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CriticismofGersonidesinRabbiAbrahamBibago􀆳s
PathofFaith:God􀆳sKnowledgeofParticularsandMiracles

ShalomSadik∗

Abstract:Thisarticleundertakesanexamination ofBibago􀆳s
perspective concerning Gersonides􀆳 viewpoints pertaining to the
inquiriessurroundingthenatureofGod􀆳sKnowledge,aswellasthe
elucidationofmiraclesencompassingtheircausationandtherolethey
playinfosteringreligiousfaith．Withinthecontextofthesedual
subjects, Bibagoallocatesasubstantialsegmentofhisdiscourse
towards a comprehensive exposition of Gersonides􀆳 viewpoints,

subsequentlyfollowedbyasystematicrefutationthereof, thereby
eschewingtheinclinationtodownplaydisparitiesandharmonizetheir
stances,acontrasttohisapproachintheanalysisofMaimonides􀆳
ideas．Evidently, it shall be demonstrated that Bibago indeed
assimilatescertainaspectsofGersonides􀆳stance,therebyeffectinga
notabledeviationfrom the Maimonidean viewpoint．However, it
remainsconspicuousthatBibagoconsistentlysituateshimselfasan
authenticexegete of Maimonides whileconcurrently assuming a
stanceinoppositiontoGersonides．
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RabbiAbrahamBibago① wasoneofthemoreprominentthinkersofthe
lastgenerationoftheflourishingJewishcommunityinpreＧExpulsionSpain．②

Inhismostinfluentialwork,DerechEmuna (PathofFaith),Bibagotriedto

①

②

OnBibagoseeM．Steinschneider, “AbrahamBibago􀆳sSchriften,” MonatsschriftfürGeschichte
undWissenschaftdesJudethums３２(１８８３):７９Ｇ９６,１２５Ｇ１４４;C．Sirat,AHistoryofJewishPhilosophy
inthe MiddleAges (Cambridge:Cambridge University Press, １９８５), ３８４Ｇ３８９; A．Lazaroff, The
Theologieof Abraham Bibago (Alabama, １９８１); A．Nuriel, Concealedand Revealedin Medieval
JewishPhilosophy (Jerusalem: MagnesPress, ２０００), １８１Ｇ３１２[Hebrew]．Inrecentyears, Yehuda
HalperhaswrittenanextensivecollectionofarticlesonBibago:Y．Halper, “PhilosophicalAllegoryin
Bibago: ExegeticalDuplicityfortheSakeofOpenInquiry,”JewishStudiesQuarterly２１ (２０１４):２６１Ｇ
２７６; Y．Halper, “Bibago􀆳sIntroductionto HisCommentaryonAristotle􀆳sMetaphysics, ” Zutot１０
(２０１３): １Ｇ１５; Y．Halper, “Abraham BibagoontheLogicofDivineScience: Metaphysicsαandthe
LegendofthePardes,” forthcoming; Y．Halper, “Abraham BibagoonIntellectualConjunctionand
HumanHappiness:FaithandMetaphysicsaccordingtoa１５thＧcenturyJewishAverroist,”forthcomingin
Quaestio: Yearbookofthe History of Metaphysics; and an article on Bibago submittedtothe
EncylcopediaofRenaissancePhilosophy．Inthesearticles, Halperarguesthatthereexistedasignificant
gapbetween the opinion of Bibagoin hisscientific works (particularly hiscommentary on the
Metaphysics)andhisreligiouscomposition,DerechEmuna (“PathofFaith”)．AccordingtoHalper,the
trueopinionofBibagoistobefoundinhisscientificworks, whileinDerechEmuna,ourauthorreveals
hisspiritualpositiononpolitics,educationandreligion．WhileIagreewithHalperregardingtheexistence
ofagapbetweenBibago􀆳scommentaryontheMetaphysicsandDerechEmuna,Idisagreeregardingthe
significanceofthegap．In myopinion, thefactthatBibagodoesn􀆳tdescribethepossibilityofthe
intellectualconjunctionwiththeintellectinhiscommentarydoesn􀆳tsignifythataccordingtoourauthor
thiskindofconjunctionisnotpossible,butonlythatthisistheopinionofAristotle(andAverroes)and
maybethetruelimitofphilosophicalinquiry．Someexplanationsthathavenothingtodo withthe
Aristoteliantext,suchashiscommentaryontheTalmudicaggadaofthePardes,canalsobeexplainedin
thecommentaryaccordingtoanAristotelianＧAverroisticview．InDerechEmuna (seethesecondpartof
thisarticle), Bibagoclaimsthatonlyfaithcanassureahuman􀆳ssurvivingthedecompositionofthebody．
ItisprobablethatinthesecommentariesBibagodescribestheimpossibilityoftheacquisitionofsurvival
viaphilosophicalinquiry,andinhisownbookexplainsthatreligionsandespeciallyfaithcanrespondto
thisfailureofphilosophy．Anotherpossibility, thoughlessprobableaccordingto myopinion,isthat
BibagochangedhismindbetweenthewritingofhiscommentaryontheMetaphysicsandDerechEmuna,

whichwasprobablyhislastwork．
ThisdebateabouttheinterpretationofBibagoisnotcriticaltotheunderstandingofhisrelationto

Gersonidesin Derech Emuna．Moreover, according to his commentaries, Bibago disagrees with
Gersonidesonscientificsubjects,probablybecausetheinterpretationofBibagoismoreAverroisticthan
theinterpretationofGersonides．

