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DidHasdaiCrescasReadAverroes􀆳
DiscourseonGod􀆳sKnowledge

∗
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Abstract: Thetwo medievalHebrewtranslationsofAverroes􀆳
shortDiscourseonGod􀆳sKnowledgehaverecentlybeeneditedby
SilviaDiDonato．DidHasdaiCrescas, whocitesAverroesbyname２０
timesinhisLightoftheLord,readthiswork? AlthoughCrescas
usesargumentssimilartothosefoundintheDiscourse,itcannotbe
provedhereadit．Theterm “eternalknowledge”isfound１３timesin
Averroes􀆳Discourse and４timesin Crescas􀆳Light．Inhisother
works, Averroesavoidstheterm,anditisfoundeitherneverorvery
rarelyinthem．ThetermissimilarlyavoidedbyMaimonides．Itwas,

however, afavoriteof Alghazali, anditisfoundalsoinJudah
Halevi􀆳sKuzari．Averroes􀆳frequentuseoftheterminhisDiscourse
isthuscurioustosaytheleast．
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　　Followingthepublicationofhereditionsofthetwo medievalHebrew
translationsof Averroes􀆳Discourseon God􀆳s Knowledge①, Dr．Silvia Di
Donatoputaninterestingquestiontome: “DidRabbiHasdaiCrescas(c．１３４０Ｇ
１４１０/１１) readAverroes􀆳Discourse?” Inwhatfollows,Itrytoanswerthis
question,although, Iwilladmitattheoutset, Iwasunabletoarriveata
definitiveconclusion．

CrescasdiscussedtheproblemofGod􀆳sknowledgeinhisHebrewbook,

TheLightoftheLord (OrAdonai), Book Ⅱ, Part１．② Hisdiscussionis
long,intricate,andfranklysomewhatwearisome．Hecriticallyandprofoundly
engagesthediscussionsby Maimonides, GuideofthePerplexed, PartⅢ,

Chapters１６,１９Ｇ２１③(andalsoMishnehTorah, HilkhotTeshubah,Chapter５,

Paragraph５), andGersonides􀆳WarsoftheLord, Book Ⅲ④ (andalsohis
CommentariesontheBibleandonAverroes􀆳AristotelianCommentaries)．

DidCrescasreadAverroes􀆳Discourse (qawl, shortdiscourse, speech),

commonlybutmisleadinglycalled “The Appendix” (damīma)? Thereare
someindicationsthathedid,butothersthathedidnot．Thereissimilarlyno
proofthathereadAverroes􀆳DecisiveTreatise (Fas􀅰lalＧMaqāl), whichmakes
referencetotheDiscourse．⑤ Averroeswritesthere: “Promptedbyoneofour
friends[presumablytheAlmohadrulerAbūYa̒qūbYūsuf], wehavedevoted

①

②

③

④

⑤

SilviaDiDonato, “Latradizioneebraicadell􀆳opuscoludiAverroèsullascienzadivina,” in
PhilosophicalTranslationsinLateAntiquityandintheMiddleAgesinMemoryofMauroZonta,eds．
FrancescaGorgoni,IreneKajon,andLuisaValente(Rome: Aracne,２０２２),１４１Ｇ１６９．Referencestothe
twoHebrewtranslationsoftheDiscoursewillbetoDiDonato􀆳sessay．

ShlomoFishered．,TheLightoftheLord (Jerusalem: Ramot,１９９０); Englishversion,Light
ofthe Lord, trans．Roslyn Weiss (Oxford: Oxford University Press, ２０１８)．Quotationsofall
translationsinthispaperaremodifiedforuniformity．

TheGuideofthePerplexed, trans．ShlomoPines (Chicago: UniversityofChicagoPress,

１９６３)．OnMaimonides􀆳positionanditsaffinitytoAverroes􀆳,seeCharlesH．Manekin, “Maimonideson
DivineKnowledge—MosesofNarbonne􀆳sAverroistReading,”AmericanCatholicPhilosophicalQuarterly
７６(２００２):５２Ｇ７４．

Milh􀅰amotAdonai, BooksIＧV,eds．CharlesTouatiandOferElior(TelＧAviv: UniversityofTelＧ
AvivPress,２０１８); Englishversion, TheWarsoftheLord,trans．SeymourFeldman (Philadelphia:

JewishPublicationSociety,１９８４Ｇ１９９９)．
ReferencestotheDiscourseandtheDecisiveTreatise willbetoAverroes, TheBookofthe

DecisiveTreatiseandEpistleDedicatory,ed．andtrans．CharlesE．Butterworth(Provo:BrighamYoung
UniversityPress,２００８)．
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ashortdiscourse[qawl]tothisquestion[masāla]．”①

Ofcourse,Crescascouldverywellhavereadbothworks．Hedidnotread
Arabic．However,theDiscoursehadbeentranslatedtwiceintoHebrew．Itwas
translatedonceby RabbiTodrosben Meshullam Todrosiin１３４０, titled
Ma􀆳amarbaＧMadda̒haＧQadum (“DiscourseontheEternalKnowledge”);and
oncebyananonymoustranslatorlaterinthesamecentury,titledIggeretbeＧ
I̒nyanhaＧSafeqhaＧQorehbiＧYedi̒athaＧQadmonyit̒aleh (“Epistleonthe
DoubtconcerningtheKnowledgeoftheEternalOne, mayHebeexalted”)．②

OneHebrewtranslatorthusheldthetitletorefertoalＧ̒ilmalＧqadīm (the
Eternal Knowledge) and the other helditto referto i̒lm alＧqadīm
(“KnowledgeofTheEternalOne”)．Isknowledge merelyapossessionor
attributeofGod (astheuseoftheconstructcasesuggests), orisitGod
Himself?IsAverroes􀆳DiscourseabouttheknowledgeoftheEternalOneor
abouttheEternalKnowledge? MuhsinMahdisumsupAverroes􀆳opinioninthe
Discourse: “God􀆳s eternal knowledgeis God Himself．”③ Nonetheless,

Averroesmayhavebeenintentionallyambiguousonthisquestion (aswere
AvicennaandMaimonides)．

AsfortheDecisiveTreatise,itwastranslatedanonymouslyintoHebrew
inapproximately１３００,titledHaＧHebdelhaＧNe􀆳emarsheＧbeynhaＧTorahveＧ
haＧH􀅰okhmahminhaＧDebequt (“TheDeterminationconcerningtheConnection

①

②

③

DecisiveTreatise, １３．The Arabic manuscriptsdonotpreserveatitlefortheDiscourse．
However,inthistextintheDecisiveTreatiseitiscalleda“discourse,” “shortdiscourse,” “statement,”

or“speech．” Butterworth,following Mahdi, referstotheworkasan “epistlededicatory．” DiDonato
referstoitasan“epistola,” “opuscolo,”or“discorso．” TheArabictextoftheDiscourse,p．３８,begins
withtheprefatorycomment: “Thequestion[masāla] mentionedbythesheikhAbūalＧWalīd[ibnRushd]

intheDecisiveTreatise．” ThesetwocitationsfromtheDiscourseandtheDecisiveTreatisearethus
mutuallyreferring．

SilviaDiDonato, “Latradizione,”１５５Ｇ１５６,foundevidencethattheanonymoustranslatormade
someuseoftheTodrostranslation．Itis, however, notimpossiblethattheanonymoustranslationwas
madeindependently,butthetextwasmodifiedbyaglossistwhocomparedtheearlierTodrostranslation．
AccordingtoDiDonato􀆳sanalysis,thetwotranslationsarebasedonessentiallythesameArabicoriginal．
OnTodrosandAverroes, seeSteven HarveyandOded Horezky, “AverroesexAverroe,” Aleph２１
(２０２１):７Ｇ７８．

Mahdi, “AverroësonDivineLawandHuman Wisdom,”inAncientsandModerns: Essayson
theTraditionofPoliticalPhilosophyinHonorofLeoStrauss,ed．JosephCropsey (NewYork: Basic
Books,１９６４),１２１．
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betweentheLawandWisdom”)．①

