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Disciples of Aristotle and the Prophets -
The Religious Passion of the Radical Jewish Philosophers and

its Political Implications

By Shalom Sadik*

Abstract

The general image of the Jewish radical philosophers (most of them Averroist philosophers) is
that they don’t have any kind of religious passion. This image comes from two major princzples:
(1) Philosophers don’t have passion in general for anything. They think only rationally. (1)
Religions passion comes from irrational faith. For example: belief that God hears and answers
prayers, belief in reward in this world and in the world to come, belief in providence, belief in
the metaphysical influence of actions and word ete. The Jewish radical philosopher doesn't believe
in any of these beliefs. Therefore we can conclude that they don’t have any religions passion.
According to this general image the Jewish radical philosopher albeit continues to live in a
religious community abiding the ritual obligations and [ewish laws but only for social or peda-
gogic reasons (religion is needed to influence the mass) or for fear of the mass.

In this paper, I will argue against this generally accepted opinion. Firstly, I briefly de-
seribe that philosophers have extreme passion derived directly from their rational learning
(Eros to knowledge in the opinion of Plato). Secondly, I will describe that the rational
learning of the philosopher builds a very strong religions passion that is very similar to the
passion of the biblical prophets. A religious passion coming from being chosen by God to
open the eyes of the miisled people, and to lead them to the truth.

This article sets for itself a very challenging goal: to conduct a historical
analysis of the sentiments that people felt hundreds of years ago. This goal
is very challenging because the vast majority of the available sources are
philosophical works or commentaries; this kind of literature does not read-
ily express nor allow others to infer sentiments. Prose, poetry, theatre —
even history — are all more apt in terms of revealing sentiment. Philosophi-
cal books are, like other scientific accounts, a kind of literary medium that
strives to be objective and thus does not afford any significant space to the
personality of the writer and his feelings.

Another problem is related to the specific sentiment that I wish to ana-
lyse: religious passion. This is a very important sentiment, but its definition
is not so clear: While, for example, the more earthly sentiment of love for a

*  Dr Shalom M. Sadik, Ben Gurion University of the Negev, Department of Jew-
ish Thought, Beer Sheva Israel.
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woman can be described in any number of ways: singing at her window in
the middle of the night; thinking about her all day long; making sacrifices
so she will be happy; demonstrating the willingness to sacrifice one’s life to
save her life — religious passion, is far more difficult to understand in terms
of practical expressions. What are the practical expressions of religious pas-
sion? Does it mean being ever conscious that God is watching us? Fervently
singing in prayer? Practicing all the obligations of the Law? Studying reli-
gious texts all day? Being prepared to go to our death for a religious cause?
Is it going out to proselytize other people to our faith?

This last question is related to the specific philosophers that I wish to
analyse. The radical (or Averroist) philosophers, in the tradition of Maimon-
ides, wrote their works in an esoteric manner. Even if they described some-
thing very clearly — and in some cases, especially when they described some-
thing very clearly — it is nonetheless difficult to understand if they truly believe
as they wrote. If they are describing or analysing their own religious senti-
ments or the religious sentiments of other people in history, like the prophets,
how can we be sure that they are being sincere? Perhaps their only goal is to
influence the irrational masses for political and/or pedagogical purposes?

Despite the difficulties that will be encountered, it is crucial to try to
ascertain the nature of the religious passion of the medieval radical philos-
ophers, for, in my view, the current conception is in fact completely erro-
neous, and therefore leads to a similarly mistaken conception of the very
relation between religion and philosophy. We will see in this article that the
general opinion that religious philosophers are without any religious passion
(as opposed to the more traditional and mystical religious thinkers) is com-
pletely wrong. The opinion that an intellectual understanding of religion kills
all religious sentiment has been a popular view starting from as eatly as the
Romantic period, but religious medieval philosophers held exactly the oppo-
site opinion: It is not mysticism that invigorates faith, but only a philosophical
understanding of religion that can engender true religious passion.

Leo Strauss and lack of religious passion

Leo Strauss in his research on medieval philosophy! explains the irrecon-
cilable difference that exists between religion and philosophy,? between

1 It should be noted that medieval philosophy was arguably the field that Strauss
was most devoted to, and consequently, a proper summary of his opinion on
this subject unfortunately lies beyond the narrow scope of this article.

2 On the subject of the relation between religion and philosophy see especially:
LEO STRAUSS, Persecution and the Art of Writing (Glencoe, Ill., 1952; reissued
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Jerusalem and Athens. According to his opinion, the medieval philosophers
were well aware of true, unadulterated philosophy. However, they were also
of the opinion that religion is a very important tool for promoting a healthy
society. The medieval philosophers understood that the basis of religion is
not rational and that precisely because of the religion’s non-rational basis,
it is the best instrument for improving life in society given the irrationality
of the masses of humanity. Philosophy cannot render religion obsolete be-
cause these two approaches to life deal with completely different spheres:
philosophy has to do with truth, while religion has to do with ethics.
Strauss’s take on Maimonides evolved over the course of his lifetime,
but where there was no change was in Strauss's definition of religion, which
he always maintained was the revelation of non-rational opinions or laws
by prophets. In his earliest writings, Strauss argues that Maimonides ac-
cepted this definition and thus described the creation of the world on the
basis of revelation. In his later writings, though obscuring his thoughts via
an esoteric approach to recording his ideas, Strauss apparently revised his
earlier understanding of Maimonides, who he now presented as a citizen of

Chicago, 1988); LEO STRAUSS, Spinoga’s Critigne of Religion, translated by E. M.
Sinclair (New York, 1965). On Strauss’s position on religion see LEORA BAT-
NITZKY, “Leo Strauss and the “Theological-Political Predicament’,” in: STEVEN
B. SMITH (ed.), The Cambridge Companion to Leo Stranss (Cambridge / New York,
2009), pp. 41-62. On Strauss’s interpretation of Maimonides see KENNETH
HART GREEN (ed.), Leo Stranss on Maimonides — the Complete Writings (Chicago,
2013), editor’s introduction, pp. 1-87. Regarding the interpretation of Strauss
on Maimonides I am nearer to the position of JEFFERY A. BERNSTEIN, Leo
Strauss on the Border of Judaism, Philosophy, and History (Albany, 2015); but see also
KENNETH HART GREEN, Jew and Philosopher — The Return to Maimonides in the
Jewish Thought of Leo Strauss (Albany, 1993). On the subject of the relation of
Strauss to Judaism in general, see HILLEL FRADKIN, “A Word Fitly Spoken:
The interpretation of Maimonides and the Legacy of Leo Strauss,” as well as
KENNETH SEESKIN, “Maimonides’ Conception of Philosophy,” in: DAVID
NOVAK (ed.), Leo Strauss and Judaism: Jerusalem and Athens Critically Revisited (Bos-
ton, 1996), pp. 55-86 and pp. 87-110, respectively.