OntheJewishphilosophyofthisperiodseeA．Ackerman, “JewishPhilosophyandtheJewishＧ
ChristianPhilosophicalDialogueinFifteenthＧCenturySpain,”inTheCambridgeCompaniontoMedieval
JewishPhilosophy,eds．D．H．FrankandO．Leaman (Cambridge: CambridgeUniversityPress),３７１Ｇ
３９０．
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synthesizevariousmoderatephilosophicalviewsandtraditionalJewishbeliefs．
InBibago􀆳sbookthereareanumberofimportantquotesfromGersonides, who
isthe second most quoted Jewish medievalthinker of Bibago􀆳s, after
Maimonides．However, unlike with Maimonides, Bibagocites Gersonides􀆳
opinionsasafoiltohisownideas．① Bycontrast, Bibagoalwaysmakesthe
efforttointerpretMaimonidesinawaythatagreeswithhisownopinion．

ThisarticleanalyzesBibago􀆳sattitudetowardsGersonideswithregardto
thequestionofGod􀆳sKnowledgeandwithregardtomiracles,includinghow
theyhappenandtheirimportanceininstillingfaith．Onthesetwosubjects
Bibagodevotedasignificantportionofhisdiscussiontosummarizingthe
opinionsofGersonidesandthenrefutingthem, ratherthan minimizingthe
differencesandharmonizingtheiropinions,ashedidwhendiscussingtheideas
ofMaimonides．Wewillseethat,infact, Bibagoadoptedsomeoftheopinion
ofGersonidesandthusseparatedhimselffromtheopinionof Maimonides．
Nevertheless, Bibagoconstantlypositionedhimselfasatrueinterpreterof
MaimonidesandanopponentofGersonides．

Ⅰ．God􀆳sknowledge

Bibagodedicatedthesecondchapter( )ofthefirstpartofhisbook②

tothesubjectofGod􀆳sforeknowledge．③Inthebeginningofhisdiscussion,our
authordescribesseveralmistakenopinionsofnonＧJewishphilosophers．He
startshisdescriptionwiththeviewtraditionallyattributedtoEpicurus④: all
eventsareduetohappenstance, andthereforetherearenorulesandno
possibilityofknowingthefuture．ThenextnonＧJewishopiniontoberefutedis

①

②

③

④

Itisimportantto notethat Bibago mentions Gersonidesalsoin hiscommentary onthe
Aristoteliancorpus(supercommentaryonthecommentaryofAverroes)．Forexample,Bibagonotedthat
oneofthereasonshewrotehiscommentaryonthePosteriorAnalyticswastocorrectthe mistaken
interpretationsgiven by Gersonides．On thissubjectsee M．Steinschneider, “Abraham Bibago􀆳s
Schriften,”１２６Ｇ１２７; Nuriel,ConcealedandRevealedinMedievalJewishPhilosophy,１８８Ｇ１８９．

PathofFaith, MSConstantinopol１５１１, VⅢ:rＧXVI:r．
OnthissubjectseeNuriel,ConcealedandRevealedinMedievalJewishPhilosophy,２０６Ｇ２０７．

OneGod􀆳sattributeingeneralseeC．Sirat,A HistoryofJewishPhilosophyintheMiddleAges,３８４Ｇ
３８５．

Maimonides,GuideofthePerplexed,I,１７．
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theviewofthepeoplewhoclaimthatGoddoesn􀆳tknowanythingunderthe
sphereofthemoon．Accordingtoourauthor,thesepeopleincludebelieversin
astrologyandtalismanicmagic．①

Aftergivinghissummaryofthemistakengentileopinions,Bibagobegins
todescribetheopinionsoftheTorah．AccordingtoBibago,theTorah􀆳sviewis
thatGodhasforeknowledgeofalleventsdespitepeople􀆳sfreewill．Thebasic
reasonfordivineforeknowledgeisthatknowledgeisperfection, and God
attainsallperfections．

Inthecontinuationofthischapter②, Bibagosummarizestheopinionof
MaimonidesinchaptersnineteentotwentyＧoneofthethirdpartoftheGuide
ofthePerplexed．③ Accordingtoourauthor, Maimonidescorrectlydescribed
thetruepositionoftheTorah: Godhasadifferenttypeofknowledgethan
people,suchthatthingsthatarecompletelyimpossibleforhumanknowledge,

likeforeknowledgeofthecontingentfutureorknowledgeofaninfinityof

①

②

③

Thisopinioniscloseoncertainpoints(apartfromthehandlingofastrologyandmagic)tothe
secondopinionofAristotleasfoundintheGuideofthePerplexed (I,１７)．

PathofFaith, XI:２ＧXⅡ:２．
ThereisanimportantdebateinmodernscholarshipregardingthetrueopinionofMaimonideson

thequestionoffreewill．Forexample, seeS．Pines, “AbulBarkatPoeticsand Metaphysics,” Scripta
Hierosolymitana４(１９６０):１２０Ｇ１９８; A．Altmann, “FreeWillandPredestinationinSaadiaBahyaand
Maimonides,” Essaysin JewishIntellectual History (Hanover: New Hampshire, １９８１), ３５Ｇ６４,

especially４７Ｇ５４;J．Stern, “Maimonides􀆳ConceptionofFreedomandtheSenseofShame,”inFreedom
andMoralResponsibility: GeneralandJewish Perspectives, eds．H．Manekinand M．M．Kellner
(Maryland: Eisenbrauns,１９９７),２１７Ｇ２６５; M．Sokol, “MaimonidesonFreedomoftheWilland Moral
Responsibility,” HarvardTheologicanReview９１(１９９８):２６Ｇ２８, whichassertsadeterministicopinion;