MydisappointingconclusionthatIcannotprovethatCrescasmadeuseof
theDiscourseortheDecisiveTreatiseisperhapssurprising．Crescashadgreat
respectforAverroes．Hetwiceincludeshimamongthe “greatphilosophers”
(gedolehaＧfilosofim),togetherwithalＧFa－ra－bī, Avicenna,andRabbiMoses
alＧLāwī;② and he names him asthelatestofthefour mostimportant
commentatorsonAristotle,followingAlexanderofAphrodisias, Themistius,

andalＧFa－ra－bī．③

Togetherwith Maimonides (１１３８Ｇ１２０４) and Gersonides (１２８８Ｇ１３４４),

Averroes(１１２６Ｇ１１９８)isoneofthethreemedievalphilosopherswhoconstitute
themaintargetofCrescas􀆳radicalcritiqueofAristotelianisminhisLightof
theLord．However,thesethreephilosophersdidnotonlyconstitutethetarget
ofhiscritique,theyalsoprovidedtheconceptualframeworkwithinwhichhe
developedhisownoriginalphilosophy．Crescas􀆳critiqueofAristotelianism
(thatis, ofAverroes, Maimonides, andGersonides)isacritiquefromthe
inside．④

Averroesismentionedexplicitlybyname２０timesin１４differentchapters
oftheLightoftheLord．１６mentionsarefoundinBookI, whichcontainsthe
critiqueofAristotelianphysicsandthediscussionoftheproofsofGod．One
mentionisfoundin Book Ⅱ, whichtreatsofthefundamentalbeliefsof
Judaism (andthatonementionissignificantlyinthePartconcerningGod􀆳s
knowledge)．One mentionisfoundin Book Ⅲ, whichtreatsofthenonＧ
fundamentalbeliefsofJudaism．TwomentionsarefoundinBook Ⅳ, which
treatsofdisputedquestions．Alltheseexplicitreferencesareto Averroes􀆳
Aristotelian Commentaries, especiallyto his Middle Commentary onthe
Physics．⑤ Crescas studied his Aristotle systematically with Averroes􀆳

①

②

③

④

⑤

NormanGolb, “TheHebrew TranslationofAverroes􀆳Fas􀅰lalＧMaqāl,”Proceedingsofthe
AmericanAcademyforJewishResearch２５(１９５６):９１Ｇ１１３．

Light, Ⅰ,３,３,１１３Ｇ１１４; Ⅳ,１２,４１１Ｇ４１２; English,１１２Ｇ１１４,３５２Ｇ３５３．
Light, Ⅰ,Introduction,１３; English,３０．SeealsoHarryAustrynWolfson,Crescas􀆳Critique

ofAristotle (Cambridge, MA: HarvardUniversityPress,１９２９),１３０Ｇ１３１．
Seemy“Crescas􀆳AttitudetowardAverroes,”inAverroesandAverroisminMedievalJewish

Thought,eds．RacheliHaliva, YoavMeyrav,andDanielDavies(Leiden: Brill,２０２４),３５０Ｇ３６０．
Seeibid．foradiscussionofall２０mentions．
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commentaries,andwithGersonides􀆳supercommentaries．
Whatabout Averroes􀆳IncoherenceoftheIncoherence? Atleastone

Hebrewtranslation, madebyRabbiQalonymusbenDavidbenTodrosbefore
１３２８, wasavailableinCrescas􀆳time．AlthoughCrescasnevercitesthisbookby
name,therearecertainpassagesintheLightoftheLord whichdefinitely
reflectthedebatesofAlghazaliandAverroes．Forexample, hisdiscussionof
theproblem ofmany GodsinLight, BookI, Part３, Chapter４, clearly
borrowsargumentsfrom Algazali􀆳sIncoherenceofthe Philosophers and
counterＧargumentsfrom Averroes􀆳IncoherenceoftheIncoherence．However,

thisdoesnotprovethathehadacopyofeitherAlgazali􀆳sbookorAverroes􀆳
book．TherelevantdebatebetweenAlgazaliandAverroeswasquotedverbatim
inMosesNarboni􀆳sCommentaryon Maimonides􀆳GuideofthePerpelexed,

andCrescasdefinitelyusedNarboni􀆳sCommentary．①Similarly, Wolfsoncites
theIncoherenceofthePhilosophersandtheIncoherenceoftheIncoherence
morethanadozentimesinhisCrescas􀆳CritiqueofAristotle, butconcludes
thatCrescasmaynothavereadeitherbookandifhedidusethemitwasinan
ancillaryway．② Crescas􀆳student, RabbiZerahiah HaleviSaladin,translated
Alghazali􀆳sIncoherenceofthePhilosophersfromArabictoHebrew—butitis
notclearifhecompletedadraftofitintimeforCrescastohaveuseditin
writingtheLight．Bethatasitmay,Zerahiah􀆳sdecisiontotranslatethiswork
presumablyreflectshisteacher􀆳sinterestingettingaHebrewcopyofit．