On a critic of Strauss’s interpretation of Maimonides, see MENAHEM KELL-
NER, “Strauss’s Maimonides,” in: Iyyan 50 (2001), pp. 397-406. In this important
article, Kellner rightly criticizes Strauss’ interpretation of Maimonides as a mod-
ern intellectual without any religious passion he also explains the importance of
Love of God to Maimonides. In the present article I focus on another subject:
the political implication of God’s love. Another difference between my opinion
and the opinion of Kellner is on religious passion upon Averroist thinkers. Ac-
cording to my opinion the position of Maimonides was shared by the majority
(if not all) other Jewish medieval radical philosophers.
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Athens. Strauss rejected the possibility of affirming a religious philosophy
that is completely spiritual, and denigrated the belief in revelation. This is
also the opinion of some of the modern scholars who have interpreted
Strauss. In positing this essential definition of religion as related to ‘revela-
tion’ in the popular sense of the term, Strauss was probably influenced by
Spinoza himself, and thus chose to go against the medieval radical philoso-
phers, including Maimonides, who argued that all religious beliefs are to be
interpreted in light of philosophical study.? According to Strauss, if Mai-
monides denigrated revelation, he must have been a citizen of Athens and
not of Jerusalem. However, according to my reading of Maimonides, we
can interpret the Bible in accordance with a given philosophical opinion
that then becomes a part of the religiously acceptable opinions. Jerusalem,
according to Maimonides, has no essential, ever-consistent definition, and
there is no essential contradiction between religion and philosophy. We will
return later to this fundamental difterence in approach.*

For Leo Strauss and those of his ilk, the religious philosophers of the
Middle Ages live in Jerusalem but think in Athens. They understand the
insurmountable abyss between the two, and try not so much to bring them
into accord as to find an accommodation between the two> when in the

3 See, e.g., SPINOZA, Tractatus Theologico-Politicus, chapter 7, and cf. Maimonides’
interpretation in his Guide of the Perplexced 11: 25.

4 Itis interesting to note that even searchers who generally disagree with Strauss’
interpretation of Maimonides accepted his essential definition of religion. For
example, in his aforementioned article, Seeskin clearly sees Maimonides as a
citizen of Jerusalem, and not as a citizen of Athens, as Strauss believed. Accord-
ing to his explanation, Maimonides understood the essential difference between
revelation and philosophy (on this point Seeskin and Strauss are in accord).
However, Maimonides did not attempt any sort of (impossible) synthesis be-
tween philosophy and religion, but rather built his response on different sources
based on the two modes of thinking (revelation vs. reason). In his article, Kellner
criticizes the definition of orthodoxy by Strauss, although not on this point.

On the relation between revelation and reason in Strauss there are also a
number of studies. For example see SUSAN ORR, “Strauss, Reason, and Reve-
lation: Unravelling the Essential Question,” in: NOVAK (ed.), Leo Strauss and
Judaism (note 2), pp. 25-54, who analyses the argument of Strauss that reason
cannot denigrate revelation; In Strauss’s opinion on the relation between phi-
losophy and religion in his early writing see DAVID JANSSENS, Besween Athens
and Jerusalemn — Philosophy, Prophecy, and Politics in 1 eo Stranss's early Thought (SUNY
Series in the Thought and Legacy of Leo Strauss; New York, 2008). On the
religious personal position of Strauss, see especially pp. 191-193.

5 The present debate on the position of Strauss on this question is: How much
is this kind of accommodation possible?
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mode of living their daily life they have to be completely religious, but when
in the mode of thinking, they have to be completely philosophical.

According to this Straussian position, the philosophers see the Bible as
a superb pedagogical work that has a very positive influence on the people.
They also see that this book has a lot of philosophical problems, and they
try to resolve these problems using various philosophical interpretations.
But the philosophers don’t 7eafly believe in their commentaries. These com-
mentaries are the exoteric part of their works, i.e. what is intended for the
masses. Deep down, they know that the essence of religion goes against the
essence of philosophy. Their philosophical interpretation of religion is only
a way to speak philosophically without telling the ignorant masses that they
don’t believe in the same religion as the masses. Were the masses to under-
stand the true opinion of the philosophers, the resulting confusion would
be very negative for them and their social development, which is in need of
a religion to maintain the social order. Moreover, revealing the full truth
would be dangerous for the philosopher himself as he might come to be
persecuted by the masses as an unbeliever.

According to the Straussian position, religious passion is itself much like
any of the obligatory beliefs as posited by Maimonides:® One is obliged to
believe that God has supernatural providence, that God hears our prayers,
and that He is influenced by them. These beliefs ate necessaty in order to
explain and express the religious way of life, which itself is necessary in
order to preserve the social order. However, these religiously de rigueur
beliefs are nonetheless entirely mistaken from a philosophical point of view.
The philosopher can accept the fact that the religious passion of the masses
is part of a very productive belief system. However, we can fairly ask of the
philosopher how he can continue to feel passionate about a primitive sen-
timent that doesn’t have any kind of philosophical accuracy.

We see this position of Leo Strauss very well in his interpretation of the
love of God in his remarks on the “Book of Knowledge” in Maimonides’
Mishneh Torah.” In this passage, Strauss explains that, according to Maimon-
ides, there exists a connection between knowledge of God and love of God.
However, as Strauss argues, this connection is only viable if one can have
true, unequivocal knowledge of God’s existence — a point which Strauss
emphatically rejected. According to Strauss, the true philosopher has no
metaphysical proof of the existence of God — indeed, cannot have any

6  Guude of the Perplexced 111, 27-28.
7 Relevant passages can be found especially in: GREEN (ed.), Leo Strauss on Mai
monides (note 2), pp. 556-557.
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knowledge of Him, and therefore is incapable of harbouring any kind of
sentiment toward him.

