

Others affirm that if God should wish the world to be annihilated, He would
create in it the accident of passing-away—an accident that would be without a
substratum. Thereupon this accident of passing away would be opposed to the
existence of the world. (Guide 201)

This statement could be based directly on al-Ghazali, who writes:

The Muctazila say that the action proceeding from God is an existent. It is the
“passing away” which God creates and in a substratum so that the whole world
will at once become nonexistent.250

Maimonides says next:

In accordance with this premise, they assert that when we, as we think, dye a
garment red, it is not we who are by any means the dyers, God rather creates
the color in question in the garment when the latter is in juxtaposition with the
red dye, which we consider to have gone over to the garment. They say that this
is not the case, but that God has instituted a habil according to which, for

244 Tadhkira 209, lines 1-6 and 212, line 2.

245 Tadhkira 214, line 8.

246 Fi'l-Tawhid 16, lines 15-16.

%7 Tadhkira 2283, line 1.

248 Tadhkira 218, lines 4-10.

9 See above at nn. 238-39.

0 Tahafut 86, lines 7-8; Wolfson, Kalam 538 and Repercussions 180-81. See also
above at nn. 229, 236-37, 243-45, 247-48.
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example, black color does not appear except when a garment is juxtaposed with
indigo. However, this blackness, which God creates when an object about to
turn black is juxtaposed with blackness, does not last, but disappears instantly,
and another blackness is created. God has also instituted the habit of not ereat-
ing, after the disappearance of blackness redness or yellowness, but a blackness
similar to the one before. (Guide 201)

Ibn Matiya, the Basri Mutazilite, declares: It is impossible for colors to
pass [from one body to another].”"25!

Indeed, the principle that accidents do not move from one substratum to
another is described by Fakhr al-Din al-Razi as common to the Mutakalli-
min and the philosophers,252

Ibn Matiya adds that God alone has the power to produce colors, When
colors come into being, it is He who produces them. Were it otherwise, we
would be able to change our own colors according to our desire.?% He quotes
some of the Baghdadi Muctazila as saying that man may have the power to
produce colors, their argument being that if one beats a person his skin
becomes red. Ibn Matiya rejects this by arguing that the redness is only the
color of the blood appearing.254

Another argument produced by these Baghdads is that when one mixes
vitriol with gallnuts, blackness is produced, and when honey is beaten white-
ness appears.®®> To this Ibn Matiya retorts that vitriol and gallnut contain
hidden black particles which are soluble in water. When the two materials
are mixed, the black particles come to light, just as butter appears when milk
is churned, and gold appears in the ore through fire. Sometimes one gets this
blackness in gallnut alone by cooking, or heating it—although to a lesser
degree than when vitriol is added. 26

In a subsequent passage Ibn Matiya writes:

It is mentioned in the course of the discussions of our early teachers (jara fi
kalam shuyakhina al-mutagaddimin) that blackness appears in a location

=1 Tadhkira 13, see also Tadhkira 272-73.

%2 Muhassal 78, line 8—79, line 5.

25 Tadhkira 284, lines 3-5,

®4 Tadhkira 284, line 16—285, line 1.

% Tadhkira 285, lines 11-12. To this and what follows, compare above p. 191 and
the reference to van Ess given there.

256 Tadhkira 285, lines 12-15.
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(hayyiz) being brought about by God (hadithan min jihat Allah ta dla) in accor-
dance with custom (bi'l-ada) when vitriol is mixed with gallnut. The same goes
for the whiteness which comes about in qubbeyta® and elsewhere. Yet the
truth is otherwise, as we have explained regarding the redness (appearing)
upon beating, 25

This passage is quite remarkable. For here the concept of God's **cus-
tom,” or "habit,” is attributed to early Mutazilite thinkers. This concept—
translated by the word “habit™ in the last quotation from Maimonides259—
was put forward later on by Asharite thinkers as an alternative to causality.
There is no causal link between events, they taught; God brings about each
event by itself. the sequence of events which we normally observe is not
necessary. It would be possible for God to let them happen in another
sequence. When flax and fire are brought together, the burning of the flax is
not a necessary result. When a person’s hand holding a stone is opened, this
could be followed by the stone stopping in the air, and so on. The fact that
nevertheless events normally happen in an orderly sequence, so that the
proximity of flax and fire is followed by burning, and the opening of the hand
holding a stone is followed by a downward motion of the stone, is the result of
God’s intention to accustom human beings to such a pattern. Hence this
orderly sequence of events—which, as a matter of fact, are isolated and caus-
ally unconnected—is termed ““God's custom” (or habit, ‘ada). He accustoms
men to this fixed pattern, so that when He disrupts the normal sequence of
events, this will be considered a miracle, True miracles serve to confirm the
claim of a true prophet that he indeed speaks in the name of God. They serve
to distinguish the true prophet from the pretender. The miracle is termed
“breaking of the custom” (kharq al-ada).260