J．Gellman, “FreedomandDeterminismin Maimonides􀆳Philosophy,”inMosesMaimonidesand His
Time,ed．E．L．Ormsby(Washington:CatholicUniversityofAmericaPress,１９８９),１４１Ｇ１４４;S．Sadik,
“Maimonides􀆳sMechanismofChoice,” A．J．S．Review ３８ (２０１４): , whichassertthevoluntarist
interpretationofMaimonides．IntheMiddleAges, almostallofMaimonidesinterpretersthinkthathe
trulybelievedinfreewillexceptforone: AbnerofBurgos．SeeAbnerofBurgos,OfrendadeZelos,ed．
WalterMettman(Opladen: WestdeutscherVerlag,１９９０),Chapter７,４１Ｇ４３;S．Gershenzon, “TheView
ofMaimonidesasaDeterministin ‘Sefer MinhatQenaot􀆳by AbnerofBurgos,” WorldCongressof
JewishStudies９, C (１９８６):９３Ｇ１００．
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individualsanddetails,arepossiblefordivineknowledge．① Asweseeinthe
Guide:

WhatImyselfsayisthatallthesedifficultiestowhichallofthemare
subjecthaveastheircausethefacttheyestablishedarelationbetweenour
knowledgeandHis, mayHebeexalted;foreverysectconsidersthethings
thatareimpossibleforourknowledgeandconsequentlythinksthatthisalso
holdsnecessarilywithregardtoHisknowledge．．．③

Weseein this passagethe wellＧknown opinion of Maimonides on
attributesandtheimplicationsforthesubjectofdivineknowledge,towit,all
theerrorsofthephilosophersregarding God􀆳sknowledgeareduetotheir
equivocation of human and divine knowledge．Due to this error, the
philosopherscannotunderstandthatthingsthatarecompletelyimpossiblefor
ourknowledge,e．g．knowledgeofthefuturewithoutannullingfreewill,are
quitepossibleforGod􀆳sknowledge．

Afterthisdescription,BibagobeginstosummarizeGersonides􀆳scriticism

①

③

AboutMaimonides􀆳sopinionondivineknowledgeseeL．Stein, Die Willensfreiheitundihr
VerhältnisszurGöttlichen Präscienzund ProvidenzbeidenJüdischen Philosophendes Mittelalters
(Berlin,１８８２),２２Ｇ３４; M．Schwartz, “RemarksConcerningMaimonidesConceptionofGod􀆳sKnowledge
ofParticulars,”inTorahand Wisdom: Essaysin HonorofArthurHyman, ed．RuthLinkＧSalinger
(NewYork,１９９２),１８９Ｇ１９５; Ch．Manekin, “MaimonidesonDivineKnowledge: MosesofNarbonne􀆳s
AverroistReading,” AmericanCatholicPhilosophicalQuarterly７６ (２００２): ５１Ｇ７４; Ch．Touati, “Les
deuxthéoriesdeMaimonidesurlaprovidence,”inStudiesinJewishReligiousandIntellectualHistory,

eds．S．SteinandR．Loews(Alabama: UniversityofAlabamaPress,１９７９),３３１Ｇ３４３; H．Kreisel, “The
SufferingoftheRighteous,”Daat１９ (１９８７): ２５Ｇ２６, note３１[Hebrew]; R．Krygier, Alalimitede
Dieu:L􀆳énigmedel􀆳omnisciencedivineetdulibrearbitrehumaindanslapenséejuive (Paris:Publisud,

１９９８),６３Ｇ１３５．
　　②　GuideofthePerplexed,Ⅲ,２０．IquotetheHebraictranslationofIbnTibbonbecausehisisthetextthatBibago
used．TheJudeoＧArabicoriginalis:

．(Munkedition,Paris１８５６,３４７)．
TheGuideofthePerplexed, trans．S．Pines (Chicago: The UniversityofChicagoPress,

１９６３),４８１．
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ofMaimonidesopinion．①Itisinterestingtoseethattheaimofthissummaryis
notjusttounderstand whatisfaulty with Gersonides􀆳arguments, butto
appreciatethetrueintentofMaimonides􀆳opinion:

InordertounderstandthetrueintentionoftheRabbiTheGuide (i．e．
Maimonides)onthismatter,Ishallcommentonsomeoftheobjectionsraised
byRabbiLevibenGershon (i．e．Gersonides),andshallendeavortodismiss
theminaccordancewithintellect．②

InthistextweseethatBibagoclaimsthathisaiminhislongdiscussion
(sevencompactfolios)ofGersonides􀆳opinionistounderstandinabetterway
Maimonides􀆳opinionthroughtheexplanationandtheresolutionofGersonides􀆳
criticism．Wewillseethattheconclusionofthisexplanationisquitedifferent
thantheaimasoriginallystated．

Inthefirstpartofhisdiscussion, Bibagosummarizesthefour main
argumentsofGersonidesagainsttheopinionofMaimonides．Thefirsttwoare
inthenexttext: ③

①

②

③

OnGersonidesopinionaboutthissubjectseeWarsoftheLord, Ⅲ,thecriticsofMaimonides
opinioncomeinthethirdchapter; Ch．Touati, LapenséephilosophiqueetthéologiquedeGersonide
(Paris: LesEditionsde Minuit,１９７３,) ５Ｇ５３; S．KleinＧBraslavy, “Determinism, Contingency, Free
Choice, and Foreknowledgein Gersonides,” in Without Any Doubt: Gersonideson Method and
Knowledge (Leiden: Brill, ２０１１), ２２１Ｇ２９６; Ch．Manekin, “Freedom WithinReason? Gersonideson
HumanChoice,”inFreedomand MoralResponsibilit, １６５Ｇ２０４; T．Rudavsky, “DivineOmniscience,