Strauss was quite consistent over the course of his writings regarding his
rejection of religious passion in the true philosopher. However, it would
seem that as his familiarity with the depth of Maimonides’ philosophical
writings increased over the years, he came to view the modern criticism
(especially Spinoza's) of Maimonides stance on knowledge and love of God
as inaccurate, for surely one such as Maimonides, with his philosophical
appreciation of the social value of religious practice, only presented proofs
of God's existence along with calls for love of God for purely exoteric, di-
dactic purposes, and did not actually espouse such ideas inwardly. In a way,
Maimonides’ philosophical depth caused Strauss a sort of cognitive disso-
nance, which he could only resolve by suggesting that Maimonides was not
being sincere about his understanding of, and passion for, God.

To no small extent, Strauss perforce reached this rather ad hoc conclusion
based on the widespread assumption that there is only one kind of religious
passion — the one that arises from the non-rational beliefs of the ignorant
masses, and which is based on the fear of punishment, be it in this world or
in hell. The masses perceive God as a kind of hot-tempered super-being
that metes out punishment or reward to people according to whether or
not they fulfil His will. But philosophers don’t have any of these perceptions
or beliefs — and therefore, they cannot continue to live with any kind of
genuine religious passion.

There is yet another kind of argument against philosophers maintaining
any kind of religious passion that comes directly from the stoic opinion
against passion. According to this position, one of the major aims of phi-
losophy is to free humans from every passion. Passions are by definition
non-rational and come from the animal part of the human soul. There is in
this approach an intriguing irony in that the standard description of a phi-
losopher is as a Jover of wisdom, 1.e. one who is passionate about knowledge
of the truth. This ironic contradiction amply demonstrates that the stoic
rejection of religious passion is not the only rational opinion open to phi-
losophers.

The religions passion of Maimonides

In the remainder of the article, I will attempt to counter this common (or
Straussian) position and demonstrate that, like the two kinds of Ervs of Pla-
to's banquet, there exist also two kinds of religious passions. The passion
of the masses, which arises from non-rational belief in a supernatural God;

- 248 -



and the passion of the philosophers, which derives from the proper know-
ledge of the true God — a God that sends them on a mission, like the
prophets of the Bible, to open the eyes of the misled people, and to lead
them to the truth.

According to Plato,? and against the opinion of the Stoics, there exist
two kinds of Eros or Love (manifested by two gods of the Greek mythol-
ogy) as two kinds of Aphrodite. The first and more popular one is the Eros
of the body, while the second is the Eros of the soul. The common denom-
inator of these two Ervses is the strong sentiments that people feel about
them. These powerful emotions make them ready to do many things, even
dangerous and difficult things, in order to fulfil their love.

We will see that, according to Maimonides and the majority of the Jew-
ish philosophers of the second half of the Middle Ages, there is a kind of
love? of God that derives from philosophical studies and which has a very
important impact on the life of the philosophers and their place in society.

We see this position in Maimonides’ ruling in his Mishneb Torah, Sefer ha-
madda‘, Hil. Yesode ha-Torab (“Foundations of the Torah”), chapter two:10
It is a mitzvah to love and fear this glorious and awesome God, as [Deut. 6:5]
states: “And you shall love the Lord, your God” and, as [Deut. 6:13] states:
“Fear the Lord, your God.”

8 PLATO, Symposium, found essentially in the speeches of Pausanias (180c-186a)
and Socrates (201d-214e).

9 On the love of God in Maimonides, see DANIEL LASKER, “Love of God and
Knowledge of God in Maimonides’ Philosophy,” in: JACQUELINE HAMESSE /
OLGA WEIERS (eds.), Ewriture et réecriture des textes philosophiques médiévaux. 1 olume
d’hommage a Colette Sirat (Turnhout, 2000), pp. 329-345 (Hebrew version to ap-
pear in: 277 12v 13, 5); AMIRA ERAN, “no®ana aR"™ 72087 1p6d 72570 7230 o°nani
o"amw,” in: yoan (Tarbig) 70 (2001), pp. 465-505; DOV SCHWARTZ, “ apwni
(79-%5 % "01237 7R 1Y) 0" YW naTa aperoun,” in: nv (Daaf) 81 (20106),
pp. 162-200, in this article the author analysis also the possibility that the pas-
sion for metaphysic can be one of the major cause of error. HOWARD T.
KREISEL, “0"2%77 2w 1n1wna 8™ 'ana,” in: nv7 (Daat) 37 (1996), pp. 127-151.
ALEXANDER EVEN-CHEN, ““ 7°1°7 50 no%owm nowann anna 23 DmoRa aveen oy
"D021 T XM W TR, in 0T (Daad) 74 (2013), pp, 105-134, esp.
pp. 128-133. On this subject in medieval philosophy in general see DANIEL
LASKER, “Can a Jewish Philosopher Love God?” in: LEONARD ]. GREEN-
SPOON / RONALD A.SIMKINS / JEAN CAHAN (eds.), Studies in Jewish Civiligation
18: Love — ldeal and Real — in the Jewish Tradition (Omaha / Lincoln, Nebraska
2008), pp. 21-34.

10 On the love of God see also MAIMONIDES, Mishneh Torab, Sefer ha-madda’, Hil.
Teshnvah, X, 3.
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What is the path [to attain] love and fear of Him? When a person contem-

plates His wondrous and great deeds and creations and appreciates His infi-
nite wisdom, which surpasses all comparison, he will immediately love, praise,
and glorify [Him], yearning with tremendous desire to know [God’s] great
name, as David stated: “My soul thirsts for the Lord, for the living God” [Ps.
42:3]. When he [continues] to reflect on these same matters, he will immedi-
ately recoil in awe and fear, appreciating how he is a tiny, lowly, and dark
creature, standing with his flimsy, limited, wisdom before Him who is of pet-
fect knowledge, as David stated: “When I see Your Heavens, the work of
Your fingers [...] [I wonder] what is man that You should recall Him”
[Ps. 8:4-5].
Based on these concepts, Maimonides continues, I shall explain important
principles regarding the deeds of the Master of the worlds to provide a por-
tal for a person of understanding to [develop] love for God, as our Sages
sald regarding love: “In this manner, you will recognize He who spoke and
[thus,] brought the world into being.”1!

In this well-known text, we see Maimonides’ understanding of love of
God. Like Plato’s words in the mouths of Socrates and Pausanias at the
symposium after the banquet, Maimonides draws a comparison between
love of God (or wisdom) and love of women. The intensity of the sentiment
is necessarily the same, but the object of the sentiment is entirely different.
Another very important point is that according to Maimonides, there is a
necessary relationship between love of God and studying. The love of God
is a necessary consequence of true learning and knowledge. The masses may
claim that they love God; however, they don’t love the one true God but
rather another God that they build in their imagination based on their su-
perstitions.1?

