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David Neumark, the radical reform rabbi and later professor for Jewish philosophy at the Hebrew Union College in Cincinnati had three children. His first daughter was called Salomea, his second daughter Martha was apparently the first women in Jewish history who tried to become a rabbi and his youngest child, a son, Neumark gave according to old Jewish tradition two first names: Immanuel Kant.

There is no doubt that the somewhat outstanding name of Immanuel Kant Neumark was intended to be a clear message as to the philosophical preferences of the father, as well as to the father’s ideas of what philosophical tradition should be handed down to the son – if not to the whole of the son’s generation of educated Jewish children. But the naming of Neumark’s son also reminds on another curious adopting of a great philosopher’s name by a Jewish intellectual, more then 150 years earlier: When Shlomo ben Yosef, a bright Polish yeshiva student came to Germany and felt the need of a family name, he took on the name of Maimon, calling himself from now on Salomon Maimon – after the famous medieval halachist and philosopher who was his role model in more than one respect. And while Neumark, in addition to his admiration for Kant was a respected Maimonides scholar, Maimon, apart from his lifelong affiliation with Maimonides, was one of the first profound critiques of Kant’s philosophy, even according to Kant himself.

Kant and Maimonides, thus connected not only intellectually, but on a very personal level, became the two major philosophical figures for German Jews of the nineteenth century, and almost naturally many Jewish scholars of this period tried to find a more or less direct line of thinking from Maimonides’ medieval treatise Guide of the Perplexed to Kant’s Critical philosophy. The apparent conformity of the two philosophers on many subjects soon becomes a favorite object of interest for those scholars, thus recruiting support for their own theological agendas both from a presentable Jewish source and at the same time from a widely respected Gentile’s system that even seems to be in accordance with Judaism’s general teachings. 

Especially striking is a general rule of modern intellectual Judaism: The more Kantian a Jewish philosopher is orientated, the more interest in the thinking of Maimonides he usually displays. This rule can be observed from Salomon Maimon’s groundbreaking use of Kantian thought in interpreting Maimonides to Hermann Cohen’s controversial neo-Kantian reading of the Guide. A good historical illustration for this tendency is an episode from Königsberg of the 1850s: When several German intellectuals took the initiative to collect money for the erection of a Kant monument in the town, the Königsberg reform rabbi Heymann Jolowicz was among the active supporters of the idea. He gave a public lecture, later printed in a booklet, whose avails were to be donated to the monument. The subject of the Rabbi Jolowicz’ lecture was certainly not arbitrarily chosen, but rather an expression of the intellectual connection that the radical reformer immediately made: the lecture was called The Life and Works of Musa ben Maimun.
While for some nineteen-century Jewish scholars Maimonides belonged to the Middle Ages and was at best of historical interest, the Kantians and Neokantians often found in the philosophy of the Guide welcome support for contemporary problems in interpreting and adapting Judaism to the needs of modernity. At the beginning of the twentieth century several of the most important scholars of Wissenschaft des Judentums published a series of influential essays, analyzing the asserted close consensus between Kantian philosophy and the rational essence of Judaism in general and Jewish ethics in particular.
 The results of this analysis were overwhelmingly positive and, at least in some cases, Maimonides’ philosophy played an active role in constructing the connection between modern, liberal Judaism and Kant. In general, the Jewish adoption of Kantian thought, the climax of the German form of Enlightenment, is seen as the vital reason for the absence of heavy tremors and serious conflicts at the entrance of Jewry into modernity. Only the deistic pattern of this Kantian enlightenment, which combined religious ideals with the idea of humanity and rational thinking, (contrary, for example, to the French pattern) was suitable for a harmonization with Judaism. 
One of the first Jewish Kantians who constructed an intellectual parallel from the Königsberg philosopher backwards to Maimonides was Manuel Joel, not by chance the scholar who established philosophy as an independent field within the Wissenschaft des Judentums. Joel taught the history of religious philosophy at the Breslau rabbinical seminary and continued his philosophical projects even later, after he became the chief rabbi of Breslau as successor of Abraham Geiger. From the 1850s, decades before Kant was to reclaim his philosophical authority at German universities, Joel stuck to Kantianism as the system of thinking that in his eyes came closest to the intellectual traditions of Judaism. Later Jewish Kantians writing on Maimonides include David Kaufmann who taught at the rabbinical seminary in Budapest, Moritz Eisler, the principal of the gymnasium in Nilkolsburg (Moravia), Moritz Steckelmacher, the long-time liberal rabbi of the town of Mannheim and, most prominently the above mentioned Rabbi David Neumark. 
But as an example of finding similarities in the teachings of Maimonides and Kant I want to present here (at the Hebrew University) a lecture by Julius Guttmann. Guttmann, born 1880, studied in Breslau (where his father was rabbi) both at the rabbinical seminary and at the university. For 15 years he held the chair for religious philosophy at the Berlin Hochschule für die Wissenschaft des Judentums. In 1933 he published his major Die Philosophie des Judentums. Rejecting several calls to the USA, in 1934 he went to Jerusalem to teach philosophy at the Hebrew University until his death in 1950.
In 1908, Guttmann, about that time already a respected scholar of his own, held a public lecture on “Kant and Judaism” that was subsequently published by the ‘Society for the Support of WdJ’ (Gesellschaft zur Förderung der Wissenschaft des Judentums). Right at the outset Guttmann mentioned that although Kant was completely ignorant of the later philosophical literature of Judaism, “some of his views on religious philosophy display a relatedness (Verwandtschaft) to the teachings of the greatest of our medieval philosophers, of Maimonides.” Only very reluctantly he would therefore reject the assumption of a connection between both thinkers, Guttmann continues, but the ways on which Maimonidean thought could have reached Kant are veiled in darkness and mystery – and thus we have to be content with stating this very fact and refrain from vague guessing.
 In the printed version of the lecture Guttmann at this point adds a note, however, demonstrating his obvious inability to refrain, at least, from going in to further detail as to what this relatedness between Maimonides and Kant might consist of, regarding its content and not the way of transmission. Guttmann agrees with what Manuel Joel had written earlier – that “naturally” we have to look for similarities not at places “where Kant draws the conclusions of his Critical position for the renewal of religious philosophy” and therefore reworked all the basic concepts of this philosophy, but rather where Kant analyses those concepts themselves and therefore comes closer to the questions of earlier religious philosophy – obviously Guttmann refers here to Kant’s Lectures on Philosophical Theology, the same prooftext that Manuel Joel before him had used. 