Contingencyand Prophecyin Gersonides,” in Divine Omniscienceand Omnipotencein Medieval
Philosophy,ed．T．Rudavsky(Lancaster:Springer,１９８５),１６１Ｇ１８１; T．Rudavsky, “DivineOmniscience
andFutureContingentsinGersonides,”JHP２１ (１９８３):５１３Ｇ５３６; S．Feldman, Gersonides:Judaism
withintheLimitsof Reason (Oxford:Littman LibraryofJewish Civilization, ２０１０), ８１Ｇ１０３; Ch．
Manekin, “OntheLimitedＧOmniscienceInterpretationofGersonides􀆳TheoryofDivineKnowledge,”in
PerspectivesonJewishThoughtandMysticism,eds．AlfredL．Ivry,ElliotR．WolfsonandAllanArkush
(Amsterdam: Routledge, １９９８), １３５Ｇ１７０; S．Sadik, “ThePsychologicalProcessofChoiceinthe
ThoughtofGersonides,”JSIJ,forthcoming．

Constantinopol１５１１, Ⅻ:r．
TheoriginalcritiquesareinWarsoftheLord, Ⅲ,３ (TelＧAviv: TelＧAvivUniversityPress),

３０３Ｇ３０４．
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ForinGodKnowledgeisidenticalwithHisessence, whereasinanyone
elseknowledgeistheeffectofGod􀆳sKnowledge．Insuchacasethetermis
appliedtoGodinapriorsenseandtootherthingsinaposteriorsense．

Thatif, wesaythatGodknowsbecauseoftheknowledgefoundinus．For
example,sinceweapprehendthattheknowledgebelongingtooutintellectisa
perfectionofourintellect―withoutwhichiscouldnotbeanintellectinact(i．
e．perfect)― wepredicateofGodthatHeknowsbyvirtueofthefact, which
wehavedemonstratedconcerning Him, thatGod (may Hebeblessed) is
indubitablyanintellectinact．ItisselfＧevidentthat whenapredicateis
affirmedofsomeobjectbecauseitistrueofsomeotherthings, itisnor

predicatedofboththingsinanabsolutelyequivocalsense．①

Thethirdargumentisthatifthereisabsolutelynothingincommon
betweenourknowledgeandGod􀆳sknowledge,itiscompletelyimpossibleto
associatenegativeorpositiveattributesto God．Forexample, itwouldbe
impossibletoattributetoGodmovement (orevencorporality), becauseits
meaningwithregardtoGodiscompletelydifferentthanthemeaningofhuman
movement(orcorporality)．②

Accordingtothisargument, theattributeofknowledgeisindeednot
attributedbothtousandtoGodinacompletelyequivocalway( ),

butratherwithadifferenceofpriorandposterior ( )．Inother

①

②

S．FeldmantranslationPhiladelphia１９８７VolumeⅡ:１０８Ｇ１０９．
OndivineattributesseeDavid Kaufmann, GeschichtederAttributenlehreinderJudischen

Religionsphilosophiedes Mittelaltersvon Saadja bis Maimuni (Gotha １８７２); H．A．Wolfson,
“ MaimonidesandGersonidesonDivineAttributesasAmbiguousTerms,”inM．M．KaplanJubilee
Volume,ed．M．Davis(New York: JewishTheologicalSeminaryofAmerica, １９５３), ５１５Ｇ５３０; H．A．
Wolfson, “TheAristotelianPredicablesandMaimonides􀆳DivisionofAttributes,”inEssaysandStudies

inMemoryofL．R．Miller,ed．I．Davidson(NewYork: TheJewishTheologicalSeminaryofAmerica,

１９３８), ２０１Ｇ２３４; H．A．Wolfson, “Maimonideson NegativeAttributes,” inLouisGinzbergJubilee
Volume,eds．S．Liberman, S．Zeitlin, S．Spiegel, andA．Marx (New York, １９４５), ４１１Ｇ４４６; H．A．
Wolfson, “CrescasontheProblemofDivineAttributes,”JQR７(１９１６):１Ｇ４４,１７５Ｇ１２１．
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words,divineandhumanattributesdifferonlyinproportion, whilehavingin
commongenusandspecies ( )．Thisconclusionisquiteclosetothe
opinionofGersonidesasweseebytheendofhiscritiquesofMaimonides􀆳
opinion:

(Thesepredicates)arepredicatedofGod (mayHebeblessed)implying
greaterperfectionthanwhenpredicatedofcreatures．Onthebasisofthisentire
discussion,itisnowevidentthatreasonsshowsthattheterm “knowledge”is
predicatedofGod(mayHebeblessed)primarilyandofcreaturessecondarily,

notabsolutelyequivocally, andthattheprinciples (ofreligionlanguage)

adoptedbyMaimonidesinordertoremovetheobjectionsofthephilosophers
concerningtheproblemofdivineknowledgearenotacceptable．①

InthistextandinthesummarybyBibago weseethat, accordingto
Gersonides,thereisacertainkindofcommondefinitionofhumanknowledge
anddivine knowledge, suchthat whilethere may existsome difference
betweenthetwoformsofknowledge, thisdifferencedoesn􀆳tchangethe
essenceofknowledgeitself．

After his review of the wellＧknown opinions of Maimonides and
Gersonides,BibagobringshisownsolutionforGersonides􀆳arguments．Inhis
responsetothesecondargumentofGersonides, Bibagodescribesthetrue
relationbetweenGod􀆳sattributesandhumanattributes:

Andthesecond objection canlikewise be dismissed by sayingthat
(regarding)thosethingsthatareequivoque,thesearetheverynameswhose
definitionvariesinaccordancewiththedifferentthingstowhichtheyrefer,

andthey (i．e．theobjectswithidenticalnames) sharenothingincommon

① TheWaroftheLord,trans．S．Feldman (New York:JewishPublicationSocietyofAmerica,

１９８７), VolumeⅡ,３５．
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excepttheirnameonly．Butthetruthisthatthisvariation (ofmeaning)that
weobserveinequivoquetermsisinfact (basedon) anabsolutelynecessary
difference, forifit would existin acloselyrelated genus, it wouldn􀆳t
necessarilyexistinallitsgenus, (in)eithertheloftyorthecloserones, but
thisisimpossible．．．①

InthispassageweseethatBibagoexplainedthemeaningofequivocalityof
terms( )andthatthesenamesarenotjusthomonyms．Moreover,it
isimpossiblethattheyaretotallydifferentinalltheirclassifications,butthey
havesomekindofcommonclassification．Inthecontinuationofthispassage,

Bibagodescribesthecommonusageoftheword “man” forbothareallive
personandasculptureofaperson．Thetwodifferwithregardtothemajority
ofclasses(e．g．lifeorintellect), whicharenotcommontobothsculptureand
realpeople．However,therearesomegenusesthatarecommontothetwo(e．
g．corporalityandexternalhumanfeatures)．

Bytheendofhisexplanation, ourauthorexplainsthemeaningofthis
distinctionwithregardtotherelationshipbetweenGodandhumanknowledge:

Soitisinourdiscussion: Divineknowledgeandhumanknowledgeneed
notdifferexceptregardingtheirfinaldifferentiationandinthecloselyrelated
genus．However,itisnotnecessarythattheydifferinthehighestgenus．So
forthisreasonthename“knowledge” differsbetweenGodandman, because
inman, (knowledge)isanacquisitionintheintellect, whileinGoditisnotan
acquisitionintheintellectbecausehehasnoacquisitionsthatareacquiredby
Hisintellect,forthiswouldrequiremultiplicity．However,thisisnecessarily
thatthey(divineandhumanknowledge) areinaccordregardingthehighest
genusandthisisbecauseknowledgeforeveryoneisapprehensionofthe
truth．．．②

HereBibagoexplainsthatdivineknowledgehassomethingincommon

①

②

Constantinople１５１１, :r
Ibid．
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withthehumanformofknowledge．Godcannothaveintellectualacquisitionof
knowledgelikepeople, becausethiskindofacquisitionleadstomultiplicity．
However, both types of knowledge have something in common: the
apprehendingoftruth．Inthecontinuationofhisdiscussion, Bibagoexplain
thisdefinitionoftherelationshipbetweendivineandhumanknowledge, and
resolvestheotherargumentofGersonidesagainsttheopinionofMaimonides
bytheuseofthisdefinition．

Itisinterestingtocomparethetrue useof Gersonidesin Bibago􀆳s
discussionofdivineknowledgewithhisdeclareduseofGersonidesbeforethe
summaryofhisopinion．DespitehisclaimthathisaiminquotingGersonidesis
tobetterunderstandMaimonides􀆳opinion,intruththeviewofBibagostands
ratherbetweenthe views of histwo predecessors．Nothingin Bibago􀆳s
summaryofMaimonides􀆳opinionscanleadtohisfinalinterpretationwithout
Gersonides􀆳argument．Aftertheexpositionofhisownposition, Bibagodoes
nottrytothenconvincethereaderoftherealopinionofMaimonides．

Onecantaketheaboveobservationastepfurther:Itisalsopossibleto
interprettheopinionofBibagoasactuallybeingclosertotheopinionof
Gersonidesthantotheopinionof Maimonides．Accordingto Maimonides,

thereisabsolutelynorelation between humananddivineknowledge．By
contrast, accordingtoGersonides, thereabsolutelyisarelation, withthe
relationbeingaquestionofhaving moreorlessofthesameknowledge．
AccordingtoBibago, thereexistsbetweenthetwoformsofknowledgea
degreeofrelation,thoughdecidelylessthanthatofGersonides．Ifwedescribe
mathematicallythisrelation, then according to Maimonidestherelation
between human and God knowledge is completely zero; according to
Gersonidesitisx;andaccordingtoBibagoitis０．５x．Thus,fromonepointof
view,Bibagostandshalfwaybetweenhistwopredecessors,butfromanother
pointofview,BibagoismuchclosertoGersonides,forthedegreeofdifference
betweencompletelyzeroandsomethingisinfinite, whereasthedegreeof
differencebetweenxand０．５xisonly２．

Bibagousedtheclassicscholasticmodeofexposition(asdidRabbiHasdai
CrescasandGersonideshimself)．Heexpoundsontwodifferentopinions,and
thenconstructshisownopinionbetweenthem．Itisalsoveryprobablethat
BibagodevelopedhisownphilosophicaldefinitionofGod􀆳sattributesintrying
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toanswerGersonides􀆳criticismofMaimonides．However,incontrasttothis
scholasticmodeofexposition,itisimportantforBibagobothtoseehimself,

andtoexposehimselftohisreader,asatrueinterpreterofMaimonidesandas
anopponentofGersonides．