The necessary conclusion of this position is that people who lack any
kind of philosophical knowledge of God are in fact idolaters who don’t

11 MAIMONIDES, Mishnebh Torab, Sefer ha-madda’, Hil. Yesode ha-Torah 11, 1-2:

[Deut. 6:5] "Tr9R ™ DR N2R" MRV NI IR INIRS A 73T NBM 72027 HRA
.[Deut. 6:13] "®°n 7798 » NR" KN

RN DTITAT QRDAT PRI PRWYAT QIR AN YW 7INRTIN2AIR T R0 IR
170 QWA YT A9IT) MIRNCTIRANY AROAT TAWN AR R 100 ,PP XY TW A9 PRY 1000 100
RYT 0 ,10%Y ORI 0272 awnnw L[Ps. 42:3] 0 HRY 005K, "wo1 axng" (M7 MR 13
omn *10% [Uwn A% NYTA NI AR AvAW HIuR AM1A RITW YN LT PINRY YN
07 [Ps. 8:4-5] ™10t "3 WIR A1 ,PRWARR TWYH TR TROR 0" ST 9HKRY MWD MY
QW DR RY 17207 7ND VW 0T DT P wynn o1 00990 RN IR ORI 03T
O 7P MR N DR 0N ANKR 7O TINAY ,A20R 17193 000 1IHKRY 1D

12 On this subject see MAIMONIDES, Guide of the Perplexed 1: 50.
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worship the true God — even if they call their God by the same name that
Maimonides uses.!?

A philosopher like Strauss can think that this case is the true conse-
quence of the abyss that exists between philosophy and religion. Religion is
some kind of praxis whereas philosophy is the only way to truth. The po-
sition of the Muslim philosophers Averroes!4 and Ibn Tufail can be inter-
preted more easily according to Strauss.

In one of his major works on religion and philosophy, in L & Jaall Juad
Sl (e Ay &) 9 48N 4 (Fas/ al-magal fi ma baina I-hikma was-Sari‘a min ittisal
“The Decisive Treatise, Determining the Nature of the Connection between Religion and
Philosophy”), Averroes explains that there is a possibility of interpreting the
Koran according to the opinion of the philosophers.’> However, these
kinds of interpretations are very dangerous for the people who don’t have
any kind of philosophical capacity. For these people, it is better not to try
to explain to them any kind of philosophical opinion, because such ideas
will only be destructive to their beliefs and their lives in general. The masses
don’t have any kind of intellectual capacity to understand philosophy. For
them, the philosophical opinion will be only negative — they will break away
from their past religious belief, but won’t construct any kind of better

13 On the relation between God’s knowledge and love see also MAIMONIDES,
Mishneh Torab, Sefer ha-madda’, Hil. Teshuvah, X, 6; Guide of the Perplexed 1,9;
111, 28.

14 There is an interesting modern debate which the present article cannot delve
into concerning the relation between Strauss's opinion and the thought of Aver-
roes. The controversy stems from Averroism being a later Latin trend that does
not agree with Averroes in all matters. For a summary of the various opinions
see Jew and Philosopher, op. cit. footnote 2, Chapter 2, note 76, pp. 180-182. On
the relation between Maimonides and Averroes in the writings of Strauss see
GREEN (ed.), Leo Strauss on Maimonides (note 2), pp. 270-274.

15 In another treatise, in 4V} @alie (o SN QUS (Kitab al-kasf ‘an mandbig al-adilla)
or Faith and Reason in Islam, Averroes adopts a surprisingly progressive position
and actually supports the teaching of true philosophical opinions to the com-
mon Muslim. This approach is closer to the position of Maimonides than the
one Averroes expressed in Fas/ al-maqal, which 1s closer to the position of Ibn
Tufail. Yet despite the more progressive stance found in Kizab al-kasf on what
to teach the masses, even in this book Averroes refrains from positing a relation
between love of God and philosophical knowledge. On the comparison be-
tween Maimonides and Averroes on this subject see CARLOS FRAENKEL, “Spi-
noza on Philosophy and Religion: The Averroistic Sources,” in: CARLOS
FRAENKEL / DARIO PERINETTI / JUSTIN E. H. SMITH (eds.), The Rationalists:
Between Tradition and Innovation (Dordrecht, 2010), pp. 27-43.
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opinion in its stead. The consequence of this situation will be that these
people will probably become non-religious — a situation that if widespread
will disrupt the social order and cause significant damage to the lives of
these people.

In this opinion, Averroes is close to the opinion of the Muslim philoso-
pher Ibn Tufail in his philosophical novel Hayy ibn Yagzan. By the end of
the novel, its two protagonists, Hayy and Absal, understand that religion
and superstition are necessary for the well-being of the masses. For the
common people, any exposition of philosophical opinions will be negative
and bring about disruption of the social order. By contrast, the philosopher
knows the truth, which can only be dangerous for the masses.

However, the opinion of Maimonides on this subject is very different
from these two Muslim philosophers. Maimonides is very aware of the dan-
ger of explaining philosophical opinions to people who are not ready to
understand philosophy.'® He compares this situation to a man who gives a
steak to a baby. The baby will die, not because steak is a bad food, but
because it is not the right food for babies.!” The same is true with regard to
philosophical opinions. Their truth is not enough of a reason to explain
them to the ignorant masses. However, Maimonides sees a religious im-
portance to spreading basic beliefs of philosophy to the entire population.
This is the reason that Maimonides explains philosophical opinions in crit-
ical places in the beginning of the Mishneh Torah and Sefer ha-Mitgwot, and the
reason he wrote his Thirteen Principles of Faith, which is found in his com-
mentary on the Mishna on Tractate Sanhedrin.

