

A Few Chapters from the Guide
Translation from the Spanish by Matthew Weiss

Introduction to the Guide

In 1191, in the city of Fustat (Old Cairo), at the height of the Golden Age of Jewish medieval culture, Maimonides finished the Guide for the Perplexed. Who were the perplexed? Students of religion and philosophy, literate in both the holy scriptures and the metaphysics of Aristotle, and wavering, unable to reconcile revelation with reason, faith with science. Originally written in Arabic, the work was brought into Hebrew by Samuel ibn Tibbon (ca. 1190), who worked directly with Maimonides during the course of the translation. Another Hebrew version was completed by Yehudah Al-Harizi (ca. 1204), and from there the work was translated into Latin in the 13th century. In that form, it was available to St. Thomas Aquinas, whose thought, for example, bears Maimonides's imprint.


Over the next two centuries, history would deal blow after blow to the health of Jewish thought around the Mediterranean. In the 12th century, the fanatical Almohad sect overran Muslim Spain, making the area barely livable for Jews. Maimonides himself fled to Egypt at the time, and exhorted his fellow Jews to escape as well, and later, after the Christian conquest of Spain, the Jews had to deal with "mob attacks and forced conversions" (Lazar xi), which came to a violent head in 1391. By the early 15th century, however, "some kings and distinguished noblemen" (xii) began to feel a restless curiosity towards the philosophical and the occult; these Christians, in fact, comissioned translation after translation into Spanish of the great works of Jewish thought from the previous centuries. Many of the translators, in fact, were conversos, or New Christians, former Jews who still carried with them the knowledge of Hebrew. Indeed, under the rule of Juan II (1406-1454) in Castille and Alfonso V (1416-1458) in Aragon, Jewish thinkers again flourished, in close contact with the rising Christian intellectuals of the time.


It was in this context that one converso, Pedro de Toledo, was commised to translate the Guide into Spanish. Of the three parts of the Guide, the first two were translated around 1419 in Zafra, and the third in Seville by 1432. Not much is known about Pedro de Toledo, but that he was the son of Juan del Castillo, an apostate Jew and a man of the generation of 1391. Whether Pedro himself was a physician in addition to a translator, whether he was the author of a tract in Latin, or the judge of a small community of Jews in Toledo--or even whether he was, in fact, a converso or not--has been debated by scholars; what is known for sure is that Don Gómez Suárez de Figueroa, lord of Zafra and Feria in Extremadura, the son of Don Lorenzo of the Order of Santiago, commissioned the Guide's translation, but died in 1429, before the translation was completed; it is presumed that Pedro continued under the patronage of Don Gómez's brother-in-law Don Iñigo López de Mendoz, Marqués de Santillana, in whose library the translation was discovered. 


The resulting work was not only the first translation of Maimonides into a European vernacular, and was also the most extensive philosophical text ever to be translated into the Spanish language. Pedro de Toledo claims to have worked with four separate texts, the Judeo-Arabic original, the Hebrew translations of ibn Tibbon and Al-Harizi, as well as "some other medieval translations only alluded to here and elsewhere" (ix), and perhaps because of this mix, the work was plagued by scribal errors and confusions caused by discrepancies between the different translations; nevertheless, it can be said:

Pedro de Toledo's enterprise, in spite of some shortcomings as a translator and gaps in his total mastery of Hebrew, as well as a certain clumsiness in style resulting both from the different translation techniques of Ibn Tibbon and Al-Harizi and from his literal adherence to their versions, offers a testimony to the active interest in Christian circles of his time in Maimonides's work and constitutes a linguistic landmark in the history of the Spanish language (ix).

Remarks on Translating Philosophy, and on the Present Translation


What does it mean to translate philosophy? In prose one faces the problem of emulating the style of the author, a rhythm and cadence that extends over pages and grants story and character coherence; in poetry problems dominate of image and symbol, of compression and line. But in philosophy, what do we do?


Philosophy is the working over of metaphors; it is the drawing of analogies, and the raising into the abstract of the concrete, the later uncovering of hidden relationships implied in concepts produced, those shapes of thought whose architecture is straightened-out and re-curved over the course of an argument. We are taught to feel and hold in our hands the shapes of thoughts by words. It is not that that words originate the shape or concept; rather the word stands in for a certain shape, or philosophical experience, which has always suggested itself already in experience. 


So when we translate philosophy, we are translating concepts, the shapes of thought; to bring philosophy from one language into another, then, is to uncover the metaphor at work in the original, and make that metaphor explicit in the translation. For the metaphor must always be revitalized; to bring the original word directly into the new language with a explanatory footnote or to take refuge in an already existing native word, whose sense is similar, but whose metaphor is different or forgotten, is to efface the very face of the original thought, and to reduce the philosophy to the churning of opaque symbols. Furthermore, there can never be a one-to-one correspondence of philosophical vocabulary from one language to another; since all philosophical language is metaphor to the utmost degree, and takes on the very immaterial curvature of thinking, a single word in philosophy can refer to the whole mass of a thought-building, and its conjoining words, the the shape of the space within it.


For this very reason, the English language poses a particular problem for the translation of philosophy. Whereas in other languages, the metaphor of a philosophical term may be written into the structure of the word itself, the philosophical terminology of English has its nature obscured even to its own speakers, since it is nearly entirely derived from Latin, French, or Greek.


For example, an Aristotelian philosopher speaking in English might say: "an accident supervenes on a substance." In order to explain this sentence to a layperson, the philosopher would have to suggest something like this: "To begin with, there are substances, which make up the basic stuff of reality. Things ultimately distinguishable from each other have different substances. Substances are what underlie the things we see. More than that, substances can have attributes, in essence, adjectives, that further describe a thing. Some attributes are essential, in that they deal with the essence, or the true nature, of the substance. A substance is never found apart from its essential attributes--whereas some attributes are accidental, that is, merely temporary, and do not follow necessarily from the essence of a thing. And so, we say an accident supervenes on a substance, because an accident is not an essential part of the substance, although it appears with it."


Alternatively, one could translate the sentence from Latin into English. The word accident comes from Latin through Old French. The Latin word is accidere, "to happen, fall out, or fall upon," from the verb cadere, "to fall," with the prefix ad, "to," before it. Thus an accident is literally, a falling-to, or a happening-to something. That is, an accident is something that just happens to something else, an event not necessarily anticipated beforehand. The word supervenes comes again from Latin, from the word venire, "to come," plus the prefix super, "over, upon, on top of." Thus to supervene is to come on top of something. Finally, substance comes from Latin through Old French; in Latin, the noun substancia comes from the verb substare, made up of stare, "to stand," and sub, "up to, under." The verb came to mean, "to stand firm, or to be under or present," and so substancia, or substance, is that which stands under, that which holds firm.
 So to put all these pieces together, when we translate the sentence "an accident supervenes on a substance" from Latin to English, we find, loosely, "a happening-to comes on top of the under-stuff," which, although strange, makes good sense: that which merely happens to come along to something always comes on top of the stuff that supports it underneath! All that can be deduced from the words themselves, without any philosophical commentary or discussion. Of course, the words themselves are merely the starting point for the philosopher; but one can see immedietly that the English speaker confronted with the opaqueness of substance, attribute, accident, essence, positive, negative, intellect, and so forth, is in a stranger position in regard to the philosopher that those for whom such words make intuitive sense. It's worth considering, then, that perhaps philosophy appears more abstract in English, more divorced from everyday life, and from lived experience, because our philosophical words are merely empty symbols for the dead metaphors of other languages.


I would like to draw three small examples from the Guide's Spanish in order to illustrate this point, and demonstrate some of the principles used in the following translation. Now, Spanish too bear the imprint of the classical philosophical tradition, and Pedro de Toledo's Spanish shows the importation of a number of words, derived from Latin, whose original metaphors are lost (açidente, esençia, and so forth). I have translated those words with their English equivalents (accident, essence, etc), without delving into the Latin or Greek roots. Whenever the language presents a metaphorical expression using the mechanics of Spanish itself, however, I translate those metaphors rather than by searching for the standard English equivalent. Whether these metaphors are of Pedro de Toledo's devising, or whether they are adaptations of similarly metaphorical words in Hebrew or Arabic, is not material to the present translation. Rather, I want to convey in English the impression of the Spanish, leaving opaque words opaque, and bringing out the active metaphors; for perhaps because this is the earliest extensive work of philosophy in Spanish, Pedro's language is unusually vivid, if at times confused.