We shall return to this conception when we shall discuss Maimonides'

BT Sorte de confitures seches preparées avec du suc de raisin mélé divers ingre-
dients” (A, de Biberstein- Kazimirski, Dictionnaire Arabe-Frangais | Paris, 1860] s.v.
qubbet and qubbeyt).

"% Tadhkira 286, lines 6-9; See also Tadhkira 304, lines 7 (For redness which
appears upon beating, see above at n. 254.)

¢ See above at nn, 250-51.

"0 See, e.g., al-Bagilani, Tamhid 299-302; of. Tamhid 143, 145, 157: Kitab al-
Bayan an al-farqg bayn al-mu jizat wa'l-karamat, ed. R. J. McCarthy, Miracle and
Magic (Beirut, 1958) 50-55 and passim. Al-Ash<ari already speaks of God's custom in
his Kitab al-Luma-, ed. R. J. McCarthy, The Theology of al-Ash<ari (Beirut, 1953)
Arabic: 57, line 17, English: 81, line 9; cf. Pines, Beitrige 26-27.



B ———

—— ———— =

204 MICHAEL SCHWARZ

tenth premise. Here I would only like to point out the following. When H. A.
Wolfson discusses this ““theory of custom (4da)’?! he comes to conclusion
that “there was thus a theory of custom among the Ash’arites prior to the
time of Ghazali.”"*2 He does not mention al-Baqillani in this connection, 265
At any rate he speaks of the theory as an Ashearite theory.26¢ But ten years
before Wolfson's book appeared, J. van Ess had traced the notion of *“God's
custom’” back to Mu‘tazilite thinkers.265 And from the passage just quoted?266
it can be seen that the Muctazilite Ibn Matiiya attributes this notion to some
“early teachers” of his own Basri Mutazilite school. Even if we do not know
to what period the expression “early” refers, its pre-Ashcarite appearance is
quite striking,

Ibn Mataya goes on to explain that fire contains black particles which
come to light in smoke and burned things.25” He adds:

The action of a dyer is [only] that he brings about proximity between the dye
and the garment. He does not really blacken [the garment],268

Ibn Mataya’s contemporary and a member of the same school of thought,
Abi Rashid, writes:

The Baghdadi [Muctazilites] hold that blackness may possibly generate [a color]
similar [to itself]. But our [Basri] teachers do not consider this possible. We hold
that blackness does not generate its like, 260

Here we have thinkers of the Basri school of Muttazila holding the opin-
ion about dyeing reported by Maimonides. Clearly it was not only Asharites

261 Wolfson, Kalam 544-48,

262 Wolfson, Kaldm 546, lines 25-26.

263 See above, n. 260.

4 See, e.g., Wolfson, Kalam 547, line 19.

% Van Ess, Erkenntnislehre 184. Van Ess gives the impression that the notion of
God's custom emerged in the circle of Baghdadi Muctazilites, basing himself on M
Horten, Die Philosophie des Abu Raschid (Bonn, 1910) 79 ff. But on p. 80 of Horten's
work, lines 33-34, it is the Basri Mu‘tazilite Aba Rashid who expressly avails himself
of this notion.

268 The passage quoted above at nn. 257-58.

267 Tadhkira 286, lines 9-11,

268 Tadhkira 286, lines 11-13.

269 Masa il 122, lines 15-18.
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like al-Juwayni®™ who considered the color appearing through dyeing to be a
new creation by God.

In conformity with this assumption, they have drawn the corollary that the
things we know now are not identical with the contents of the knowledge
known by us yesterday; for that knowledge has become nonexistent, and
another knowledge similar to it has been created. They maintain that this is so,
because knowledge is an accident. Similarly it necessarily behooves those who
believe that the soul is an accident to consider that, to take an example, one
hundred thousand souls are created every minute for the requirements of every
being endowed with a soul. For as you know, time, according to them, is com-
posed of indivisible instants. (Guide 201-02)

Here Maimonides reduces ad absurdum the conception which he has

described.