Thesituationisthesamewithregardto Averroes􀆳Expositionofthe
MethodsoftheProofs．Ananonymoustranslationhadbeenmadenolaterthan
１３４７③,andthusCrescascouldtheoreticallyhavereadit, buthemakesno
explicitreferencetoit．

Well,didCrescasreadAverroes􀆳Discourse?Let􀆳stakeaglanceatsomeof
theevidence．

AverroesdiscussestheproblemofGod􀆳sknowledgeintheDiscourse,the

①

②

③

SeeWolfson􀆳scomment,Crescas􀆳Critique,１４;andseemy“TheProblemofManyGodsinAlＧ
Ghazali, Averroes, Maimonides,Crescas,andSforno,”inScepticalPaths,eds．GuiseppeVeltri,Racheli
Haliva,StefanSchmid,andEmidioSpinelli(Berlin: DeGruyter,２０１９),８３Ｇ９６．

Crescas􀆳Critique,１１Ｇ１８．
DiDonato, “LeKitābalＧKašf a̒n manāhi alＧ􀆳adilla d􀆳Averroès,” ArabicSciencesand

Philosophy２５(２０１５):１０８．
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DecisiveTreatise,theExposition,theIncoherenceoftheIncoherence,andin
someofhisAristotelianCommentaries．TheDiscourseiswhollydevotedtothe
problem．ItisnotalwayseasytodiscernifathinkerisinfluencedbyAverroes􀆳
discussionintheDiscourseorbyaparalleldiscussioninoneofhisotherworks．
However,theDiscoursedoeshavecertaindistinctfeatures．

AsMuhsinMahdiemphasizes,theDiscoursewasanepistlewrittenfora
prince, notfora philosopher．① The distinguished addresseeis probably
Averroes􀆳patron,theAlmohadrulerAbūYa̒qūbYūsuf．Averroesexplicitly
statesthatheisnotattemptingtogiveafullsolutiontothisprobleminsucha
shortwork,butonlytogive“thegist”ofit．②Notabene! TheDiscoursedoes
notpresentAverroes􀆳finalpositiononthisquestion．Itisashortepistle
writtenforanonＧphilosopher．Inreadinganepistle, one musttakeinto
considerationnotonlythepersonalityoftheauthor, butalsothatofthe
addressee．It􀆳sadialogicalform．

ThemoststrikingterminologicalfeatureoftheDiscourseisitsuseofthe
term “eternalknowledge” (alＧ̒ilmalＧqadīm)．Mahdiobservesthattheterm
appears１３timesintheDiscourse (notincludingthetitle),butnotonceinthe
DecisiveTreatiseortheExposition．③Imayaddthatitalsodoesnotappearin
theIncoherenceoftheIncoherenceorinanyotherworksofAverroeswhichI
havebeenabletocheckonline．Thus,thefactthatthetermappears１３times
inthetinyfiveＧpageDiscourseandnever(or,let􀆳ssay,rarely)inallhisother
works—istosaytheleastacuriosity．Itisalmostajoke．

ThetermwasusedoftenbyAverroes􀆳adversaryAlghazali．Heusesit,for
example,inhisIh􀅰yā􀆳‘UlūmalＧDīn(“RevivaloftheReligiousSciences”),

QuarterI, Book２, Section３, Pillar２: “TheeighthprincipleisthatHis
knowledgeiseternal．He has never ceased knowing Himself and His

①

②

③

MuhsinMahdi, “AverroësonDivineLaw,”１１８Ｇ１１９．See１２１: “Whateverhisaccomplishments
inthesciencesengagedinbythedialecticaltheologiansorthephilosophers,theprinceisaddressedasa
rulerwhosemainachievementslayelsewhere,”etc．