Ⅱ．Miraclesandfaith

WefindasimilaruseofGersonidesinBibago􀆳sdiscussionofmiracles．
BibagodevotesthesecondchapterofthethirdpartofthePathofFaith①to
thissubject．Inthefirstparagraphofhisdiscussion,Bibagomentionsthatone
ofhisreasonsfordealingwiththissubjectisthatthosewhocamebeforehim
didnotsetdownprinciplesforunderstandingthisimportantsubject．Bibago
givestwoexamplesofthose whocamebeforehim: Maimonides, whose
treatmentofthissubjectisnotclearenoughinhisopinion,andGersonides,

whosediscussionofthissubjectattheendofhisWarsoftheLordisclearbut
incomplete( )．②

Inthefirstpartofhisdiscussion③, Bibagodividesmiraclesintothree
differentkinds．Thefirstisa oraregular“miracle” whichGodperforms
withtheintermediationofanangel．ThesecondisaneffectoftheActive
Intellectcalledalternatively (sign) or (sign ofproof)④．God
performsthiskindofmiraclethroughtheintermediationofaprophet．⑤ The

thirdkindofmiracle,calleda (wonder)isdonedirectlybyGodwithout
anykindofintermediary．Inthispartofthechapter, Bibagodoesn􀆳tmention

①

②

③

④

⑤

Pathof Faith, Constantinopol１５１１, LXXIX: rＧLXXXVI: r．Onthissubjectsee Nuriel,

Concealedand Revealedin MedievalJewishPhilosophy, ２２５Ｇ２２９; C．Sirat, A HistoryofJewish
PhilosophyintheMiddleAges,３８５Ｇ３８６．

OnGersonide􀆳sopinionon miraclesseeSarahKleinＧBreslavi, “Gersonides􀆳UseofAristotle􀆳s
Meteorologyin his AccountsofSome Biblical Miracles,” AlephＧHistoricalStudiesin Science &
Judaism,１０(２０１０):２４１Ｇ３１３．

EspeciallyLXXXIV:１．
Bibagodoesdistinguishbetween and ,butintermsoftheirsourcetheyareequivalent．It

shouldbenotedthat isgenerallytranslatedas “sign” or “wonder”．However, “signofproof”

preservesthedistinctionfrom and ,andperhapsbettercapturesthesenseoftheoriginalHebrew
inthecontextsinwhich appearsintheBible．

OnprophecyseeNuriel,ConcealedandRevealedinMedievalJewishPhilosophy,２４３Ｇ２４７．
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Gersonides􀆳 opinion．However, we can see an importantinfluence of
Gersonides􀆳treatmentofthesubject, especiallyinthetwofirstkindsof
miracles．AccordingtoGersonides①theActiveIntellectandtheprophets (or
thesages)②areactiveintheperformanceofamiracle, butitiscompletely
impossibleforGodtodoamiraclethroughachangeofHiswill,ascanbeseen
fromthispassagefromWarsoftheLord (VI,２,１０):

Hence,ifGodisallegedtobetheagentofmiracles,itwouldfolloweither
thatbothwillandknowledgewouldbegeneratedinHim whenHewantsto
generatethemiraclethatHeperforms;orthatthegenerationofthismiracleat
theparticularmomentwhenitoccurredwasdeterminedandorderedbyHis
eternalwill．TheclaimthatwillandknowledgecanbegeneratedinGodis
absurd．③

Inthesecondpartofthechapter, Bibagodealswiththegoalofthethird
kindofmiracle,donedirectlybyGodHimself．AccordingtoBibago,theaim
ofthiskindofmiracleistobringpeopletowardsperfectfaith．Aswecansee
bythenameofhisbook,faithisveryimportanttoourauthor．Faithisinsome
respecthigherthanthecapacityofthehumanrationalsense,andbybelieving
inthedivinityoftheTorah,onefeelsbothinspiredandcompelledtofulfillthe
commandments,therebyallowingtheobservantbelievertoattainlifeafter
death,thisbeingtheultimategoaloffaith．ItisinthiscontextthatBibago
understandsthecrucialsignificanceofGod􀆳sperformingmiracleswithoutany
intermediary,foritisonlythepowerofmiracleＧnurturedfaithＧandnotthe
weakertransformativecapacityofhumanreasonＧthatcaninduceapersonto
keepthecommandmentsasperfectlyaspossible．

ThistheoryofBibagoisverydifferentthantheopinionofMaimonideson
somemajorpoints．Forexample, Maimonidesdoesnotacceptanykindof
beliefthatissuperiortohumanreason,andheoutrightdenigratestheopinion

①

②

③

GersonidesdealwiththissubjectespeciallyinWarsoftheLord, VI, Ⅱ,９Ｇ１２．
WarsoftheLord, VI, Ⅱ,１１．
WarsoftheLord, VI, Ⅱ,１０:４７８Ｇ４７９．
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thatmiraclesaremeanttobringpeopletobelief．
Inthebeginningoftheeighthchapterofthelawsofthefoundationsofthe

Torah ( ) oftheMishneTorah, Maimonidesexplainsthatany
believerwhosebeliefisbasedon miracleshasashortcominginhisfaith
( )inasmuchasthereisapossibilitythatacharlatan(orasorcerer)

coulddothesame:

The(Nationof)IsraeldidnothavefaithinMoses,ourteacher,because
ofthesignsthatheperformed,foronewhosebeliefisbasedonsigns, (it
showsthat)hehasaflawinhisfaith (lit．“heart”), becauseitispossibleto
performasignthroughmagicorsorcery．Rather,allthesignsperformedby
Mosesinthedeserthedidoutofnecessity,andnotasaproofofhisprophecy．
(Forexample,)heneededtodrowntheEgyptians,sohesplittheseaandsank
theminit．①

Bycontrast, Gersonidesmentionsthatbringingpeopletofaithisoneof
themajoraimsofamiracle:

Moreover,aninductiveanalysisofmiraclesshowsthatallofthemare
expressionsofbeneficence, grace,andprovidenceＧeitherforthepurposeof
bringingaboutrightbelief, materialbenefits,orsalvationfromevil, whether
spiritualormaterial．②