Three translational cruxes in particular deserve mention, since they are essential to understanding the argument of the excerpted passages. The first is the word la rreformaçion, which at first glance one is tempted to translate as the reformation; and in fact, insofar as Maimonides is constantly distinguishing commonplace, every-day speech from philosophically proper discourse, one would not be surprised to find him emphasizing the reformative aspect of his teaching. But context makes clear that the word should be analyzed in terms of its component parts: la rre-formaçion, or the re-forming. The word, in fact, corresponds to the English attribute, the metaphor being this, that a thing, a substance, has a form; this form is re-formed, or formed again, by the things attributed to it, the adjectives predicated on it, and so on. The act of re-forming, that is, an attribute, or a forming-again, is what is denoted by la rreformaçion.


Now, the key idea in the chapters I have translated is that God is ultimately unknowable; that conventionally we ascribe various attributes (re-formings) to God, based on our understanding of ourselves, but that none of these attributes can be ultimately true in reference to God. They are merely metaphors for the masses. Thus, rather than use what are usually translated as positive attributes--for example, "God is one"--one must employ negative attributes--for example, "God is not multiple." The reasoning is that, in reality, God is not one, in our sense of the term; "God is not multiple," in contrast, captures the fact that what we understand as oneness is always one of some number of things, whereas God's oneness is such that it precludes the possibility of there being anything but one. 


Pedro often uses either un nonbre (a name) or una rreformaçion for attribute; but it would be misleading to translate his terms for positive and negative, adebdante and despojante, with their obvious English counterparts. Now, ultimately, positive comes from the Latin ponere, "to put"; negative comes from Latin negare, "to deny." The words in English today, however, have clearly lost the sense of their original metaphors, but that is not the case in Pedro's Spanish. Un nonbre adebdante is Pedro's term for a positive attribute, which literally means, an obligating name. Un nonbre despojante is his term for a negative attribute, and it literally means, a stripping name, or a name that strips away. Un nonbre adebdante, then, is an attribute that obligates something to be a certain way, that is, a positive attribute; whereas un nonbre despojante is an attribute that, far from obligating, merely sets a limit on the conception of the thing being described, that is, a negative attribute. It literally strips away falsity. As we'll see, Maimonides exhorts us to use only nonbres despojantes in regard to God, and never nonbres adebdantes. Holding this idea in mind, the meaning of the chapters I have translated, chapters fifty-six through fifty-nine from the first part of the Guide, should be clear. I have worked from the edition of Pedro de Toledo's translation edited by Moshe Lazar, published by Labryinthos in 1989, from the manuscript housed in La Biblioteca Nacional in Madrid.
Translation
Chapter Fifty-Six


There are in re-formings [las rreformaçiones] that which is more profound than we have brought forward; of what it is to know that being [el eser]
 is an accident [açidente], coming alongside that which has being, and, because of this, is a thing added on top of the essence [la quiditat] of that which is. And this is agreed to be the case for all that has its being for a reason [causa], which is a thing added on top of its essence--but what does not have a reason for its being, which is the praised God, alone in this thing, is what is referred to when one says of God, that it is necessary for Him to exist, because His being is His essence [esençia] and His truth [verdat], and it is not a substance [sustançia] which may come with His being by accident; because His being would be a thing added to it, and also it is necessary for Him to be always, neither newness [noujdat] nor accident happens to Him, and because of this He is and is not in being
, and is alive and not in life, is powerful and not in power, and understood and not in understanding, not in knowing, and also, everything returns to one thing without many-ness [muchidat], as will be shown.


And you should know that one-ness [la vnjon] and many-ness are accidents that happen to every thing which has parts, having many-ness or unity [vnjdat], and this is already shown in the metaphysics
. And just as the count is not the substance of the counted, and in the same way unity is not the substance of the thing which is one, since all are accidents of divisible quantity [cantidat partible] which come to those beings [los eseres] able to receive these accidents; more, the necessity of being simple [sinple] does not follow from composition [conpusiçion], just as it is falsity that it follows from the accident of many-ness or unity, I want to say: that unity is not added on top of its substance, also, one is not in unity.


And one cannot clear up
 [fol. 27r] these thin things, which with little effort stop the understanding [entendimiento], with the use of the usual words that are the great cause [cabsa] of mistakes in each language, since one cannot imagine the thing if not with the human mind. And when we should want to show God not being in a crowd [muchedunbre], we cannot say then "one," although the one [el vno] is such that the size [el mucho] is from the parts of the quantity; and because of this we should state the thing with the understanding of the truth, saying: "one, not in unity [qadmōn]
" and eternal, showing that he is not created [criado]
. And it is known that "ancient" [qadmōn]
 is not said here for that which is in time, which is an accident of movement [moujimiento], and is relative [rrelativo]; because saying "ancient" as an accident of time is like if you were to say large or short as an accident of a line; and that which does not have time is neither ancient nor created [criado], just as it is not said of sweetness unjust or just, nor of the voice salted, nor anything of taste.


These things are known to him whose use understands the truth and clears the truth up through the understanding, not through words. And what the books say, that God is "first" and "last," is just like saying that He has an eye or ear, whose intention is that He does not have change [demudaçion] nor renewal [rrenouaçion] of anything, nor is God in time, so that there may be some equality between Him and another thing which is in time, and may be first or last, and also all these words are "like the language of the sons of men." It is like our saying "one," because He does not have similarity, not because unity is joined to His substance.

Chapter Fifty-Seven


This is more profound than what we have brought forward already. Know that to name God with names that strip away [nonbres despojantes] is true speech, without some deficiency [mengua] in God; and one who calls God with obligating names [nonbres adebdantes] has great error and deficiency [menguar].
 And we must show that the names which strip away are ways and habits of the Creator in a way, and in what sense they are separated from the obligating names; and afterwards I will show you how we do not have a way of naming if not through stripping [despoiamientos] alone.


And I say it like this: that the re-forming does not distinguish the re-formed [el reformado] at all until that re-forming does not appear with another, also a form will easily be a form for the re-formed, and although it appears with another, and will not be with it in unity. Example: if you should see a man in the distance, you will say: "who is that?" they have to say to you: "a living thing;" this is a form, and you have not distinguished it from another, also you have given it a boundary [termjno], such that what you have seen is not a vegetable [visitable]
 nor mineral. And if there is a man in a house, and you know that there is a body [cuerpo], also you do not know what it is, and you say: "what is there in this house?" And they tell you that there is not therefore a vegetable body nor a mineral, already you have given it some distinction [singularidat], from that you understand that there is therefore a living thing, and although you do not know what animal it is. In this way the forms of stripping away [despojaçion] may appear with those of obligation [adebdaçion], in that it cannot be that they are not determined in some distinction of boundary [termjno], although they would not be in it from the determination, except what is prohibited as opposed to what we thought is not prohibited. Also the way in which the ways of stripping away and the ways of obligation are distinguished, that the forms of obligation, although they are not determined, they describe some part of what is sought to know of each thing, or part of its substance or accident of its accidents, and the re-formings of stripping away do not show us what we seek to know, except if by way of accident, as we have shown by example.
 


And after this beginning, I say that there is a true proof for God that it is necessary for Him to be without parts [conpusiçion], as we will show, and we do not know Him except for His being, not His essence [quiditat]; and because of this He has no re-formings of obligation. Because it cannot be that He leaves the boundary of His essence so that the re-forming shows on (His essence), no more may His essence be composed in a way that shows the re-forming on (His essence). And so it is like that, He has no obligation in any way. And it demonstrates the meaning of the boundry of that by which man can reach God. Example: already He has been proven by us to have a thing outside of the things sensed and known through the understanding, and saying that He has being, the intention is that He is not proved to be, and we should know that it is not like the being of the elements that have mortality [morteridat], and we say that He is alive, the intention is that he is not dead, nor is it like the being of the heavens [los çielos] that are alive, which because of this we said that He is not a body; and that this being is not like the being of the understanding which is not dead, nor body, nor caused [cabsado]; and that God is ancient because He does not have a reason for his being, and that this being, which is His own, is not abundant, being for Himself alone, but for us and for many beings, nor is it like the heat of fire and the light of the sun, also it is what influences and helps the influenced with firmness [firmeza] and design [aderesçamjento] with the guiding [rregimjento] of the expert designer [aderesçador], and I will show that later. And we say that through these things He can, and He knows, and He wants. And the intention is that He is not lazy, nor crazy, nor disturbed. And we say that His existence is abundant, in order to give it to many things; and that He is not crazy, because He reaches out [alcança], He is alive, since that which reaches out is a living thing; and that He is not disturbed, because things come controlled and governed, and are not created according to design except through reason [rrazon] and will [voluntad]. And we said: there is no being like Him; and that He is one, by being far away from many-ness.