In conformity with this premise, they assert that when a man moves a pen, it is
not the man who moves it; for the motion occurring in the pen is an accident
created by God in the pen. Similarly the motion of the hand, which we think of
as moving the pen, is an accident created by God in the moving hand. Only,
God has instituted the habit that the motion of the hand is concomitant with
the motion of the pen, without the hand exercising in any respect an influence
on, or being causative in regard to, the motion of the pen. For they maintain
that an accident does not g0 beyond its substratum. (Guide 202)

This is a faithful description of the Ash<arite conception of human actions.27!
Al-Ghazali in his Iqtisad, a work devoted to Ashcarite Kalam went so far as to
entitle his chapter on the human action: “On the Actions of God. 272

10 Irshad (Paris) 114, line 13,

' E.g., see al-Bagillani, Tamhid 286-321; al-Juwayni, Irshad (Paris) 106-47
(French: 173-232). W. M. Watt, Free Will and Predestination (London, 1948); L.
Gardet, Dieu et la destinée de I'homme (Paris 1967); D. Gimaret, Théorie de ['acte
humain en théologie musulmane (Paris, 1980); La doctrine d° al-Asuri (Paris, Cerf,
1990); M. Schwarz, “ Theodicy in the Early Scholastic Theology of Islam.” diss., Uni-
versity of Oxford, 1965; ** Acquisition (Kash) in Early Kalam,” Islamic Philosophy and
the Classical Tradition: Essays Presented to R. Walzer (Oxford, 1972) 355-87. “The
Qidi “Abd al-Jabbar's Refutation of the Ash<arite Doctrine of Acquisition (kash),”
1056 (1976): 229-63; Wolfson, Kalam 601- 719.

"% al-Ghazali, al-Iqtisad fi'l-Itigad 160-201,
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The Muctazila too agreed that ““an accident does not go beyond its sub-
stratum.” Hence, they said, the actions of a human being are confined to his
body. If he writes with a pen, only the motion of the hand is the direct action
created by him. But the motion of the pen is “"generated” by the motion of
the hand, the motion of the ink by the motion of the pen is “generated” by
the motion of the hand, the motion of the ink by the motion of the pen, and
s0 on. The QadIi ‘Abd al-Jabbar?™ devoted a whole volume of his work on
Muctazilite theology to the concept of “'generated” action.?™ But the theory
is much older; Al-Asheari states that it was held by the early Mu‘tazilite
thinkers.27

Maimonides continues:

There is unanimity among them with regard to their belief that a white gar-
ment that has been put into a vat full of indigo and has become dyed, has not
been blackened by the indigo, blackness being an accident that is inherent in
the body that is the indigo and that does not go beyond it so as to affect some-
thing else. According to them, there is no body at all endowed with the power
of action. On the other hand, the ultimate agent is God; and it is He who, in
view of the fact that He has instituted such a habit, has created the blackness in
the body that is the garment when the latter was juxtaposed with indigo.
(Guide 202)

For an explanation of this passage, see above, at notes 251-53.

To sum up: it should not be said in any respect that this is the cause of that. This
is the opinion of the multitude [of the Mutakalliman]. One of them, however,
maintained the doctrine of causality and in consequence was regarded as
abhorrent by them. As for the actions of men, they are in disagreement about
them. The doctrine of the majority and in particular that of the multitude of the
Ashcariyya is that when the pen is put into motion, God creates four accidents,
no one of which is a cause of any other—all of them being concomitant in

273 See above, n. 32.

274 Abd al-Jabbar ibn Ahmad al-Asadabadi, al-Mughni fi Abwab al-Tawhid
wa'l-Adl, vol. 9: al-Tawlid, ed. Tawfiq al-Tawil and Sa‘id Zayed (Cairo, 1964).
Judith Hecker devoted her UCLA thesis to an analysis of this volume. See also the
secondary literature mentioned above, n. 271.

75 Magaldat 400-16, 566; Al-Khayyat, Kitat al-Intisar, ed. H. S. Nyberg, (Cairo,
1925) 76-78; Aba Rashid, Masa'il 63 and 246.
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regard to their existence, not otherwise. The first accident is my will to put the
pen into motion; the second accident, my power to put it into motion; the third
accident, human motion itself—I mean the motion of the hand; the fourth acci-
dent, the motion of the pen. (Guide 202)

For an explanation of this passage, see above, at note 271.