Considering those lectures, though, Guttmann believes “that the intellectual contact between Maimonides and Kant cannot be reduced to some single views of relatively minor importance”, views that are so universally valid that they anyway found entrance into general teachings of religious philosophy, and thus Kant’s use of Maimonides can easily be explained. No - for Guttmann, the opposite is true: Especially Kant’s major and highly influential theory about the concept of God is very close to the position of Maimonides on the same subject. And more then that, here Guttmann even finds repercussions on the actual Critical philosophy, thus constructing a Maimonidean reference even to Kant’s most decisive contribution to the history of modern thinking: “Kant’s concept of God, as derived from analogy, has also dominated the entire form of his Critical teachings about God; it might be seen, even, as the first point of origin for the whole Kantian doctrine of the regulative impact of the ideas“, Guttmann writes. Also Maimonides had posited the absolute inexplicability of the essence of God, and limited the positive meaning of all predications of God to the relation of the unknowable divine Being to the objects of experience – only thus, by analogy to the empirical conditions, this Being becomes conceivable for Maimonides.
 

Indeed Kant used the phrase “by analogy” many times in several of his works when talking about his notion of God.
 Notoriously, for Kant God is the ideal of reason, a ‘regulative idea’ that does not represent appearances but orders experience in the highest possible way. God is therefore a product of human reason, whose purpose it is to construct the world as if it would follow one unique, self-evident principle. Leaving aside for now the question of the ontological status of Kant’s God and the ethical use of this notion in the doctrine of the postulates of Practical Reason, Guttmann discovered the similarity especially in the epistemological realm: Although it is impossible, according to Kant, to understand the things represented by ideas, we can nevertheless approximate the concept of God by analogy of a anthropomorphic symbolism and imagine God as a being which knows and wills. The purpose of the concept of the analogy here is to seemingly bridge the border to the transcendental – reason tries to find an object of experience that corresponds at least in some features with the supernatural. Other then in mathematics, analogies in philosophy do not describe quantitative but qualitative equations, that is, they describe the identities in and of cause and effect, regardless of the specific differences of the compared objects.
 What is methodically important here is therefore “not the imperfect similarity of two things, but a perfect similarity of relations between two quite dissimilar things”, as Kant wrote.

With regard to God, this way of using analogies works sufficiently well, according to Kant, in order to arrive at a concept of God that reason can make use of:

“By means of this analogy, however, there remains a concept of the Supreme Being sufficiently determined for us, though we have left out everything that could determine it absolutely or in itself; for we determine it as regards the world and as regards ourselves, and more do we not require.”

By analogy to the empirical realities in our world we can think of a being, Kant says, that possesses all those realities with the highest perfection. To talk of God as possessing reason only by analogy avoids attributing (human) reason to God in Himself, as an inherent property in Him.