And I show it to you that every way in which we put God, or whatever way of action [obra] will be, or deprivation of many-ness; [...]. And they would never use these names which strip away for God except by being far from the thing which is not in Him, like we should say that a wall does not have will. And you know that we measure these heavens with span and elbow [palmo e cobdo], and we come to know the measure [conparaçion] of their parts and more of their movements, and they have wearied the understandings to know its essence [quididad], and although we know that they have matter and form, it is not like ours, and because of that we cannot describes them with names that are not general, and we will say that the heavens are not light nor heavy, nor passive, nor have taste nor odour, nor receive action [obra] from another. And we say this because we do not know its matter. So how will we understand the simple, separated from matter, finished, necessary to exist, which has no cause, whose perfection is removed of deficiencies? And so we understand that there is a being (eser) who does not resemble a thing of its creatures, nor has an equality [aparçeria] with them, nor many-ness, nor shortness [cortidat] in making what it wants; and its relationship [conparaçion] with the world, is like the captain of a ship, although it is not a true relationship, except to show that He is ruler of His things, and keeps the rule of His beings, even as will be shown completely.


May the Creator be praised, who when the sense is put in His being, one comes up short; and when one wants to understand His works in His will, one's knowledge becomes madness; and when one wants the tongue in praising him, all becomes stupidity [torpedat] to speak.   

Chapter Fifty-Eight


The question is, if there is no way of knowing the essence of God, and the ways of obligating are impossible with Him, then do some have an advantage over other knowers [sabidores]? And that which Moysen (Moses), and Salamon (Solomon), reach is that which the junior of students reach? And that which is known and public in those things of law and philosophy, they are in the great advantage of some rather than others. Know that it is the truth of this advantage, that if you should add to the re-formings of that which has them, the truth will be more recognized. And if you should thus add so many more deprivations [priuaçiones] in God, you know the more. And you are the more close than he who does not subtract from God that which is not in Him. And because of that a man works many years to understand the science [sçiençia] of truth and to distance from God that which is not in Him. And there are others, short of study, because they do not understand this and doubt if there is such a thing in God, or not; and some stupid one puts on Him a thing impossible to be like that, accordingly I will show that He does not have a body; or another doubts, he does not know if He is a body or not; and another has it as he has it, he understands that he sees with such faith in his God. Because of this, they see and you will see the improvement that some have over others; that the first has no doubt of being near God; and the second, to be far from Him; and the third, more so when we should put the fourth who proves to be impossible the possibilities in God, until finding a man who may prove the impossibility [ynposibledat] of there being many impossibilities [jnposibledades] and deprivations [priuaçiones] in God which are for us possible to be in Him and to come to Him--if many more of us should believe this necessary thing, he will be that man more perfect than he.


Certainly it is shown to you, that if you should prove the names which strip away apply to God, you will be more perfect, and if you should put to him some obligations, you will be far from recognizing him. And in this way one recognizes and one will be near to Him, subtracting that which one should subtract, and not putting on Him too much in His existence or by putting on Him perfection which is such in us, since every perfection is conditioned [abituaçion], and not every condition is for all conditioned. And know that if you put in God some things, you distance yourself from him in two ways: the one, that each thing which you should put in him is a perfection for us; and the second that it is not another thing but His own, which is His own perfection.


And as always, each man cannot come to recognize what is in his power to recognize if not through deprivation, and the deprivation does not give the understanding of the thing of which we deprive Him which is not in Him, because of this everyone said there is no one who can recognize God, but He Himself, and our recognizing is not enough [cortidat]. And all the philosophers said: He strengthed himself over us and baffled us with His great virtue [onor], and He concealed himself [encubriose] from us his many things to be unconcealed, like the sun is concealed by poor eyes, so they elaborate on this enough. And the strong saying is what David says: "to be quiet is praise to You." [Ps 56:2] Because each laud and praise is a deficiency [mengua] in God; and quiet is better, so say the perfected: "Speak in your hearts, on your beds, and be quiet always." [Ps 4:5]


And the noble scholars of the Talmud [talmuditas] said: "that before Rabi Hanina (Rabbi Haninah), they said: God the powerful, the great, the strong, the terrible, the feared, the fortified. Rabi Hanina said to them: have you stopped the praise of our Lord [vnestro Señor]? We do not hear premission to say three of those things, and that only because Moysen [Moses] and those of the holy house said the rest. Example: how does this seem? To a king who used to have a thousand times a thousand pieces of gold, and they praise him for silver, and this is certainly very ugly to him."


Here I come to the speech of this good man; and keep in mind that he was being angered by the multiplying of re-formings and the assigning of them to God. And if we would have left it to our understanding any more, then we would not speak of them; for the reason that men may have a good imagination [maginaçion] and thought, thus they put these on Him, like they said: "The law
 speaks with the language of men;" therefore they put on God in the way of their own perfections, and (decide) the limit of us who may not put them on Him, recognizing what they are, except in the hour of understanding the law, or in prayer, for the prophets and those of the holy house decreed it so, and we speak it to ourselves like that. And the well spoken man said that for two reasons came these praises and names in our prayer: the first because the law says it, and the second because the prophets decreed it in order to say the prayer with them. And if not for the first, we would not name them. And if not for the second, we would remove them from their place and not make a prayer with them. And you multiply in Him these formalities?


So this has been shown to you, and because of this, for all such things put on God in the books of the prophets, it is not sloppy of us naming them in prayer, except some who, because those of the holy house decreed them, therefore we hear them so graceful, not like they make the utterly insane who multiply prayers and you will say that they decree thus so that their thoughts bring them close to God, and they say to God things which if they were to say them to a man, it would be a lack in his status, because they have not understood these honored things praised by the common sense [los sesos] of the village; also they put on Him that which they thought to be good and convenient for what in this praise they awaken the possibility, according to their thought, and finding in the prophets such words and they judged them according to their simplicity, and they make sayings easily and poems [cantigas], and they think saying poems noble, until saying things which are of their own government and great madness, until laughing at something according to its nature [naturaleza] when one hears them, and one cries at understanding well how such a thing is said in God. And but for piety against giving a fault to the speaker, I tell you already a little of their mistakes which are very clear deficiencies to he who understands.


And it is certain that you knew that thus to put bad reputation and bad name is a great sin, and also it is a greater sin to say of God these things and put to Him these re-formings. And I will not say that it is a revelation, but is a dishonor, according to the failings [el yerro] of the common people [comunidat] where they hear it and of that people is such a speaker. And he who recognizes this failure of those ways of speaking [esos dezires], and speaks of them, is in my eyes one of those about whom it is said: "and the sons of Yrrael [Israeal] spoke words which are not like that [asi] about Adonay [Adonai], our God;" [II Re 17:9] And they said in the prophecy: "And by speaking error about Adonay;" [Isa 32:6] and he who thinks to honor his creator [su criador], should not hear them, [...] so much more do his works. And already you know the sin [pecado] of him "who speaks against the high," and you should not in these matters of God assign Him a thing, except praising him with good sense, nor should you add in prayer and blessings [benediçiones] more than that which they decreed, which is abundant enough, nor add nor subtract, as Rabi Hanjna said. And as for the rest that the prophets put on God and you will go through it for that, and believe it as we say that they are re-formings of the works [obras], or they show stripping away of vilenesses [njchilidades]
; and the discovery is not for the common people, but for those special ones [singulares], who thus agree not to say more than they understand.