Discourse,４０: “Thesolutionofthisdoubtrequiresalongdiscussion[kalāmta􀆳wīl]．Here．．．we
areintentuponstatingthegist[nukta]ofhowitisresolved．” Mahhdi, “AverroesonDivineLaw,”１１９,

translates“nukta” as “subtleallusion．” Ifso, Averroesisnotrevealingthegistofthephilosophic
solution,butpresentingonlyaveiledallusiontoit．

Mahdi, “AverroesonDivineLaw,”１２９,n．２５．



—３０１　　 —

attributes,aswellaseverything Hecreates．[Thecomingintobeingof]

everythingHecreatesisnotnewtoHim,foritcomesintobeingbyvirtueof
Hiseternalknowledge [alＧ̒ilmalＧqadīm]．”①

ThetermappearstwiceinAlghazali􀆳sIncoherenceofthePhilosophers:

InDiscussionⅠ,FirstProof,heaccusestheAristoteliansofdenyingthat
Godknowsparticulars,aconclusionthatnecessarilyfollowsaccordingtohim
fromthepremisesthat(１)theknoweristheknownandthat(２)theknown
comprisesapluralityofintelligibilia．Heremarksthattheonlydefensethe
Aristotelianshaveisto saythatthereis no analogy between “eternal
knowledge” (alＧ̒ilmalＧqadīm ) and “temporalknowledge．” Inhisreplyto
AlghazaliinhisIncoherenceoftheIncoherence, Averroesdoesnotusethe
term “eternalknowledge” andavoids mentioningthechargeregardingthe
pluralityofintelligibiliaknownbyGod．②

InDiscussionⅢ, Alghazaliarguesthatitispossibleforaneternalcause
tohaveasimultaneouseffect,e．g．,theeternalknowledge(alＧ̒ilmalＧqadīm)

isthecauseoftheEternalOne􀆳sknowing．Inhisreply, Averroesagaindoes
notusetheterm “eternalknowledge,” butagreesthataccordingtothe
AristotelianstheeternalGodeternallycreatestheeternalworld．③

OnemightbeforgivenifheorshegottheimpressionthatAverroesis
boycottingtheterm “eternalknowledge．” Hepersistentlyavoidsit—evenin
placeswherewewouldmostexpecthimtouseit．

ThetermisusedbyRabbiJudahHalevi, whosereligiousphilosophywas
influencedby Alghazali．He writesin his Kuzari, V, １８: “Hiseternal
knowledge [̒ilmuhualＧqadīm ]isthecauseofallthatcomesintobeing．”④

AsfarasIhavebeenabletocheck,itisnotusedbyMaimonides, whose
philosophicpositionisoftenveryclosetothatofhisfellowCordovan．

ThethrustoftheargumentofferedintheDiscourseisthateternal

①

②

③

④

Alghazali, TheFoundationsoftheArticlesof Faith, trans．Nabih Amin Faris (Lahore:

Ashraf,１９６３),２５Ｇ２６．
Averroes,TheIncoherenceoftheIncoherence,trans．SimonvandenBergh (London: Gibbs

Memorial,１９６９),７Ｇ８．
Ibid．,１０２Ｇ１０４．
DavidH．Banethand HaggaiBenＧShammaieds．(Jerusalem: Magnes Press, １９７７), ２１６

(Hirschfeld,３３６, Ⅰ．６)．RabbiJudahibnTibbontranslates:madda􀆳ohaＧqadmon．
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knowledgeisnottemporalknowledge,andthuswhatistrueofthelatterisnot
necessarilytrueoftheformer．Thisissurprisinglytheverysameargument
mentionedbyAlghazaliinhisIncoherenceofthePhilosophers, DiscussionI,

FirstProof１, when heremarkedsarcasticallythattheonly defensethe
Aristotelianshaveagainsthiscriticismsistoclaimthatthereisnoanalogy
between “eternalknowledge”and “temporalknowledge．” Whyonearth, one
mustask,didAverroesappropriateintheDiscoursenotonlyhisadversary􀆳s
vocabulary(“eternalknowledge”) butalsohiscounterfactualargument (the
onefromthelackofananalogybetweeneternalandtemporalknowledge)．