As opposed to the opinion of Strauss, Maimonides saw religion not only
as a political tool for maintaining social order, but also as pedagogical in-
strument for spreading philosophical truth to human beings. All human be-
ings, including the most ignorant, have to understand some basic philo-
sophical ideas such as that God is non-material. After explaining the diffi-
culties and dangers of metaphysical inquiry, Maimonides expressly states

16 For example, Guzde of the Perplexed 1,31-34. On the question of esoteric and
exoteric readings of Maimonides there has been ample research, including: LEO
STRAUSS, “The Literary Character of the Guide of the Perplexed,” in SALO W.
BARON (ed.), Essays on Maimonides (New York, 1941), pp. 37-91; STRAUSS, Per-
secution and the Art of Writing (note 2), pp. 38-94; DOV SCHWARTZ, 77nom a71°no
o»ran 2 e nan2 (Ramat-Gan, 2001); AVRAHAM NURIEL, "m0 M9
0127 7 N 91012°02 (Jerusalem, 2000); MARVIN FOX, Inserpreting Maimon-
ides: Studies in Methodology, Metaphysics, and Moral Philosophy (Chicago, 1990); JOSEF
STERN, The Matter and Form of Maimonides’ Guide (Cambridge; Mass., 2013).

17 Guude of the Perplexed 1, 33.
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that the rejection of any kind of belief regarding God having a physical body
must be taught to all the people for all time.!® According to Maimonides,
religion has two major aims:!? the well-being of society, which, from an
educational point of view, is primary; and the teaching of true philosophical
knowledge, which is ultimately more important vis-a-vis one’s relationship
with God. Given the importance of true philosophical knowledge, one
might expect that Maimonides happily supported the imparting of this
knowledge at an early stage. However, he advised that this happen only after
a student had attained a certain moral perfection, for otherwise the student
would likely abuse the deeper knowledge to justify his misdeeds. Thus we
see that the two aims of the Torah are more or less chronological: first
comes the creation of a healthy, ethical society, and only then can true phil-
osophical knowledge be taught, and only to those individuals whom the
philosopher identifies as having the necessary moral character.

The teaching of this true philosophical knowledge is, according to Mai-
monides, the exclusive province of the truly divine religion. One could say
that for Maimonides, the Torah has a kind of monopoly on teaching the
masses philosophical truth. All other religions have a political influence,?
but the errors and lacunae in their philosophical underpinnings lead to the
spread of falsehoods, while only a truly divine religion can successfully
spread only true philosophical opinions regarding God.?!

Maimonides concedes that there exists a vast gulf between accurate phil-
osophical ideas and religion as social order. Nonetheless, this gulf must be
spanned because an important role of religion is to spread philosophical
ideas to the masses. The bridge for spanning this gulf is the religious passion
of the philosophers. Their love of God, itself a direct result of their philo-
sophical research, obligates them to spread their philosophical opinions to
the masses. In the first chapter of “Laws of Idolatry” in the Mishneh Torah,
Maimonides analyses the biblical figure of Abraham.?? According to this

18 Guude of the Perplexed 1, 35.

19 Guide of the Perplexed 111, 27-28.

20 Guude of the Perplexed 11, 39. In this passage, the religion of the Jews is superior
to the other religions even in its social role, albeit in a relative way.

21 Guade of the Perplexed 11, 40.

22 On the figure of Abraham, see MAIMONIDES, Mishneh Torah, Sefer ha-madda’,
Hil, ‘Aku’m (“Laws of Idolatry”) I; Sefer ha-Mitzvot (Book of the Commandments),
third commandment (the fourth commandment has to do with fear of God).
In the Sefer ha-Mitgvot, Maimonides clearly said that the consequence of the love
of God is to propagate the true belief in God to others.
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explanation, initially, Abraham came to understand the true definition of
God just by his study of nature. The consequence of this learning would
not be just a philosophical understanding, but also a profound feeling that
God had sent him on a mission to spread this truth to all humankind. The
second aspect of the Law, social order, came only in the time of Moses, in
order to reverse and prevent the kind of assimilation of false ideas that hap-
pened to the descendants of Abraham in Egypt. According to Maimonides,
prophecy, in its higher form, includes not just the underlying idea but also
the spreading of the philosophical truth to society. One of the main ways
to know the perfection of a prophet is to examine his influence: The degree
to which this influence becomes significant and ubiquitous determines how
perfect the prophet truly was.?

23 Guide of the Perplexed 111, 37. On prophecy in the thought of Maimonides see
HOWARD KREISEL, Prophecy: The History of an ldea in Medieval Jewish Philosophy
(Dordrecht, 2001). For a Straussian commentary on the opinion of Maimonides
on prophecy see BENJAMIN LORCH, “Maimonides on Prophecy and the Moral
Law,” in: Interpretation 43 (2016), pp. 91-110. According to this researcher, Mai-
monides’ esoteric view on prophecy is that there is a clear contradiction be-
tween philosophy, which relates to philosophical truth, and religion, which re-
lates to morality. Lorch explains Guide of the Perplexed 11, 33 as showing a differ-
ence between true knowledge (i.e. the first two commandments only), which
the prophet teaches as a philosopher, and popular opinion which reflects the
realm of morality. (The Arabic word for what is translated here as “popular
opinion” is <) sess (mashirar). On this term and the difficulty of its translation
see SHALOM SADIK, “Eckhart, Lost in Translation: La traduction de S4-h-r par
Yehuda Alharizi et ses implications philosophiques,” in: Izarium 54 (2016),
pp. 125-145). In my opinion, the true position of Maimonides is that the
prophet has to be both a philosopher and a political leader, because only a phi-
losopher can be a good political leader. Moreover, the philosopher teaches as a
prophet as part of his political leadership, given the prophet’s perfection of his
intellect and imagination (Guzde of the Perplexed 11, 32 and 36-37). The perfection
of the imagination helps the prophet to teach opinions and give laws that do
not arise out of purely intellectual learning. According to Maimonides, political
leadership is correlated with human free will. On this subject see SHALOM
SADIK, “@”am1 7¥R a7naa aam,” in: AJS Review 38 (2014), pp. m-X. Because of
human free will, the political leadership has to guess what consequences its acts
of legislation or education will have. A non-philosopher cannot successfully
intuit the repercussions, because his estimations are based on incorrect facts.
Therefore, only a prophet, who by definition has a pertect intellect and imagi-
nation, can be an effective political leader. On the political role of the philoso-
pher-prophet see also Guzde of the Perplexed 1, 54.

- 254 -



The consequent emotional reaction to attaining philosophical under-
standing moves the philosopher to try to spread a part of his philosophical
truth to the masses and to achieve some important social reforms. This re-
ligious passion for God fills the gulf between philosophical learning and the
religious political leadership of the society. Only a philosopher can be a true
lover of God, and only a true lover of God can be a good political leader.
Love of God includes seeking philosophical knowledge, and the love of
God by the philosopher brings him to explain philosophic knowledge to
the masses and to convey that in the Bible, the most basic commandment
is to love God, which is identical to knowing Him. Thus, ultimately, the
philosopher's love of God motivates him to spread the love of God to the
masses via the teaching of philosophical truths. All this is the true position
of Maimonides.