And I will return to speak on the interpretation [la glosa] of Rabi Hanjna, who did not say of the king, "that he used to have a thousand coins of gold and they used to praise him for a hundred," that then the example would be an sign that his perfection of God would be more than that perfection which we assign to God, which is His kind [espeçia], and is not like that as we show and prove; also the knowledge [sçiençia] of that example, thus says: "coins of gold and they praise him for silver," is to demonstrate that our perfections are not the kind of the essence [esençia] of God, also they would be a dimunition [mengua] of His highness [alteza], like the given example said of Him: "and certainly the thing was ugly to him." And already I gave you to understand that what in God you think is a perfection is a dimunition in Him when it should be of that which is for us. And Salamon showed us this abundantly, where he says: "That God is in the heavens and you are on the earth; therefore, let your words be few." [Ecl. 5:1]

Chapter Fifty-Nine


Thus I want to say to you more so that you may understand that most of one's habits [costunbres] are by way of deprivations, and so that you should begin to distance the way of affirmations in God. Consider a man who knows there is in the world a ship, who has not seen it, nor knows what its name concerns, if a substance or an accident; and another knew that it is not an accident; and another understood that it is not of minerals; and another knew that it is not an animal; and another knew that it is not a vegetable [visitable]
 planted in the ground; and another knew that it is not a body naturally joined together; and another knew that it is not like tables and doors; and another knew that it is not dug like a well; and another knew that it is not round, of a wide part, and falls in roundedness until arriving at a point; and another knows that it does not have roundness nor even feet; and another knows that it is not even. Certaintly, it is shown to you that the last knows the form of the ship as there is in each of those forms of deprivation [priuaçion] and as if this were equal to the picture [figuro] in the ways and forms of the formation [firmaçion]. However, the first ones whom we named in that example, each one [fol. 29r] is far from recognizing the ship, more than the one after him, such that the first does not recognize any but one name alone. [...] And because of this make sure that you prove the deprivation, so that you should not have it only by saying; because always by proof you will bring yourself a step closer to God. And in that way there were many close and others far, not because they have closeness or distance according to place, according to how the idiots think. And understand that well and you take advantage of him with joy. And already I showed to you the way thus that you might bring yourself closer to God and see in this way if you should wish. 

...

End of Manuscript


Here is the end of the third part of the "More,"
 thus it is all finished, let God be praised, amen. And it was finished Friday, eight days of the month of February, the year of the birth of our Lord of one thousand four hundred and thirty two years, in the very noble city of Seville. He who wrote the the book (was) Alfonso Peres de Caçeres, citizen of the aforementioned city. Let God be praised for ever, amen. The book is finished, let there be praise to God, amen.

Pedro de Toledo's Spanish Translation

Capitulo çinquenta e seys


[A]y en las rreformaçiones lo que es mas fondo delo que antiçipamos; de lo qual es saber que el eser es açidente, conteçio al que ha el eser, e por esto es cosa añadida sobre su quiditat del que es. E esto es muy declarado conuenjr ser en todo aquel que ha su eser (a) causa, que es cosa añadida sobre su quiditat, pero lo que non ha causa al su eser, el qual es Dios loado, solo enesta cosa, es lo que se diz en Dios que es nesçesario de eser, por que su eser es su esençia e su verdat, e non es sustançia que le contesca el eser por açidente; por que seria su eser cosa añadida enella, mas es nesçesario del eser sienpre, non le conteçe noujdat njn açidente, e por esto es e non en eser, e biuo e non en biuez, e poderoso e non en poder, [e] entendido [e] non (con) [en] entender, njn en saber, mas todo torna a vna cosa sin muchidat, [commo se declarara].


E [deues saber que] la vnjon e la muchidat son açidentes que conteçen en toda cosa que es de parte que es muchidat o vnjdat, e ya es declarado esto enla metafisica. E commo la cuenta non es sustançia del contado, e asi la vnjdat [non es sustançia] dela cosa que es vna, que todos son açidentes dela cantidat partible que alcança los eseres aparejados para rreçebir estos açidentes; mas el neçesario del eser sinple non le acaesçe conpusiçion, commo es falsidat acaesçelle açidente dela muchidat njn dela vnidat, quiero dezir: que non es la vnidat añadida sobre su sustançia, mas es vno non en vnidat.


E non se pueden esmerar [fol. 27r] estas cosas delgadas, que con poco se vedan del entendimiento, por el vso delos vocablos vsados que son cabsa grande de error en cada lenguaje, fasta non poder figurar la cosa si non humana mente. E quando quisieremos demostrar Dios non ser en muchedunbre, non podemos dezir si non "vno," maguer que tan el vno qual el mucho es delas partes dela cantidat; e por esto declararemos la cosa por el entendimjento dela verdat, diziendo: "vno, non en vnjdat [qadmōn]" e eterrno, demostrar que non es criado. E sabido es que el "antiguo" [qadmōn] non es dicho si non al que es en tienpo, que es açidente enel moujmiento, e es rrelativo; ca diziendo "antiguo" en açidente del tienpo, commo sy dixieses luengo e corto en açidente dela linea; e aquel que non ha tienpo non es antiguo njn criado, commo non es dicho enla dulçor tuerto njn derecho, njn la boz salada njn por sabor.


Estas cosas son sabidas al que vso entender la verdat e esmeralla por entendimjento, non por vocablos. E lo que dizen los libros que Dios es "primero" e "postrimero," asi commo dezir que tiene oio e oreja, quela entençion es que non ha demudaçion njn rrenouaçion de cosa, njn Dios es so el tienpo, para que sea alguna ygualdat entre el e otro delo que es en tienpo, e sea primero e postrimero, mas todos estos vocablos son "commo lenguaje delos fijos delos omnes." Asi es nuestro dezir "vno," por que non ha semejante, non por quela vnjdat es junta en su sustançia.

Capitulo çinquenta e seite


Esto es mas fondo quelo que antiçipamos. Sabe que nonbrar a Dios por nonbres despojantes es dezir verdadero, sin mengua en Dios alguna; mas nonbrallo por nonbres a(b)de[b]dantes teine grant equiuocaçion e menguar. E auemos menester declarar commo los despojantes son maneras e costunbres del criador en vna manera, e enque cosa se departen delos nonbres adebdantes; e despues te declarare commo non auemos via de nonbrallo sy non por despoiamientos sola mente.


E digo asi: quela rreformaçion non departe el rreformado sola mente fasta que non se aparçee en esa rreformaçion con otro, mas la forma sera tan bien forma al rreformado, e aun que se aparçee enella con otro, e non sera enel en vnidat. Enxenplo: si vieres vn ombe de lueñe, diras: "quien es aquel?" dezir te han: "cosa bjua;" esta es vna forma, e non lo departiste de otra, mas posistele vn termjno, quelo que viste non es visitable njn mjneral. E si esta vn onbre en vna casa, e sabes que esta ende vn cuerpo, mas non sabes que es, e dizes: "que ay enesta casa?" E dizen te que non esta ende cuerpo visitable njn mjneral, ya le posiste alguna singularidat, onde entiendes que ay ende cosa biua, e maguer [que] que non sabes que anjmal es. Enesta manera se aparçean las formas dela despojaçion conlas dela adebdaçion, que non puede ser que non se determjnen en alguna singularidat de termjno, aun que non fuesen enel dela determjnaçion, saluo lo que es vedado delo que pensauamos que non es vedado. Mas la manera en que se departen las maneras dela depojaçion delas maneras dela adebdaçion, quelas formas dela adebdaçion maguer non son determjnadas muestran alguna parte delo buscado saber de todo ello, o parte de su sustançia o açidente de sus açidentes, e las rreformaçiones delos depojamientos non nos muestran delo buscado saber, saluo si por via de açidente, segunt axenplamos
. 


E despues deste prinçipio, digo que Dios ay prueua verdadera que es neçesario de seer sin conpusiçion, segunt declararemos, e non conosçemos saluo el eser, non su quiditat; e por esto non ha rreformaçion de adebdacion. Ca non tiene seer que salga del termjno de su quiditat para quela rreformaçion muestre sobre ella, quanto mas que sea su quiditad conpuesta en manera que muestre la rreformaçion sobre ella. E si asi es, non ha adebdaçion [fol. 27v] en njnguna manera [...]. E muestra el seso a fin delo que puede onbre alcançar de Dios. Enxenplo: ya nos [fue] prouado auer (otra) [una] cosa fuera delas cosas sentidas e conosçidas por entendimjento, e diziendo que tien eser, la entençio[n] es que non es prouado de eser, e conosçeremos que non es commo el eser delos elementos que an morteridat, e dezjimos que es bjuo, la enteçion es que non es muero, njn es commo el eser de los çielos que son bjuos, que por esto dexjmos que non es cuerpo; e que este eser non es commo el eser del entendimjento que non es muero, njn cuerpo, mas cabsado; e que Dios es antiguo por que non ha cabsa asu eser, e que este eser, ques si mesmo, non es abondoso seer para sise sola mente saluo para nos e para mucho eseres, njn es commo la calor del fuego e luz del sol, mas es que enfluye e ayuda al ynfluydo con firmeza e aderesçamjento, con rregimjento de aderesçador entendido, (e) segunt declarare. E dezjmos que por estas cosas puede, e sabe, e quiere. E la enteçion es que non es perezoso, njn loco, njn turuado. E lo que deximos que su eser es abondoso, para dar ese amuchas cosas; e que non es loco, por que alcança, es biuo, que el que alcança cosa biua es; e que non es turbado, por quelas cosas van rregladas e rregidas, e non son criadas segunt acaesçimjento saluo por rrazon e voluntad. [E deximos]: este eser non ay commo el; e que es vno, por alueñar la muchidat. 