InallofAverroes􀆳variousdiscussionsofGod􀆳sknowledge, two major
problemsariseconcerningGod􀆳sknowledgeofparticulars: (１)IftheKnower
istheKnown,andGodknowsapluralityofthings,thenGodisaplurality;
(２) Ifthe Knoweristhe Known, and God knowsthings which are
continuouslychanging,thenGodtooundergoeschange．

InhisreplytoAlghazaliintheIncoherenceoftheIncoherence,Discussion
I,FirstProof, Averroesmentionsonlytheproblemofchange,andnotthatof
plurality．Similarly,intheDiscourse, Averroesmentionsonlytheproblemof
change,andnotthatofplurality．

Onesuspectsthatin Averroes􀆳viewtheargumentfrom God􀆳seternal
knowledgeissufficienttorebutthechargeofGod􀆳schangeability, butnotto
rebutthatof God􀆳s plurality．If God􀆳s knowledgeiseternal, itis not
changeable—butitstill maybeplural．TheDiscourse solves５０％ ofthe
problem—theeasier５０％．①

Having clarified briefly these aspects of Averroes􀆳 position in the

① Inpointoffact,itseemsthattheargumentfromthepluralityofobjectsknownledAverroesto
concludethatGoddoesnotknowparticulars．SeeStevenHarvey, “BookReviews,”Iyyun４７(１９９８):８２Ｇ
８３: “Themosttellingstatementisprobablythefollowingcommentfrom [Averroes􀆳] LongCommentary
onMetaphysicsΛ１０７５al０, whereheboldlyspeaksinhisownname．．．:̒ [Accordingto] Themistius．．．itis
possiblethatthe[divine]Intellectintellectssimultaneouslymanyintellecta．Thiscontradictsourassertion
[qawluna]thatHeintellectsHisownEssenceandnothingoutsideofIt．．．ThetruthisthatHeknowsHis
ownessenceonly􀆳．．．HereAverroesclearlysideswithAristotleandAlexanderandrejectsThemistius􀆳
explanation．．．[T]heuncharacteristicandunexpectedpersonalcomment, ‘thiscontradictsourassertion’

insteadof‘his [Aristotle􀆳s] assertion􀆳showsAverroes􀆳desiretorevealtodiscerningreadersthathis
positiononthequestionofGod􀆳sknowledgeofthingsotherthanHimselfisonewiththatofAristotle．
ThisissomethingAverroesdidnotdoinhispopularworks．”
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Discourse, wemaynowturntoourquestion: DidCrescasreadit?

Crescasusestheterm “eternalknowledge” (yedi̒atohaＧqedumah)four
timesinhisLightoftheLord:onceinBookⅡ,Part１,Chapter１;andthree
timesinonepassageinBookⅡ,Part１, Chapter４．

InBookⅡ,Part１, Chapter１,hewrites:

Now,thatGod􀆳sknowledgedoesnotmakethepossiblenecessary,

thisisselfＧevident．．．Itsays, “O Lord, Thouhastsearched me, and
knownme” [Psalms１３９:１]．．．thatis, Hehad known me already
beforehand．Thisindicatesthatwhichistheverytruthitself, thatHis
knowledgeiseternal[yedi̒atoqedumah]andunchanging．①

AccordingtoCrescas􀆳homileticexegesisofPsalms１３９:１, God􀆳sknowledgeof
anindividualisnotempiricalbuteternallyprior．Thisshortpassagecannotbe
definitivelylinkedtoAverroes􀆳Discourse．

InthemoresubstantivepassageinBookⅡ,Part１,Chapter４,hewrites:

Asforthedoubt．．．basedonthepremisethattrueknowledgeshould
beofanexistentthing,itisvalidwithregardtoourknowledgewhichis
acquiredfromexistentthings [yedi̒atenuhaＧqenuyah], butwithregard
to Hisknowledge which bestowsexistencetothings [yedi̒ atohaＧ
maqnah]itisfallacious．ForHisknowledgeofthingsconcernsthatwhich
hasthemostsublimeexistencepossible, namely, thatwhichisin His
essence,foritisHewhobestowsandoverflowsexistencetothings[haＧ
maqnehveＧhaＧmashpia̒haＧmes􀅰i􀆳utlaＧdebarim ]．Sincethesethingsare
knowntoHimin Hiseternalknowledge [yedi̒atohaＧqedumah],they
clearlyhaveexistence．．．