For they think that when a man wills a thing and, as he thinks, does it, his will is
created for him, his power to do that which he wills is created for him, and his
act is created for him. For he does not act in virtue of the power created in him,
and the power has no influence on the action. On the other hand, the Mu‘tazila
maintain that man acts in virtue of the power created in him; and one of the
Ash'ariyya says that this created power has a certain influence on, and connec-
tion with the act. But they regard this as abhorrent. (Guide 203)

The Muctazilites agreed that God gives man the power to act. This power
is given to him prior to the performance of the action itself. It is a power
either to perform the action or not perform it, which gives man the choice
between doing something and leaving it undone.2%

The Ashcarites too said that the human action is performed by virtue of a
power granted by God to man. But they differed from the Muc‘tazilites in
affirming that the power does not precede the action, but is given at the very
moment of the action and only makes man “acquire” the action, i.e., become
responsible for it,?”7 though it is God who creates the action.?®

Now al-Juwayni states categorically that human power “has no impact on
its object.”27 It appears that this statement by al-Juwayni is the sole basis for
Maimonides” assertion that “they think”" that “"the power has no influence on
the action.” Wolfson tried to trace this opinion back to al-Ash®ari himself,28°
but it seemns that this attempt is based on a misinterpretation of a sentence in
al-Ashcari's Magalat al-Islamiyyin in which he states:

But I say that whatever God is described as having the power to create as a per-
son’s “acquisition”’, He could also create as that person’s involuntary action. It
is possible for God to force men to do injustice.28!

216 Magalat 230, lines 12-14.

277 See my ' Acquisition in Early Kalam.”

2 See, e.g., al-Ashcari, Luma© chap. 6; al-Biqillini, Tumhid, chap. 25-27.

2 [rshad (Paris) 119, line 14 (French: 191, line 81); ed. Cairo 1950, 210, line 3.
20 Wolfson, Kalam 687-88 and n. 31.

M Magalat 552, lines 8-9.
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This passage clearly means that two alternative ways are open to God: (1)
to make man act (by means of the power He give him) so as to bear responsi-
bility for his action, or (2) to force the action upon him so that he would not
be responsible for it. This, however, does not mean that if an action is per-
formed by means of the power granted by God (i.e., the first way), this
human power has no impact on it. On the contrary, in the Kitab al-Luma®,
al-Ashcari goes out of his way to stress that without the God-given power, it
is impossible for man to perform the action.?2 No such insistence, that the
God-granted human power is indispensable for an “acquisition” to be per-
formed, can be discerned in al-Baqillini's Tamhid.?3. Nevertheless al-
Baqillani nowhere says that this power has no impact on the action. Thus, as
far as 1 know, al-Juwayni is the first and the only one to say so.28¢

As all of them think, the created will and the created power and—in the opin-
ion of some them—also the created act, are accidents that do not last, God con-
stantly creating in that way motion after motion in the pen in question as long
as the pen is in motion. Thereafter, when it comes to rest it does so only after
He has created in it a unit of rest. And He does not cease to create in it one unit
of rest after another as long as the pen is at rest. (Guide 203)

22 [ .umac §§123, 128-33; cf. Wolfson, Kalam 684-87.

23 Tamhid 286-321.

284 |n another work, al-Aqida al-Nizamiyya, al-Juwayni contradicts this opinion.
There he states that to affirm that the power God gives man has no impact on the
human action is in conflict with the Divine Law. See Al-‘Agida al-Nizamiyya, ed.
Muhammad Zahid al-Kawthari (Cairo, 1948) 30-36, esp. 30, line 20—34, line 4. Since
this shorter work is usually considered to be later than the Irshad, we may conclude
that the author changed his mind.

In the Irshad, (Paris) 118, line 22—119, line 5 (French: 190, line 33—191, line 11);
ed. Cairo 1950: 209 lines 3-7; al-Juwayni reports in the name of some of his teachers
the view that the difference between an “acquired” action and a necessary or forced
action is a certain mode (hdl) peculiar to the “acquired” action. It is on this mode that
the human power does have an impact. Wolfson, Kalam 692-95, attributes this view
to al-Baqillini, basing himself on several later heresiographers. Against this it is
necessary to point out that (a) neither in al-Bagillani’s Tamhid nor in his Ingsaf, ed.
Muhammad Zihid al-Kawthari, 2nd ed. (Cairo, 1963), is this theory to be found; (b)
in neither of them does al-Baqillani adopt the theory of modes, and in Tamhid
200-03, he even argues against it, (c) when I have to weigh the evidence of an au-
thor's own published works as against what later writers attribute to that author, I do
prefer the former (see my “Can We Rely on Later Authorities?")