E ya sete declaro que toda manera que ponemos a Dios, o sera manera de obra, o priuaçion de muchidat; [...]. E non vsaron traer estos nonbres despojantes en Dios saluo por alueñar la cosa que non es enel, commo diremos quela paret non ha voluntad. E tu sabes que estos çielos medimos con palmo e cobdo, e alcançamos saber la conparaçion de sus partes e los mas de sus moujmjentos, e cansaron los entendimjentos connosçer su quididad, e maguer que sabemos que son de materia e forma, non commo la nuestra, e por esto non los podemos declarar por nonbres [si non] generales, que diremos quelos çielos non son liujanos njn pesados, njn pasiuos, njn han sabor njn olor, njn rresçiben obra de otro. E esto dezjmos por que non sabemos su materia. Pues commo entenderemos el sinple, separado de materia, acabado, nesçesario de eser, que non ha causa, que su perfecçion es quitada de menguas? E por esto entendemos que ay eser quele non semeja cosa de sus criaturas, njn tiene aparçeria conellas, njn muchidat, njn cortidat fazer lo que quiere; e su conparaçion enel mundo, como el patron dela nao, maguer non conparaçion verdadera, saluo mostrar que es rregidor delas cosas, e guarda rregla de sus eseres, segunt avn se declarara acabada mente. 


Ensalçado sea el criador, que quando el seso se pone en su eser, torrnase corto; e quando quiere entender sus obras en su voluntad, torrnase el su saber locura; e quando quiere la lengua en alteçello, torrnase todo dezir torpedat.

Capitulo çinquenta e ocho


Qujstion es, si non ay manera de conosçer la esençia de Dios, e las maneras del adebdamjento le son ynposibles, pues que mejoria an vnos sobre otros sabidores? E lo que alcanço Moysen, e Salamon, es lo que alcança el menor delos estudiantes. E lo que es sabido e publico enlos dela ley e filosofos, que ay en grant ventaja delos vnos alos otros. Sabe que es verdat de aquesta ventaja, que quanto añadieres [las] rreformaciones de aquel quelas ha, sera mas conosçida su verdat. E asi quanto mas añadieres priuaçiones en Dios, sabes del mas. E eres su mas çercano que aquel que non quita de Dios lo que enel non es. E por esto afana vn onbre muchos años entender sçiençia de verdat e alueñar de Dios lo que enel non es. E ay otros, cortos de estudio, ca non entienden esto e dubdan si ay tal cosa en Dios, o non; e algunt torpe le pone cosa ynposible de [fol. 28r] ser asi, segunt declarare que non tiene cuerpo; o otro dubda, non sabe si es cuerpo o non; e otro tiene quelo tiene, entiende que vee con tal fe asu Dios. Por esto veen [e] veras la mejoria que an vnos sobre otros; quel primero non es dubda ser çercano a Dios; e el seguno, lueñe del; e el terçero, mas ansi que quando pusieremos quarto que ouo prueua ser ynposible las pasibledades en Dio, e el primero que alueño la corporidat, non le fue declarado esto, sera este quarto mas çercano a Dios, fasta fallar onbre que se prueue ynposibledat ser muchos jnposibledades e priuaçiones en Dios que son a nos posible seer enel o venjr del, quanto mas si creyeremos esto neçesario, sera ese varon mas perfecto que el.


Ahe declarado te es, que quanto prouares despojamjentos en Dios, seras mas perfecto, e si le pusieres algunas a(b)debdaçiones, eras lueñe delo conoçer. E desta manera se conoçe e se açercara a el, quitando del lo que se deue quitar, e non ponjendole demasidat en su eser o para le poner perfecçion que es tal en nos, que toda perfecçion es abituaçion, e non todo abituaçion es atodo abituado. E sabe que si pones en Dios algunas cosas, alueñas te del de dos maneras: la vna, que todo lo quele pusieres es perfecçion anos; e lo segundo que non es otra cosa sy non sise mesmo, que es su mesma perfecçion.


E commo sienpre, todo onbre que non puede llegar conosçer lo que en su poder es de conosçer si non por priuaçion, e la priuaçion non da entender cosa de aquel que priuamos loque enel non es, por esto dixieron todos que Dios non ay quien lo puede conosçer, si non el se mesmo, e nuestro conosçer es cortidat. E todos los filosofos dixieron: enforteçiose sobre nos e turuonos con su grant onor, e encubriose de nos de su mucho seer descubierto, commo se encubre el sol delos flacos ojos, a alongaron enesto asaz. E el fuerte dezir es lo que Davit diz: "ati en callar es loança." [Ps 65:2] Ca todo loor e ala[ba]miento es mengua en Dios; el callar es mejor, segunt dizen los profectas: "dezit en vuestros coraçones, sobre vuestras camas, e callad sienpre." [Ps 4:5]


E dixieron los nobles talmuditas: "que ante rrabi Hanina, dixieron: [Dios] el poderoso, el grande, el fuerte, el terrible, el temjdo, el fortificado. Dixoles rrabi Hanjna: acabastes el loor de vuestro Señor? Estos non oujmos liçençia dezir los tres dellos, si non por quelo dixieron Moysen e los dela casa santa. Enxenplo: aque paresçe esto? A vn rrey que tenja mill vezes mill pieças de oro, e loan le con de plata, e çierto muy feo le es."


Aqui llego el dezir deste buen onbre; e para mientes quanto se enojaua multiplicar rreformaçiones e apropiallas a Dios. E si lo dexasemos anuestro entendimjento non mas, non fablariamos enellas; mas por rrazon quelos onbres ayan alguna buena maginaçion e pensamiento, por esto gelas aponen, commo dixieron: "Fabla la ley por lenguaje delos omnes;" por tanto ponen a Dios enlas maneras de sus perfecçiones, e la fin de nos que gelas non pongamos, conosçiendo que son, si non enla ora del aprender la ley, o en la oraçion, por quanto los prophetas e los dela casa santa la ordenaron tal, e la nos dezimos asi. E el dicho buen onbre dixo que por dos cosas vinjeron estos loores e nonbres en nuestra oraçion: la vna por que lo diz la ley, e lo segundo por que lo ordenaron los prophetas para dezir oraçion conellas. E si non por lo primero, non los nonbrariamos. E si non por lo segundo, non los quitar[i]amos de su lugar njn fizieramos oraçion conellos. E tu multiplicas enel las formalidades?


Pues declarado te es de aquesto, e por esto, que todas las cosas tales puestas a Dios enlos libros delas profetas, non es suelto anos nonbrallas enla oraçion, saluo algunas, por que los dela casa [fol. 28v] santa las ordenaron, entonçes ovimos la tal soltura, non commo fazen los acabados locos que multiplican oraçiones e dezires que ordenan para segun sus pensamientos se açercar a Dios, e dizen a Dios cosas que si las dixiesen avn onbre, la seria mengua en su grado, por que non an entendido estas onrradas cosas enxalçadas delos sesos del pueblo; mas pusieronle lo que pensaron seer bueno e conuenjente delo que enesta loor despiertan pasiblidat, segunt su pensamiento, quanto mas fallando los prophetas sus palabras tales e judgaron las segunt su llaneza, e fazen dezires suelta mente e cantigas, e piensan dezir cantiga noble, fasta dezir cosas que dellas son propia eregia e dellas grant locura, fasta fazer rreyr a alguno segunt su naturaleza quando los oye, e llora (e) a buen entender commo es dicho tal cosa en Dios. E si non por piadat de dar mengua del dezidor, dezir te ya algunt poco de sus yerros que son la su mengua bien clara al que entiende.


E es menester que sepas que si poner mala fama [e mal nonbre] es grant pecado (e mal nonbre), quanto mas que es mayor (mala fama) [pecado] dezir en Dios estas cosas e ponelle estas [rre]formaçiones. E non dire que es rreuellamjento, mas es desonrramjento, segunt el yerro dela comunidat que lo oyen e de essa gente es tal el dezidor. E el que conosçe esa mengua de esos dezires, e fabla enellos, es en mjs ojos delos que enellos es dicho: "e fablaron fijos de Yrrael palabras que non son asi sobre Adonay, vuestro Dios;" [II Re 17:9] E dixieron enla profeçia: "E por fablar sobre Adonay error;" [Isa 32:6] e el que cura onrrar su criador, non les deue oyr, [...] quanto mas fazer sus obras. E ya sabes el pecado del "que dize contra arriba," e non deues enlas maneras de Dios apropialle cosa, saluo enxalçallo con buen seso, njn añadas en oraçiones e bendiçiones sobre lo que ordenaron, que abonda asaz, njn añadas njn mengues, segunt [dixo] rrabi Hanjna. E lo demas que ponen los prophetas le elo quando pasares por ello, e creelo segunt declaramos que son [rre]formaçiones delas obras, o demuestran despojamiento de njchilidades; e non es descobrir al comun, que es delos singulares que asy conujene que non les digan lo que conujene, mas quelo entienden ellos.