Other radical Jewish philosophers on love of God

The Jewish Averroist philosophers who come after Maimonides have a gen-
eral tendency — not surprisingly — to interpret Maimonides in light of Aver-
roes. This 1s true in the case of his opinion regarding the eternity of the
world, and even in the case of the non-personal existence of the soul after
death, a position that cancels all possibility of posthumous reward in the
form of life after death or resurrection. However, in their definition of the
philosophical goal of religion and in their interpretation of love of God,
they follow Maimonides, and are quite different from Averroes. We will
analyse a few specific examples of Jewish Averroists in this regard.

Rabbi Isaac Pulgar

Rabbi Isaac Pulgar lived in northern Castile at the end of the 13% century
and the first half of the 14t century.?* In the first chapter of n7 "ty (Eger

24 On R. Pulgar see CARLOS DEL VALLE RODRIGUEZ, “La Contradiction del Hereje
de Isaac Ben Polgar,” in: JUDIT TARGARONA BORRAS / ANGEL SAENZ-BADIL-
LOS (eds.), Jewish Studies at the Turn of the Twentieth Century, 2 vols. (Leiden, 1999),
vol. I, pp. 552-560; NORMAN ROTH, “Isaac Polgar y su libro contra un con-
verso,” in: JOHANN MAIER / CARLOS DEL VALLE RODRIGUEZ (eds.), Polémica
Jndeo-cristiana: estudios (Madrid, 1992), pp. 67-73; JONATHAN L. HECHT, The Po-
lemical Exchange between Isaac Pollegar and Abner of Burgos/ Alfonso of Valladolid ac-
cording to Parma MS 2440 ‘Iggeret teshuvat apikoros’ and Teshuvor la-meharef ’
(Ph. Diss. New York, 1993), pp. 35-38; SHOSHANA GERSHENZON, A Study of
Teshuvot la-meharef by Abner of Burgos (Ph. Diss. ] TS, New York, 1984), pp. 74-
85; COLETTE SIRAT, “Deux philosophes juifs repondent Abner de Burgos a
propos du libre-arbitre humain et de 'omniscience divine,” in: Melanges offerts
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ha-dat “In Support of the Religion”), his major philosophical work, R. Pul-
gar explains the criteria for judging if a certain code of law is good. Accord-
ing to Pulgar, every legal code needs to fulfil three goals:

(1) To help humans control their evil inclination; (2) To provide a set of

practical laws that establishes the best social order; and (3) To explain to
the non-philosopher population the true philosophical ideas in the context
of tradition. Pulgar wrote:
And for this reason there can be found in [the ideal law] a few of the true and
right beliefs that we must accept given that we have the power of speech along
with wisdom. Because the majority of human endeavour and toil is in the pur-
suit of sustenance, most throughout their lifetime cannot devote [any time] to
their thoughts and to preparing their intellect in order to extrapolate and com-
prehend these beliefs from their principles and origins. As for the one involved
with the true fields of wisdom, in assembling the religion that was inspired from
Heaven, he perforce had to incorporate within it most of the true beliefs with-
out which human excellence and perfection are impossible. [For this reason]
he wrote them there [in the Torah] by way of tradition so that no human [i.e.
believer in the Torah] would ever die with his soul empty of them like the fool-
ish nations.?

In this passage we see that R. Pulgar posits that an important goal of religion
is to spread true philosophical knowledge to all non-philosophers. Accord-
ing to Pulgar, there are some beliefs that are necessities for all humans, re-
gardless of their endeavours and their lack of philosophical query. Those
who construct the legal systems — the kings, prophets, and philosophers —
cannot explain the true beliefs to the masses in a purely intellectual way
based on esoteric philosophical proofs. Rather, the intellectual elite needs
to disseminate these key concepts via the law and by way of tradition.
These opinions of R. Pulgar are identical to those that Maimonides
explains in chapters 31-35 of the first part of the Guide of the Perplexed.
Metaphysics is a very complicated issue that demands the full attention of
the student. Maimonides mentions attending to material needs as one of
the major reasons that most people cannot devote their full attention to

André Neber (Paris, 1975) pp. 87-94; COLETTE SIRAT, Introduction a la philosophie
Juive an Moyen Age (Paris, 1983), pp. 352-355.

25 ‘Ezerbha-dat, 1,1 p. 32: Dn%ap why M mmm mpmisi DPARRT MINKT NEPR 72 1RED 1
QNN WP AU QTR POY N NPT 7191 3 ,anNOM NN2TH WOl THYa UMIRY TN, X7
TN 10 MR DR 1WA vy onn cn 2 02ow DX 1oAY anyT naaah oan phor
TPR. 21 72 2PY 2R 1R 1R NYXRIT AT T 71902 7% ,NPNRRA NN R IWR
TRW DMR QW L0 TYYIR IO QTR NN TWOR R AWR OMIR ,NTNART MIRT PV
MYI0:T MPIRD 0NN 71P°7 WHN DR MR® XY 7 ,a93p 172
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understanding metaphysics.?6 Nevertheless, people need to be aware of
some basic ideas, such as the non-corporeality of God. Consequently, these
basic truths have to be written in the Bible and taught to the masses as a
tradition. The other nations generally don’t know these basic truths regard-
ing God, because they are not mentioned in their laws. We see that Pulgar,
like Maimonides, determined that the imparting of philosophical truths is
an integral part of the divine law.

In the next chapter of Eger ha-dat?’ R. Pulgar explains that Jewish law
meets all the necessary criteria for being considered an ideal legal system.
At the beginning of this chapter, R. Pulgar mention explicitly the Maimon-
idean opinion that without the knowledge of God, humans cannot love
Him. This 1s the reason that the commandment to love God includes some
basic beliefs like the rejection of divine corporeality.

We can summarize that R. Pulgar agrees with Maimonides on three
major points: 1. Love of God is related to the knowledge of God; 2. This
love is not just an intellectual phenomenon of the philosopher, but also a
religious obligation of the masses;?® and 3. The teaching of true philo-
sophical beliefs is the exclusive province of the divine law. The collective
upshot of these three points is that the legislator of the divine law has to
instruct the people to accept these opinions as a tradition, even if, and
actually precisely because the masses cannot understand them via philo-
sophical reflection.