:
.\;
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For an explanation of this passage, see pp. 203-204 above.285

Accordingly God creates at every one of the instants—I mean the separate units
of time—an accident in every individual among the beings, whether that indi-
vidual be an angel, a heavenly sphere, or something else. This he does constantly at
every moment of time. They maintain that this is the true faith in God's activ-
ity; and in their opinion, he who does not believe that God acts in this way
denies the fact that God acts. With regard to beliefs of this kind, it has been said
in my opinion and in that of everybody endowed with an intellect: Or as one
mocketh a man, do ye so mock him26—this being in truth the very essence of
mockery. (Guide 203)

In conclusion one might say that more evidence seems to be available in
the Kalim texts for the sixth premise than for any other of the twelve
premises.

Tel Aviv University

(This is the first part of a two-part article. The second part will be published
in volume 3 of Maimonidean Studies.)

5 See also my “Theodicy in the Early Theology of Tslam” and M. Fakhry,
"Aqwil al-Mutakallimin™ 157-58 and nn. 34, 165-66, and n. 4 on p. 165.
6 Job 13:9.



SOME IRONIC CONSEQUENCES
OF MAIMONIDES’
RATIONALISTIC MESSIANISM

by

DAVID BERGER

Rationalism and messianic activism tend to be incompatible both philo-
sophically and psychologically. Nonetheless, the inner logic of a rationalistic,
naturalistic approach to the messianic age produces unexpected results which
can encourage at least moderate activism and serve as a defense for even the
most extreme manifestations of messianic excitement,

Fundamental philosophical considerations as well as a desire to dampen
messianic enthusiasm led Maimonides in the Mishneh Torah to deemphasize
the miraculous element in the unfolding of the messianic age and to maintain
that Rabbinic assertions about the details of the process may not be reliable.
In the absence of a messianic movement, this may have been an effective
approach, but in the presence of such a movement, the skeptical posture
backfired by eliminating the only available argument that could decisively
disprove the messianic pretensions of a specific individual. Because of Maij-
monides, opponents of Shabbetai Zvi's claims, including Jacob Sasportas
himself, were reduced to saying that it was unlikely—not impossible—that he
was the Messiah. It is clear from Sasportas’s uncomfortable discussion of this
issue that believers in the newly proclaimed messiah successfully mobilized
Maimonidean skepticism to neutralize their opponents” argument that the
events of the 1660’s were not proceeding in accordance with the messianic
scenario described in the Zohar and standard rabbinic texts.

In more recent times, the naturalistic position of Maimonidean rational-
ism inspired a more moderate sort of messianic activism in the form of reli-
gious Zionism. By diminishing the role of miracles, Maimonides created a
logical consequence which was not part of his original intention. If the Mes-
siah is to come within the natural order, it is difficult to avoid the conclusion

211
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that human initiative would be needed to prepare the way. Under the appro-
priate historical conditions, precisely this conclusion was reached, and Mai-
monides, who had explicitly counseled his readers to “wait” and nothing
more, became the mentor and inspiration for religious Zionists, many of
whom acted, and still act, out of clearly articulated messianic motives.

Brooklyn College and
Graduate Center,
City University of New York

MAIMONIDES" RESPONSUM CONCERNING
THE “BLESSING OF VIRGINITY”

by

ISRAEL TA-SHMA

In this responsum (Blau #207) Maimonides discusses the ““Blessing of Virgin-
ity” (Birkat Betulim) which was recited by the bridegroom on the occasion of
his wedding. Using unusually harsh language, Maimonides attacks the then
very widespread custom to recite this blessing in the presence of a celebrating
congregation.

Not mentioned in the Talmud, this blessing is of geonic origin and this
gives rise to the halakhic inquiry concerning its propriety. The question and
the custom itself seem to be wholly within the ““normal,” legitimate boundar-
ies of the Halakha and accepted custom, so that Maimonides™ severe attack
asks for an explanation.

The article unfolds the early medieval history and development of this
ancient custom in Italo-Ashkenazic circles as well as in the Orient. It explains
the original legal meaning and status of the custom and, also, the changing
social attitudes toward sexual privacy. Finally, it illustrates Maimonides
unusual sensitivity as a moral and religious leader and the influence of his
ruling on the later history of the custom.

The Hebrew University of Jerusalem
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