E torrnare a dezir la glosa de rrabi Hanjna, que [non] dixo del rrey "que tenja mill dineros de oro e lo alabauan en çiento," que entonçes seria el enxenplo señal que su perfecçion de Dios seria mas que esta perfecçion quele conparamos a Dios, que es su espeçia, e non es asy segunt declaramos e prouamos; mas la sçiençia deste enxenplo, onde diz: "dineros de oro e lo alaban con de plata," es mostrar que estas perfecçiones nuestras non son dela esençia de Dios sus espeçias, mas serian mengua en su alteza, como dixo enel dicho enxenplo: "E de çierto fea cosa le es." E ya te di entender quelo que en Dios peinsas perfecçion es mengua enel quando fuere delo que en nos es. E Salamon nos mostro abondo en aquesto, do diz: "Que Dios es enlos çielos e tu sobre la tierra; [por esto, sean tus palabras pocas]." [Ecl. 5:1]

Capitulo çinquenta e jx


Quiero te dezir onde mas entiendas quelo mas de sus costunbres es por via de priuaçiones, e añadas alueñar la via de afirmaçiones en Dios. Pone que el onbre sabe que ay enel mundo vna nao, que la non vido, njn sabe sobre que se diz este nonbre njn si sobre sustançia o a acidente; e supo otro que non es açidente; e entendio otro que non es delos mjneralas; e supo otro que non es anjmal; e supo otro que non es visitable plantado enel suelo; e supo otro que non es cuerpo natural juntado; e supo otro que non es commo las tablas e puertas; e supo otro que non es cauada commo pozo; e supo otro que non es rredonda, de vna parte ancha e deçendie[n] en rredondez fasta llegar avn punto; e supo otro que non es que tenga rredondez njn pierrnas yguales; e supo otro que non es ygual. Ahe, te es declarado que este postrero supo la forma dela nao segunt es enestas formas dela priuaçion e commo si fuera ygual de aquel quela figuro enlas maneras e formas dela firmaçion. Enpero los primeros que nonbramos eneste enxenplo, cada vno [fol. 29r] es lueñe de conosçer la nao, mas que el despues [del], tanto quel primero non conosçe dellas si non solo el nonbre. [...] E por esto guar[da]te que prueues la priuaçion, non quela [ayas] por solo dezir; ca si por prueua sienpre te açercaras a Dios vn grado. E desta manera fueron del muchos çercanos e otros lueñes, [non] por que ayan çercamjento o alexamiento segunt lugar, segunt piensan los nesçios. E entiende esto bien e aprouechate del con alegria. E ya te declare la via onde te açerques a Dios e vee enella si quisieres.

...

End of Manuscript


Aqui es el fin dela terçera parte del "More," onde es todo acabado, Dios sea loado, amen. E acabose vierrnes, ocho dias del mes de febrero, año del nascimiento del nuestro señor de mill e quatroçientos e treynta e dos años, enla muy noble çibdat de Seujlla. El qual libro escriujo Alfon[so] Peres de Caç[e]res, vezino dela dicha çibdat. Dios sea loado por sienpre, amen. Finito libro, sit laus deo, amen.
English Translation by M. Friedländer from the Arabic

Chapter LVII


On attributes; remarks more recondite than the preceding. It is known that existence is an accident appertaining to all things, and therefore an element superadded to their essence. This must evidently be the case as regards everything the existence of which is due to some cause: its existence is an element superadded to its essence. But as regards a being whose existence is not due to any cause--God alone is that being, for His existence, as we have said, is absolute--existence and essence are perfectly identical; He is not a substance to which existence is joined as an accident, as an additional element. His existence is always absolute, and has never been a new element or an accident in Him. Consequently God exists without possessing the attribute of existence. Similarly He lives, without possessing the attribute of life; knows, without possessing the attribute of knowledge; is omnipotent without possessing the attribute of omnipotence; is wise, without possessing the attribute of wisdom: all this reduces itself to one and the same entity; there is no plurality in Him, as will be shown. It is further necessary to consider that unity and plurality are accidents supervening to an object according as it consists of many elements or of one. This is fully explained in the book called Metaphysics. In the same way as number is not the substance of the things numbered, so is unity not the substance of the thing which has the attribute of unity, for unity and plurality are accidents belonging to the category of discrete quantity, and supervening to such objects as are capable of receiving them.


To that being, however, which has truly simple, absolute existence, and in which composition is inconceivable, the accident of unity is as inadmissible as the accident of plurality; that is to say, God's unity is not an element superadded, but He is One without possessing the attribute of unity. The investigation of this subject, which is almost too subtle for our understanding, must not be based on current expressions employed in describing it, for these are the great source of error. It would be extremely difficult for us to find, in any language whatsoever, words adequate to this subject, and we can only employ inadequate language. In our endeavour to show that God does not include a plurality, we can only say "He is one," although "one" and "many" are both terms which serve to distinguish quantity. We therefore make the subject clearer, and show to the understanding the way of truth by saying He is one but does not possess the attribute of unity.


The same is the case when we say God is the First (Kadmon), to express that He has not been created; the term "First" is decidedly inaccurate, for it can in its true sense only be applied to a being that is subject to the relation of time; the latter, however, is an accident to motion which again is connected with a body. Besides the attribute "first" is a relative term, being in regard to time the same as the terms "long" and "short" are in regard to a line. Both expressions, "first" and "created," are equally inadmissible in reference to any being to which the attribute of time is not applicable, just as we do not say "crooked" or "straight" in reference to taste, "salted" or "insipid" in reference to the voice. These subjects are not unknown to those who have accustomed themselves to seek a true understanding of the things, and to establish their properties in accordance with the abstract notions which the mind has formed of them, and who are I not misled by the inaccuracy of the words employed. All attributes, such as "the First," "the Last," occurring in the Scriptures in reference to God, are as metaphorical as the expressions "ear" and "eye." They simply signify that God is not subject to any change or innovation whatever; they do not imply that God can be described by time, or that there is any comparison between Him and any other being as regards time, and that He is called on that account "the first" and "the last." In short, all similar expressions are borrowed from the language commonly used among the people. In the same way we use "One" in reference to God, to express that there is nothing similar to Him, but we do not mean to say that an attribute of unity is added to His essence.

Chapter LVIII


This chapter is even more recondite than the preceding. Know that the negative attributes of God are the true attributes: they do not include any incorrect notions or any deficiency whatever in reference to God, while positive attributes imply polytheism, and are inadequate, as we have already shown. It is now necessary to explain how negative expressions can in a certain sense be employed as attributes, and how they are distinguished from positive attributes. Then I shall show that we cannot describe the Creator by any means except by negative attributes. An attribute does not exclusively belong to the one object to which it is related; while qualifying one thing, it can also be employed to qualify other things, and is in that case not peculiar to that one thing. E.g., if you see an object from a distance, and on enquiring what it is, are told that it is a living being, you have certainly learnt an attribute of the object seen, and although that attribute does not exclusively belong to the object perceived, it expresses that the object is not a plant or a mineral. Again, if a man is in a certain house, and you know that something is in the house, but not exactly what, you ask what is in that house, and you are told, not a plant nor a mineral. You have thereby obtained some special knowledge of the thing; you have learnt that it is a living being, although you do not yet know what kind of a living being it is. The negative attributes have this in common with the positive, that they necessarily circumscribe the object to some extent, although such circumscription consists only in the exclusion of what otherwise would not be excluded. In the following point, however, the negative attributes are distinguished from the positive. The positive attributes, although not peculiar to one thing, describe a portion of what we desire to know, either some part of its essence or some of its accidents: the negative attributes, on the other hand, do not, as regards the essence of the thing which we desire to know, in any way tell us what it is, except it be indirectly, as has been shown in the instance given by us.