Rabbi Nissim of Marsetlles

R. Nissim of Marseilles lived in Provence at the beginning of the 14t cen-
tury.? In the eleventh chapter of the first part of his work, Ma'aseh Nissim,

26 Guude of the Perplexed 1, 34.

27 Eger Ha-dat1, 2, pp. 34-40.

28 Like Maimonides, R. Pulgar also think that the leader cannot explained all the
true opinion to the masses. For example see Eger ha-dat 1, 8, pp. 65-67.

29 On R. Nissim, see HOWARD T. KREISEL, ‘7 J2 2°01 "% "0 ws o0 qwyn'
"0 "wn (Jerusalem, 2000), pp. 1-52; HOWARD T. KREISEL “ n?"an w1an yup
0N WM 12 8°01 M2 0NN M0, in: Jerusalem Studies in Jewish Thought 14 (1998) =
AVIEZER RAVITZKY (ed.), T031m10 T112-7012 111277 190 25w 1, pp. 159-
180; HOWARD T. KREISEL [udaism as Philosophy: Studies in Maimonides and the Me-
dieval Jewish Philosopbers of Provence (Boston, 2015), pp. 161-206; COLETTE SIRAT,
€10 AW 12 00 YW oYW NN, in: Jerusalem Studies in Jewish Thought 9
(1990) = MOSHE IDEL ET ALII (eds.), mw o™nw 12 NR12 01°0 7117Ww? 2171 190, vol.
II, pp. 53—76; MOSES SCHORR, ““*07m nwn 2112 001 "2,” in: Y70 (He-Halurg)
7 (1865), pp. 88-144.
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he mentions that the Torah includes some basic beliefs that are the princi-
ples of all metaphysical knowledge:

And so we see that [regarding the following axiomatic beliefs, specifically:] the
necessity of the existence of God (May He be Praised) and His unity; and that
He is not a force contained in a corporeal body; and that He is far removed
from the dimensions of corporeality, be it by essence or by accident — for all
these no proof need be brought as they are intellectual [matters]. [And we see]
that upon them [these principles] rests all of divine wisdom [i.e. metaphysics].
And given that these [axioms] are a part of the principles of our divine religion,
this is clear; for the most basic aim of the Torah and its very purpose is to
ensure that every person has correct ideas. And these [axioms] are the elemen-
tary beliefs [that are the basis] for all the rest of the true beliefs.3

In these passages, we see that R. Nissim also agrees with the opinion of
Maimonides, namely, that the Bible has to include some basic knowledge
about God. One of the major aims of the Torah is to spread these true ideas
to the maximum number of believers. R. Nissim also accepts Maimonides'
determination that the Jewish Torah is divine because of its containing con-
sistently true knowledge about God. Moreover, in his commentary on Deu-
teronomy, R. Nissim also asserts a necessary relation between the love of
God and knowledge of Him, as did Maimonides.3!

In general, we see that R. Nissim, like R. Pulgar, is in accord with Mai-
monides and not with Averroes (or Strauss, for that matter) in their defini-
tion of the philosophical aim of religion. R. Nissim also sees that divine
religion doesn’t have only a social role. To be a divine religion, the Bible has
to spread true philosophical beliefs to the people. These beliefs are the con-
dition for the believers of the religion truly attaining love of God.

Rabbi 1 evy ben Abraham

R. Levy ben Abraham lived in Provence in the latter half of the 13t century
and into the beginning of the 14% century.3? He too maintained that the aim

30 Ma'aseh Nissime, chapter 11: 13nn PPAm 132 02 WRWY 170N ,'N° QW NIREA 210 73
NRIM 93 N2210 A2 %0 .0°0OW 077 %2 LR R T2 TR XD — 1pna (0XY2) M mIn
AR An°%oM TN NIND POWRIW 99D RN NUTIIRT 1ANT pYa PR DT 15 MMORA
JTNRRT MNART IRY 297 nPwRY MONR 47 7981 .N1rNnR 1WA 0TRG 7ow

31 Ma'‘aseh Nissim (on Deuteronomy), p. 447.

32 On this work and the life and philosophical positions of R. Levi, see the various
introductions by HOWARD (HAIM) KREISEL to modern editions of Levi’s Livyat
Hen. These include: 10 nm% VI, 3: o772x 12 % 3% nwxna nwyn (Jerusalem, 2004);
M AM%: DANAR 12 M2 % A Mot Rt m>R (Be’er Sheva, 2007); 1 nm% VII, 1:
DNaX 12712 1% 7237 Awvn (Jerusalem, 2013); 10 a7 111, 2: 002K 12117 22 77307 Ww
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of the Torah and indeed all revelation is to improve the situation of the
Jewish people. As an important part of this improvement, R. Levy explains
that there are some commandments whose aim is to improve the intellec-
tual knowledge of the Jews. In his 11 012 (Lzyyat hen), he writes in the section
on prophecy and other mysteries as follows:

And we now return to the subject at hand, namely, that the intention of the
giving of the Torah was to provide benefit to all of Israel, and to perfect their
soul...3? But the cognitive commandments, such as the upright beliefs and the
unity of the divinity, they are the province of the intellect alone.34

In this text we see that R. Levy, like Maimonides, R. Pulgar, and R. Nissim,
also thinks that one of the major aims of the Bible is to teach true beliefs
about God to the Jewish masses.

Another similarity is that R. Levy also describes how love of God stems

trom the development of the intellect. In the short version of the same part
of Livyat hen, R. Levy writes:
And so it is that everyone who continuously (studies) divine matters, his intel-
lect becomes purified such that he will always desire them (i.e. the divine mat-
ters) and he will naturally continue to seek after them until material matters
seem like a dream and a mirage to him, and he will love spiritual things with an
intense love.3>

In this text we see that R. Levy, like Maimonides and the other radical Jew-
ish philosophers whom we've reviewed, think that love of God detives from
the development of metaphysical knowledge. The amount people learn of
metaphysics determines how much they know God, and by extension, how
much they love Him.

(Be’er Sheva, 2014). See also KREISEL Judatsn as Philosophy (note 29), pp. 116-
160.