WeseethatinthispassageGersonidesmentionsthatspreadingofthe
faithisoneofthemajoraimsofmiracles．TheopinionofBibagoonthissubject
isthereforeclosertotheposition of Gersonidesthantotheopinion of
Maimonides．

①

②

Basedonthetranslationby Eliyahu Touger, Onlinetranslation: https://www．chabad．org/

library/article_cdo/aid/６８２９５６/jewish/MishnehＧTorahＧRambam．htm．
TheWarsoftheLord, VI, Ⅱ,９:４７２．
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Strangely,Bibagodoesn􀆳tmentionthewellＧknownopinionofMaimonides．He
preferstocriticizeanotheropinionmentionedbyGersonides①thatmiraclesaredone
tobenefitimportantpeopleoracommunity:

Becausethepurpose(ofwonders)ismoreperfectandloftythanthesum
ofthepartsofchangingexistence．AndinthisthescholarGersonideserred
(whenheclaimed)thatthepurposeofawonderistosavesomeimportant
personorsomeimportantcommunityphysicallyorspiritually．Forthesaving
ofsomeimportantpersonisamatterofminorsignificance(lit．“perfection”)

comparedtothechangewhichwouldbemadeintheworkofCreation．②

Inthecontinuationofthepassage, BibagoalsocensuredGersonidesfor
notdifferentiatingbetweenamiracle( )andawonder( ), whichBibago
sawasbeingondifferentlevels．A miracleistheworkoftheprophetsand,

inasmuchasaprophet􀆳sconnectiontotheActiveIntellectisentirelynatural,a
miracleperformedbyaprophetdoesn􀆳trequirespecialdivineinterventionwith
thelawsofnature．Asaresult,a isakindofinferiormiraclewhich,asper
itsinferiorstatus,canbedoneforinferiorpurposes,e．g．inordertobenefit
certainimportantpeopleoracertaincommunity．Incontrast,achangingofthe
naturalorderby Godhastobefora moresignificantgoal, agoalmore
significantthanallthethingsofthisworld．AccordingtoBibago,theonlygoal
withenough significanceto requirethis change ofcreationisinstilling

①

②

ProbablybasedonWarsoftheLord,IV,６．
Constantinopopl１５１１, LXXXIV:v．
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transformative belief． Faith① which manifests as performance of
commandments gives to the believer an infinite existence after the
decompositionofthebody．Grantingthiskindofcontinuityoflifeismore
significantthananychangetopartsofnaturalexistence, andindeedthe
grantingofeternallifeiswhatcanlegitimizetheneedtochangenature．Itis
onlyforsuchaloftypurposethata wouldbeperformed．

Inthecontinuationofthischapter②,Bibagoagaincondemnedtheposition
ofGersonidesforhisaffirmationthatawonder( )isalsoaproductofthe
ActiveIntellectratherthanthedirectworkofGod．

Wecansummarizebysayingthatinhisdiscussionofmiracles, Bibago
buildsa very differenttheorythan thatof Maimonidesand Gersonides
concerningtheimportanceofmiraclesandthedirectactionofGodinone
certainkindofmiracles (i．e．wonders)．However,inthebeginningofthis
chapterhepreferstodirectlycondemn Gersonidesandonlysaysthatthe
treatmentgivenbyMaimonidesisnotclearenough．Inthecontinuationofthe
chapter,BibagoacceptscertainprinciplesofGersonides,especiallywithregard
totheroleoftheActiveIntellectinregularmiraclesandthepossibilitythatthe
aimofamiracleistopropagatebelief．However,henevermentionshisdebtto
Gersonides③,andevencriticizedsomepointswhereGersonidesactuallyagrees
withMaimonides．Onthesesubjects,especiallywithregardtothedirectaction
ofGodinawonder,insteadofcriticizingMaimonides, Bibagoprefersnotto
mentionMaimonides,andonlytocensureGersonidesopenly．

AlmostallothermentionsofGersonides􀆳opinionsinPathofFaithare

①

②

③

OntheimportancoffaithseeNuriel,ConcealedandRevealedinMedievalJewishPhilosophy,

２７１Ｇ２７６; C．Sirat, A Historyof Jewish Philosophyinthe Middle Ages, ３８８Ｇ３８９; Y．Halper,
“PhilosophicalAllegoryinBibago:ExegeticalDuplicityfortheSakeofOpenInquiry􀆳andAbrahamBibago
onIntellectualConjunctionandHumanHappiness: FaithandMetaphysicsaccordingtoa１５thＧCentury
JewishAverroist,”forthcominginQuaestio:YearbookoftheHistoryofMetaphysics．Myexplanation
differsfromtheexplanationofNurielandHalperregardingtheaccentonthesupraＧrationalstatusoffaith．
OntheimportanceoffaithinthethoughtoftheJewishphilosophersofthe１５thcenturysee A．
Ackerman, “JewishPhilosophyandtheJewishＧChristianPhilosophicalDialoguein FifteenthＧCentury
Spain,”３７７Ｇ３７８．

PathofFaith, LXXXV:２．
OnthissubjecthisrelationtoGersonidesissimilartoCrescas􀆳srelationtoGersonides．Onthis

topicseeCh．Touati, “HasdayCrescasetleproblêmedelasciencedivine,”REJ１４２(１９８３):７３Ｇ８９．
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negative．Forexample,inthesixthchapterofthesecondpartofhisbook①(the
chapterthathastodowiththeinterpretationofMoses􀆳ssin)aswellasinthe
fifthchapter ofthethird part, Bibago emphasizesthat Mosesreached
maximumhumancapacityinallrealms．Asapartofthisdiscussion, Bibago
alsocomparesMosesandtheMessiah,andcriticizedGersonidesforaffirming
(inhiscommentarytotheTorah)②thatthesuperiorityofMoseswaslimited
tothemiraclesheperformed, whichwouldmeanthatinothermatters,andin
particularintermsof wisdom, any personcould potentially be Moses􀆳s
superior．③ OnthissubjectBibagomaintainstheopinionofMaimonides．