Maimonides conceives of the deity in the Guide of the Perplexed in quite a similar way. Where Kant discovered the need for an analogy, Maimonides identified the existence of merely homonymous words, that is, concepts that have nothing but the name in common. All essential divine attributes are such homonymous concepts for Maimonides. What Kant exemplifies with reference to reason (above), Maimonides tries to demonstrate using as example the divine attribute of omniscience. In Guide III:20 he explains all philosophical difficulties regarding divine knowledge with the false belief that God's knowledge is in any way comparable to ours. Maimonides rather assumed that God’s knowledge is identical with His essence and can therefore conclude

“that between our knowledge and His knowledge there is nothing in common, as there is nothing in common between our essence and His essence. With regard to this point, only the homonymy of the term ‘knowledge’ occasions the error; for there is a community only in the terms, whereas in true reality of the things there is a difference. It is from this, that incongruities follow necessarily, as we imagine that things that obligatory pertain to our knowledge pertain also to His knowledge.”

Listing in the same chapter his five criteria of fundamental difference between human and divine knowledge (among them knowing infinity and fore-knowledge without impact on human decisions), Maimonides actually agrees with Kant that by those criteria God is sufficiently determined for us – although Maimonides would not say so openly. But knowing the differences and therefore being able to solve, or reject, the theological problems around the assumption of divine omniscience, this seems to be the inherent purpose of this chapter in the Guide. In fact, Maimonides uses the technique of analogy in a similar fashion as Kant, only in the opposite direction. While Kant wants to find, in order to arrive at any useful concept of God, certain effective similarities in two quite dissimilar things, Maimonides wants to exclude wrong similarities in order to arrive at a pure concept of God. Using the tool of analogy he attempts to establish that God posseses something that the word ‘knowledge’ can conceptualize, but in a essentially different way compared to the human form of it. Wether this negative analogy can succeed, has been a long standing matter of dispute, whereas Kant’s positive method seems to achieve easily the intended result: an idea of God in accord with the capacities of human reason. 

This difference between a positive and a negative method might be explained with what also Julius Guttmann added to his account of the parallelism in the concepts of God in Kant and Maimonides – the entirely different point of philosophical origin for the respective deliberations. Kant discusses his God-idea exclusively within the framework of epistemology – Maimonides, to whom this discipline was unknown, developed his concept of God through a doctrine of the divine attributes, and was subsequently forced to tackle a considerable amount of theological problems resulting from this doctrine. But still, muses Guttmann, “those theological problems had some crucial influence also on Kant’s teaching of God, especially at the time when his criticism was first developed.” And finally Guttmann makes a serious claim that nevertheless was within the trends of thinking at the beginning of the twentieth century: Although this is not fully unfolded in his system, Maimonides showed a certain “tendency to transfer the actual focus of the idea of God into ethics” – according to the context of the remark Guttmann was obviously referring to the same tendency in Kant who called God famously (and in addition to all the above mentioned epistemology) a postulate of practical reason.
 Unfortunately Guttmann refrains at this point from developing this argument further and leaves it thus entirely to Hermann Cohen who at the same time published his landmark essay on the “Ethics of Maimonides” – claiming that there is much more than a ‘tendency’, but that Maimonides’ philosophy actually culminates in his ethics.

The Neo-Kantian treatment of Maimonides raised the integration of the Guide’s philosophy into contemporary thinking to yet another and more complex level. On the one hand we have Hermann Cohen’s attempt to detect strong similarities between Maimonides and Kant in the Guide’s accepting of reason as the source of morality, in its rejection of any form of eudemonism and probably even in some tendencies to proto-idealism – on the other hand we have Benzion Kellermann’s (a student of Cohen) elaborate refutation of earlier theories about such similarities on the field of the divine a priori and intuitive knowledge. 
In summary it can be said that the Kantian reading of Maimonides’ Guide passed through a considerable development in nineteenth century Germany. Beginning with some theories that single Maimonidean doctrines might have found their way, on the one channel or another, into Kantian thinking, the liberal Jewish intellectuals soon proposed much more: an inherent congruency between major parts of Kantian philosophy and the teachings of the Guide. And while those claims sometimes reached a fantastic and unjustified scale, informed by the motivation of the authors to support Maimonides’ theology by Kant’s authority, there always were other and more realistic ideas as to how Maimonides’ and Critical Philosophy could be intrinsically connected. Prominetly among them features the similarity between the concept of God for Kant and Maimonides, since both thinkers seem to use the notion of philosophical analogies to describe an otherwise unknowable God. 
The goal, however, of all those theories is always to establish Maimonides as an ‘ethical monotheist’, in accordance with liberal view of ‘essence of Judaism’, through an affinity for Immanuel Kant, who was thought to have best grasped Judaism’s universal religious message philosophically.
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