33 Here R. Levy explains the positive influence of the practical commandments
on society.

34 KREISEL (ed.), 11 MM%: AN MMOY ax1ain moR (note 32), pp. 246-247. On the
subject of the commandment to know God, see also 7. pp. 344, 351-352, 811,
and 842. — Hebrew original: 7707 NIPN12 A0 AN2T 03 K 12 07AW 0 2w
17,98 T < MIIINART TR0 ,MNIPYT DXHT DK L..awsl 5w DRI 930 b
7252 %W N2% MR

35 KREISEL (ed.), 11 n™7: aMna M0 X121 Mk (note 32), pp. 794-795. On the
relation between wisdom and love of God see for example pp. 83, 118-119, and
314. — Hebrew original: 0% ppanw 172w 271 ,072R7 D219 D7RT TR0 WK 9 1)
D IMAT DM 27K, 1171 2N 12 WT DTAYAT DMWY TV Y202 OnR TwRM THN
TV 720N

- 259 -



Conclusion

In this paper we have seen that Jewish philosophers describe the love of
God as a necessary consequence of true knowledge about God and the
world. One of the major results of this religious passion is the fostering of
a real desire on the part of the lover of God to take action and spread to
others some of the true beliefs that he has attained, much like a troubadour
who describes to one-and-all the beauty of his beloved through his poem
and song.

Jewish philosophers believe that they have true knowledge of God. They
also try to spread this knowledge by means of their philosophical books.
We can conclude that they think of themselves as lovers of God, and that
the main motivation to write their books is their religious passion. In their
writings, they see themselves as the continuation of the prophets, looking
to spread the truth about divinity, and prove to all the world that the God
of Aristotle is the only God. When they study Aristotle and understand his
metaphysical opinion, they see themselves as being as near as possible to
the situation of the biblical prophets who would hear the words of God
when He would send them to preach truth to the masses. The connection
these philosophers felt with the prophets is made more palpable if we recall
that the philosophical approach to the Bible rejects all anthropomorphisms,
including the literal reading of the many passages where God speaks. For
these philosophers, such descriptions are purely metaphorical: God did not
literally speak to the prophets, for He has no mouth or vocal cords. Rather,
He caused an intellectual understanding in the minds of the prophets, such
that the prophets “heard” the word of God. The Jewish thinkers that have
been discussed herein felt their philosophical insights were the result of an
experience that is very similar to that of the prophets.

In contrast to these Jewish medieval philosophers, Leo Strauss undet-
stood only the social importance of religion. In his notably extensive writ-
ings, he never tried to explain any true belief about God. If any people called
him a heretic, he probably accepted the definition as a badge of honour
confirming that he is a true philosopher and a proud heretic to the God of
Jerusalem, who in any case has no place in Athens.3¢

36 Regarding the opinion of Strauss on the existence of God see Jew and Philosopber,
op. cit. footnote 2, pp. 237-239. In this passage, Green quotes Strauss’s reaction
toward the assertion made by a certain Professor Spitz that "Strauss rejects
God". Strauss repudiates the assertion and counters that only a fool can reject
God. On this question see also WERNER J. DANNHAUSER, “Athens and Jerusa-
lem, or Jerusalem and Athens,” in: NOVAK (ed.), Leo Strauss and [udaism (note 2),
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But as for Maimonides and the medieval philosophers, their understand-
ing was that the God of Athens is also the true God of Jerusalem. If a more
reactionary scholar were to call them heretics, they would answer3? that the
true heretic is the reactionary who serves his own superstitions and not the
true God — the God of Athens whose Temple is in Jerusalem.

Vis-a-vis the popular conception of God among the masses, Maimon-
ides chose to juxtapose this less-than-accurate understanding with the cor-
rect understanding as espoused by the Aristotelian philosophers. By con-
trast, Strauss contrasted the popular understanding with that of the phi-
losophers who perceived religion as the price that needs to be paid to
achieve morality and peace in society.?® The lack of any kind of positive
definition of God in the philosophy of Strauss renders completely impos-
sible any kind of religious passion. This difference may be the reason that
Strauss, the thinker who explained the need for religion in society,* was

pp. 155-171. In this article, the author argues that the probable position of
Strauss on this question was “undogmatic Atheism”. By the end of the article
he also asks some questions on the viability of this interpretation of Strauss. On
the modern debate in the “Straussian” school on this subject (and the subject
of morality), see CATHERINE H. ZUCKERT, “Straussians,” in: STEVEN B. SMITH
(ed.), The Cambridge Companion to Leo Stranss (Cambridge, 2009), pp. 263-286.

37 As Maimonides expressly states in his Mishueh Torab, Sefer ha-madda’, Hil. Yesode
ha-Torah, chapter 1, 3-4:
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In short, people who believe in another god, and not in the God of the philos-
ophers, is an idolater.

38 In his eatlier writings, Strauss (in articles like “Spinoza’s Critique of Maimoni-
des” and “Cohen and Maimonides”) defined religion as the belief in supernat-
ural beings and events. This definition of religion remains consistent through-
out his writings. However, at a much later stage, Strauss changed his opinion
on Maimonides and no longer viewed “The Great Eagle” as a religious thinker.
In this last and more developed period, Strauss interpreted Maimonides as an
esoteric philosopher who understood the tension between Athens and Jerusa-
lem. The best example of this re-interpretation is how Strauss explained in his
early writings that Maimonides believed in the creation of the world, while in
his later writings implied, however indirectly, precisely the opposite.

39 On the necessity of religion for establishing and safeguarding the morality of
the society see for example, LEO STRAUSS, “Maimonides on political science,”
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not a practicing adherent of his own religion. His was a purely intellectual
understanding, which is far more difficult to translate into action than reli-
gious passion — especially if this passion is the consequence of philosophical
knowledge.

In conclusion, in examining and contrasting Strauss with Maimonides
and the other medieval Jewish philosophers, we can now see a general pat-
tern: While the philosophical understanding of the social functions of reli-
glon is very important, ultimately, without a deep religious passion for some
kind of God (even the God of Aristotle), it is very difficult to translate this
functional approach into sustainable religious practice. This 1s so not only
for the philosopher, but perhaps even more so for the members of the lay
population, who will not likely be motivated to religious practice — however
benetficial for society religion appears — when their philosophical religious
leaders do not project an underlying passion in their relationship with the
Divine, and who, due to a lack of any true, intense religious passion for the
God of the philosophers, fail to spread their unique theology.

in: GREEN (ed.), Leo Strauss on Maimonides (note 2), pp. 400-415; LEO STRAUSS,
"The Law of Reason in the Kuzari,” in: Proceedings of the American Academy for
Jewish Research 13 (1943), pp. 47-96. Republished in. STRAUSS, Persecution and the
Art of Writing (note 2), pp. 95-141.
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