Conclusion

WecansummarizeourdiscussionregardingtheplaceofGersonidesin
Bibago􀆳sPathofFaithbycomparingtherolesassignedto Maimonidesand
Gersonides,theonlytwomajorJewishphilosophersthatBibagodealswithat
length．④

Bibago makeseveryefforttopositionhimselfasatrueinterpreterof
Maimonidesand MaimonidesasorthodoxJewishbeliever．Forexample, he
interpretsthewellＧknownopinionofMaimonidesonthepossibilityofacquiring
lifeafterdeathofthebodyonlyinthemeritofscientificknowledge,inavery

①

②

③

④

PathofFaith, LXVI:１．
Gersonides,CommentaryonDeuteronomy (Jerusalem,２０００), XXXIV:１０．
Anotherexample: HiscritiqueoftheopinionofGersonidesaboutthecreationoftheworld:Path

ofFaith,neartheendofthebook,１０１:２．
OntherelationofBibagotoMaimonidesseealsoA．Ackerman, “JewishPhilosophyandtheJewishＧ

ChristianPhilosophicalDialogueinFifteenthＧCenturySpain,”３７９Ｇ３８４(especially３８３)．Ackermannalsomention
thecriticsofGersonides􀆳opiniononGod􀆳sknowledgebytheJewishphilosophersof１５thＧcenturySpain．
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conservativeway．① Accordingtoourauthor,thetruemeaningofthisopinion
isthatfollowing God􀆳scommandmentsprovesthatapersonhasacquired
sufficientspiritualknowledgetoattainthislevelofscientificknowledge．This
interpretationtransformsthearguablyiconoclasticviewofMaimonidesintoa
moretraditionalone．AllJewsthatfollowGod􀆳scommandmentshaveapartin
Paradise．A nonＧJeworaJew whoisanonＧbelievercannotaccessParadise
becausetheylackknowledgeofthecorrectopinionregardingthenatureofGod
andother metaphysicalopinionsthatcanonlybeacquiredbya miracleor
divinerevelation．TheroleofMaimonidesinBibago􀆳sbookistheroleofthe
“goodJewishphilosopher”; aphilosopher whousesgentilephilosophyto
betterunderstandJewishbelief, butbynomeansaJewishphilosopherwho
goesbeyondthislimitedusageofphilosophyinordertointerpretthebeliefsof
Judaismaccordingtotheerrantopinionsofthegentilephilosophers．

TheroleofGersonides, incontrast, istheroleofthe “badJewish
philosopher”．InBibago􀆳sbook, Gersonidesonlyappearstobecriticizedforhis
mistaken positions, which go againstthe true meaning ofthe Torah．
Gersonides􀆳misunderstandingofhisownJewishtradition, arguesBibago,

comesfrom hisextremephilosophicalviews．Aswe mentionedabove, his
misunderstandingofthedifferencebetweendivineandhumanlogicledtohis
misunderstandingofGod􀆳sknowledge, whilehismisunderstandingofGod􀆳s
abilitytochangethelawsofnatureledtohis misunderstandingofGod􀆳s

① PathofFaith,especiallyXXXXVI:２ＧLX:１．Onthescholarsdebateregardingtheopinionof
MaimonidesonthistopicseesS．Pines, “TheLimitationsofHumanKnowledgeAccordingtoalＧFarabi,

IbnBajjaand Maimonides,” inStudiesin MedievalJewish HistoryandLiterature, ed．I．Twersky
(Cambridge, Mass．: HarvardUniversityPress),８２Ｇ１０９;S．Pines, “Leslimitesdelamétaphysiqueselon
alＧFarabi,IbnBajjaetMaimonides:sourcesetantithesesdecesdoctrineschezAlexandred􀆳Aprodiseet
Themistius,” MiscellaneaMediaevalia１３ (１９８１):２１１Ｇ２２５; VersusA．Altmann, “Maimonidesonthe
IntellectandtheScopeofMetaphysics,”inVondermittelarlichenzurmodernAufklärung (Tübingen:

MohrSiebeck,１９８７),６０Ｇ１２９; H．A．Davidson, “MaimonidesonMetaphysicalKnowledge,” Maimonides
studies３(１９９２):４９Ｇ１０３; Z．Harvey, “MaimonidesonHumanPerfection, Awe,andPolitics,”inThe
ThoughtofMaimonidesPhilosophicalandLegalStudies,ed．I．Robinson (New York:Edwin Mellen
Press,１９９０),１Ｇ１５．
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miracles．①

ItisinterestingtoseethatBibagoinfactadoptedsomeofGersonides􀆳
opinions,suchthatGersonidescanbedescribedwithoutadoubtasoneofthe
majorJewishphilosopherstohaveinfluencedBibago．Butintherhetoricofhis
book,BibagodecidedtogivetohimthenegativeroleoftheJewishphilosopher
influencedtoomuchbygentilephilosophy．

① IagreewithNuriel(ConcealedandRevealedinMedievalJewishPhilosophy,２６３)andHalper
(“AbrahamBibagoontheLogicofDivineScience: MetaphysicsαandtheLegendofthePardes,”４),that
BibagoseeshimselfasastudentofMaimonidesandwantstorespondtothecritiqueofMaimonidesby
Gersonides．ButasopposedtoNuriel,IseealsosomeimportantinfluenceofGersonidesonBibago．