After this introduction, I would observe that,--as has already been shown--God's existence is absolute, that it includes no composition, as will be proved, and that we comprehend only the fact that He exists, not His essence. Consequently it is a false assumption to hold that He has any positive attribute: for He does not possess existence in addition to His essence: it therefore cannot be said that the one may be described as an attribute [of the other]; much less has He [in addition to His existence] a compound essence, consisting of two constituent elements to which the attribute could refer: still less has He accidents, which could be described by an attribute. Hence it is clear that He has no positive attribute whatever. The negative attributes, however, are those which are necessary to direct the mind to the truths which we must believe concerning God; for, on the one hand, they do not imply any plurality, and, on the other, they convey to man the highest possible knowledge of God; e.g., it has been established by proof that some being must exist besides those things which can be perceived by the senses, or apprehended by the mind; when we say of this being, that it exists, we mean that its non-existence is impossible. We then perceive that such a being is not, for instance, like the four elements, which are inanimate, and we therefore say that it is living, expressing thereby that it is not dead. We call such a being incorporeal, because we notice that it is unlike the heavens, which are living, but material. Seeing that it is also different from the intellect, which, though incorporeal and living, owes its existence to some cause, we say it is the first, expressing thereby that its existence is not due to any cause. We further notice, that the existence, that is the essence, of this being is not limited to its own existence: many existences emanate from it, and its influence is not like that of the fire in producing heat, or that of the sun in sending forth light, but consists in constantly giving them stability and order by well-established rule, as we shall show: we say, on that account, it has power, wisdom, and will, i.e., it is not feeble or ignorant, or hasty, and does not abandon its creatures: when we say that it is not feeble, we mean that its existence is capable of producing the existence of many other things: by saying that it is not ignorant, we mean "it perceives" or "it lives,"--for everything that perceives is living--by saying "it is not hasty, and does not abandon its creatures," we mean that all these creatures preserve a certain order and arrangement: they are not left to themselves; they are not produced aimlessly, but whatever condition they hello receive from that being is given with design and intention. We thus learn that there is no other being like unto God, and we say that He is One, i.e., there are not more Gods than one.


It has thus been shown that every attribute predicated of God either denotes the quality of an action, or--when the attribute is intended to convey some idea of the Divine Being itself, and not of His actions--the negation of the opposite. Even these negative attributes must not be formed and applied to God, except in the way in which, as you know, sometimes an attribute is negatived in reference to a thing, although that attribute can naturally never be applied to it in the same sense, as, e.g., we say, "This wall does not see." Those who read the present work are aware that, notwithstanding all the efforts of the mind, we can obtain no knowledge of the essence of the heavens--a revolving substance which has been measured by us in spans and cubits, and examined even as regards the proportions of the several spheres to each other and respecting most of their motions--although we know that they must consist of matter and form; but the matter not being the same as sublunary matter, we can only describe the heavens in terms expressing negative properties, but not in terms denoting positive qualities. Thus we say that the heavens are not light, not heavy, not passive and therefore not subject to impressions, and that they do not possess the sensations of taste and smell; or we use similar negative attributes. All this we do, because we do not know their substance. What, then, can be the result of our efforts, when we try to obtain a knowledge of a Being that is free from substance, that is most simple, whose existence is absolute, and not due to any cause, to whose perfect essence nothing can be superadded, and whose perfection consists, as we have shown, in the absence of all defects. All we understand is the fact that He exists, that He is a Being to whom none of His creatures is similar, who has nothing in common with them, who does not include plurality, who is never too feeble to produce other beings, and whose relation to the universe is that of a steersman to a boat; and even this is not a real relation, a real simile, but serves only to convey to us the idea that God rules the universe; that is, that He gives it duration, and preserves its necessary arrangement. This subject will be treated more fully. Praised be He! In the contemplation of His essence, our comprehension and knowledge prove insufficient; in the examination of His works, how they necessarily result from His will, our knowledge proves to be ignorance, and in the endeavour to extol Him in words, all our efforts in speech are mere weakness and failure!

Chapter LIX


The following question might perhaps be asked: Since there is no possibility of obtaining a knowledge of the true essence of God, and since it has also been proved that the only thing that man can apprehend of Him is the fact that He exists, and that all positive attributes are inadmissible, as has been shown, what is the difference among those who have obtained a knowledge of God? Must not the knowledge obtained by our teacher Moses, and by Solomon, be the same as that obtained by any one of the lowest class of philosophers, since there can be no addition to this knowledge? But, on the other hand, it is generally accepted among theologians and also among philosophers, that there can be a great difference between two persons as regards the knowledge of God obtained by them. Know that this is really the case, that those who have obtained a knowledge of God differ greatly from each other; for in the same way as by each additional attribute an object is more specified, and is brought nearer to the true apprehension of the observer, so by each additional negative attribute you advance toward the knowledge of God, and you are nearer to it than he who does not negative, in reference to God, those qualities which you are convinced by proof must be negatived. There may thus be a man who after having earnestly devoted many years to the pursuit of one science, and to the true understanding of its principles, till he is fully convinced of its truths, has obtained as the sole result of this study the conviction that a certain quality must be negatived in reference to God, and the capacity of demonstrating that it is impossible to apply it to Him. Superficial thinkers will have no proof for this, will doubtfully ask, Is that thing existing in the Creator, or not? And those who are deprived of sight will positively ascribe it to God, although it has been clearly shown that He does not possess it. E.g., while I show that God is incorporeal, another doubts and is not certain whether He is corporeal or incorporeal: others even positively declare that He is corporeal, and appear before the Lord with that belief. Now see how great the difference is between these three men: the first is undoubtedly nearest to the Almighty; the second is remote, and the third still more distant from Him. If there be a fourth person who holds himself convinced by proof that emotions are impossible in God, while the first who rejects the corporeality, is not convinced of that impossibility, that fourth person is undoubtedly nearer the knowledge of God than the first, and go on, so that a person who, convinced by proof, negatives a number of things in reference to God, which according to our belief may possibly be in Him or emanate from Him, is undoubtedly a more perfect man than we are, and would surpass us still more if we positively believed these things to be properties of God. It will now be clear to you, that every time you establish by proof the negation of a thing in reference to God, you become more perfect, while with every additional positive assertion you follow your imagination and recede from the true knowledge of God. Only by such ways must we approach the knowledge of God, and by such researches and studies as would show us the inapplicability of what is inadmissible as regards the Creator, not by such methods as would prove the necessity of ascribing to Him anything extraneous to His essence, or asserting that He has a certain perfection, when we find it to be a perfection in relation to us. The perfections are all to some extent acquired properties, and a property which must be acquired does not exist in everything capable of making such acquisition.


You must bear in mind, that by affirming anything of God, you are removed from Him in two respects; first, whatever you affirm, is only a perfection in relation to us; secondly, He does not possess anything superadded to this essence; His essence includes all His perfections, as we have shown. Since it is a well-known fact that even that knowledge of God which is accessible to man cannot be attained except by negations, and that negations do not convey a true idea of the being to which they refer, all people, both of past and present generations, declared that God cannot be the object of human comprehension, that none but Himself comprehends what He is, and that our knowledge consists in knowing that we are unable truly to comprehend Him. All philosophers say, "He has overpowered us by His grace, and is invisible to us through the intensity of His light," like the sun which cannot be perceived by eyes which are too weak to bear its rays. Much more has been said on this topic, but it is useless to repeat it here. The idea is best expressed in the book of Psalms, "Silence is praise to Thee" (lxv. 2). It is a very expressive remark on this subject; for whatever we utter with the intention of extolling and of praising Him, contains something that cannot be applied to God, and includes derogatory expressions; it is therefore more becoming to be silent, and to be content with intellectual reflection, as has been recommended by men of the highest culture, in the words "Commune with your own heart upon your bed, and be still" (Ps. iv. 4). You must surely know the following celebrated passage in the Talmud--would that all passages in the Talmud were like that!--although it is known to you, I quote it literally, as I wish to point out to you the ideas contained in it: "A certain person, reading prayers in the presence of Rabbi Haninah, said, 'God, the great, the valiant and the tremendous, the powerful, the strong, and the mighty.'--The rabbi said to him, Have you finished all the praises of your Master? The three epithets, 'God, the great, the valiant and the tremendous,' we should not have applied to God, had Moses not mentioned them in the Law, and had not the men of the Great Synagogue come forward subsequently and established their use in the prayer; and you say all this! Let this be illustrated by a parable. There was once an earthly king, possessing millions of gold coin; he was praised for owning millions of silver coin; was this not really dispraise to him?" Thus far the opinion of the pious rabbi. Consider, first, how repulsive and annoying the accumulation of all these positive attributes was to him; next, how he showed that, if we had only to follow our reason, we should never have composed these prayers, and we should not have uttered any of them. It has, however, become necessary to address men in words that should leave some idea in their minds, and, in accordance with the saying of our Sages, "The Torah speaks in the language of men," the Creator has been described to us in terms of our own perfections; but we should not on that account have uttered any other than the three above-mentioned attributes, and we should not have used them as names of God except when meeting with them in reading the Law. Subsequently, the men of the Great Synagogue, who were prophets, introduced these expressions also into the prayer, but we should not on that account use [in our prayers] any other attributes of God. The principal lesson to be derived from this passage is that there are two reasons for our employing those phrases in our prayers: first, they occur in the Pentateuch; secondly, the Prophets introduced them into the prayer. Were it not for the first reason, we should never have uttered them; and were it not for the second reason, we should not have copied them from the Pentateuch to recite them in our prayers; how then could we approve of the use of those numerous attributes! You also learn from this that we ought not to mention and employ ill our prayers all the attributes we find applied to God in the books of the Prophets; for he does not say, "Were it not that Moses, our Teacher, said them, we should not have been able to use them"; but he adds another condition--"and had not the men of the Great Synagogue come forward and established their use in the prayer," because only for that reason are we allowed to use them in our prayers. We cannot approve of what those foolish persons do who are extravagant in praise, fluent and prolix in the prayers they compose, and in the hymns they make in the desire to approach the Creator. They describe God in attributes which would be an offence if applied to a human being; for those persons have no knowledge of these great and important principles, which are not accessible to the ordinary intelligence of man. Treating the Creator as a familiar object, they describe Him and speak of Him in any expressions they think proper; they eloquently continue to praise Him in that manner, and believe that they can thereby influence Him and produce an effect on Him. If they find some phrase suited to their object in the words of the Prophets they are still more inclined to consider that they are free to make use of such texts--which should at least be explained--to employ them in their literal sense, to derive new expressions from them, to form from them numerous variations, and to found whole compositions on them. This license is frequently met with in the compositions of the singers, preachers, and others who imagine themselves to be able to compose a poem. Such authors write things which partly are real heresy, partly contain such folly and absurdity that they naturally cause those who hear them to laugh, but also to feel grieved at the thought that such things can be uttered in reference to God. Were it not that I pitied the authors for their defects. and did not wish to injure them, I should have cited some passages to show you their mistakes; besides, the fault of their compositions is obvious to all intelligent persons. You must consider it, and think thus: If slander and libel is a great sin, how much greater is the sin of those who speak with looseness of tongue in reference to God, and describe Him by attributes which are far below Him; and I declare that they not only commit an ordinary sin, but unconsciously at least incur the guilt of profanity and blasphemy. This applies both to the multitude that listens to such prayers, and to the foolish man that recites them. Men, however, who understand the fault of such compositions, and, nevertheless, recite them, may be classed, according to my opinion, among those to whom the following words are applied: "And the children of Israel used words that were not right against the Lord their God" (2 Kings xvii. 9); and "utter error against the Lord" (Isa. xxxii. 6). If you are of those who regard the honour of their Creator, do not listen in any way to them, much less utter what they say, and still less compose such prayers. knowing how great is the offence of one who hurls aspersions against the Supreme Being. There is no necessity at all for you to use positive attributes of God with the view of magnifying Him in your thoughts, or to go beyond the limits which the men of the Great Synagogue have introduced in the prayers and in the blessings, for this is sufficient for all purposes, and even more than Sufficient, as Rabbi Haninah said. Other attributes, such as occur in the books of the Prophets, may be uttered when we meet with them in reading those books; but we must bear in mind what has already been explained, that they are either attributes of God's actions, or expressions implying the negation of the opposite. This likewise should not be divulged to the multitude; but a reflection of this kind is fitted for the few only who believe that the glorification of God does not consist in uttering that which is not to be uttered, but in reflecting on that on which man should reflect.


We will now conclude our exposition of the wise words of R. Ḥaninah. He does not employ any such simile as: "A king who possesses millions of gold denarii, and is praised as having hundreds"; for this would imply that God's perfections, although more perfect than those ascribed to man are still of the same kind: but this is not the case, as has been proved. The excellence of the simile consists in the words: "who possesses golden denarii, and is praised as having silver denarii"; this implies that these attributes, though perfections as regards ourselves, are not such as regards God; in reference to Him they would all be defects, as is distinctly suggested in the remark, "Is this not an offence to Him?"


I have already told you that all these attributes, whatever perfection they may denote according to your idea, imply defects in reference to God, if applied to Him in the same sense as they are used in reference to ourselves. Solomon has already given us sufficient instruction on this subject by saying, "For God is in heaven, and thou upon earth; therefore let thy words be few" (Eccles. v. 2).

Chapter LX


I will give you in this chapter some illustrations, in order that you may better understand the propriety of forming as many negative attributes as possible, and the impropriety of ascribing to God any positive attributes. A person may know for certain that a "ship" is in existence, but he may not know to what object that name is applied, whether to a substance or to an accident: a second person then learns that the ship is not an accident; a third, that it is not a mineral; a fourth, that it is not a plant growing in the earth; a fifth, that it is not a body whose parts are joined together by nature; a sixth, that it is not a flat object like boards or doors; a seventh, that it is not a sphere; an eighth, that it is not pointed; a ninth, that it is not round-shaped; nor equilateral; a tenth, that it is not solid. It is clear that this tenth person has almost arrived at the correct notion of a "ship" by the foregoing negative attributes, as if he had exactly the same notion as those have who imagine it to be a wooden substance which is hollow, long, and composed of many pieces of wood, that is to say, who know it by positive attributes. Of the other persons in our illustration, each one is more remote from the correct notion of a ship than the next mentioned, so that the first knows nothing about it but the name. In the same manner you will come nearer to the knowledge and comprehension of God by the negative attributes. But you must be careful, in what you negative, to negative by proof, not by mere words, for each time you ascertain by proof that a certain thing, believed to exist in the Creator, must be negatived, you have undoubtedly come one step nearer to the knowledge of God.

�	 It might be noted that many of these Latin words, in fact, were coined on the basis of the Greek words used by Plato and Aristotle. To take one example, substancia is a translation of Greek ὑπόστᾰσις, or hypostasis, hypo- being a prefix meaning under, and stasis, meaning a standing. So substancia is precisely the Greek word hypostasis, carried over into Latin, one element at a time.


�	 I translate el eser as being since el eser is transparently derived from ser, to be. In English, however, being is can be used to be both existence and essence; el eser is used here to denote existence, in contrast with essence.


�	 The phrasing employed throughout in Spanish is, for example, biuo e non en biuez, which means literally alive and not in life. More cleanly in English one might say living, but not with life, or, as the standard translation has it He lives, without possessing the attribute of life. I have retained the Spanish phrasing throughout.


�	 The Metaphysics of Aristotle.


�	 Literally, polish.


�	 Qadmōn, meaning first or original, is slightly misplaced in Pedro de Toledo's text. Cf. the standard translation: The same is the case when we say God is the First (Kadmon), to express that He has not been created; the term "First" is decidedly inaccurate...


�	 Literally, nurtured.


�	 The Spanish has antiguo, meaning old or ancient, but qadmōn, as noted, as the sense of first or original.


�	 Since deficiency is Latinate, it would be perhaps better to translate mengua as lack. But in English a lack is nearly always a lack of something, whereas a deficiency does not have to be specified necessarily.


�	 Literally, visitable. No doubt a scribal error for "vegetable."


�	 For as much as this chapter is not good in both translations, I put it such as it is, without dressing up the words, in order not to err more that what is itself badly dressed. -- Pedro de Toledo, from the original manuscript.


�	 The law being the Torah, holy scripture.


�	 With the sense of "opposites." Possibly something like "vileness" or "failings," cf. Los recogidos: nueva visión de la mística española (1500-1700): obra elaborada en el Seminario Suárez de la Fundación Universitaria Española, Melquíades Andrés Martín, page 245: "Pedir a Dios no solamente lo que tiene, sino lo que es, para conocerse a sí propio verísimamente en "su vileza y nichilidad o nada que es" y conocer a Dios, en especial su beneplácito."


�	 See previous footnote on visitable.


�	 Guide, in Hebrew.


�	 In Latin.


�	 por quanto este capitulo non es bueno en amas trasladaçiones, puse lo tal qual es, sin aderesçamjento de vocablos, por non errar mas delo quel mesmo es mal aderesçado