Asforthedoubt．．．basedonthe [presumed] changeinknowledge
whenonealternativeofapossibilityisrealized,thusremovingthenature
ofthepossible,itsresolutionisasfollows．．．Sinceitwas Hiseternal
knowledge[yedi̒atohaＧqedumah]thatatthatmomentthenatureofthe
possiblewouldchange, whenthatmomentarrivesandwhatoccursisjust
asHehas[eternally]knownit,thereisnochangeinHisknowledge．

① Light,１２７; English,１２３Ｇ１２４．
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Asforthedoubt．．．basedonthepremisethatifwepositaspossible
thecontradictoryofthealternativeknownbyGod,andifitcomestobe,

twoabsurditiesfollow:one,achangeinHisknowledge;andsecond, His
eternalknowledge [yedi̒atohaＧqedumah] wasnotknowledgebutan
erroneousconjecture．．．Thisisinescapable—unless wepositthatthe
alternativeHeknewwaspossibleinonesenseanddeterminedinanother
sense．①

Thethreeusesoftheterm “eternalknowledge” inthispassageare
significant,andmightprimafaciebeseenasevidencethatCrescasreadthe
Discourse．However,thethreeusesarenotverycloselyconnectedtoAverroes􀆳
text．ItistruethatCrescasrepeatshereAverroes􀆳fundamentalargumentthat
thepresuppositionofGod􀆳seternalknowledgesolvestheproblemofchangein
God．However, despitemyearnestefforts,Iwasunabletodetectaliterary
connectionbetweenCrescas􀆳wordshereandAverroes􀆳Discourse．Crescasmay
wellhaveborrowedtheterm “eternalknowledge” andtheargumentfrom
Alghazali,JudahHalevi,orsomephilosopherinfluencedbyAlghazaliorJudah
Halevi,likeforexampleMosesNarboni．WithhisantiＧAristotelianandneoＧ
Platonictendencies, CrescaswasmuchclosertoAlghazaliandHalevithanto
Averroes(eventhoughthepresenceofAverroesintheLightoftheLordisfar
moreprominentthanthatofAlghazaliorHalevi)．

Inaddition, Crescasis mostpreoccupiedinthistextwiththealleged
conflictbetweenGod􀆳sforeknowledgeandhumanchoice, asubjectwhichis
notmentionedexplicitlyintheDiscourse．

AcrucialpairoftermsforAverroesintheDiscourseis“cause”and “effect．”

God􀆳sknowledgeisthecause ofthings, oursistheireffect．In Averroes􀆳
words, “existenceisthecause [̒illa; bothHebrewtranslations: i̒llah] and
reason [sebab; both Hebrewtranslations:sibbah] ofourknowledge, while
eternalknowledgeisthecauseandreasonofexistence．”② Crescasofcourse
agreeswiththisopinion, butdoesnothappentousetheterms “cause” and

①

②

Light,１４７Ｇ１４８; English,１４０．I．e．,onecanmakesenseoutofGod􀆳spreＧeternalknowledgeof
humanchoiceonlyifonepositsthathumanchoice,likeeverythingelse,isstrictlydetermined．SeeLight,

Ⅱ,５．Cf．myPhysicsandMetaphysicsinHasdaiCrescas (Amsterdam: Gieben,１９９８),１３７Ｇ１５７．
Discourse,４１,ll．１Ｇ２; Todros,１６２,ll．１６Ｇ１７; Anonymous,１６６,ll．５Ｇ６．
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“effect．” HeexpressesthesameideaasfollowsinLight, Book Ⅱ, Part１,

Chapter１: “The particular difference between His knowledge and our
knowledge．．．isthatfrom Hisknowledge．．．theknownobjectshaveacquired
[qanu]theirexistence, whileourknowledgeis．．．acquired[qenuyah]fromthe
objectsofknowledgebymeansofthesensesandtheimagination．”① Crescas􀆳
formulationisindebtedtoGersonides, whowroteinhisWarsoftheLord,

BookⅢ,Chapter５:“Hedoesnotacquire[qoneh] Hisknowledgefromthem;

rather,theyacquire[yiqnu]theirexistencefrom Hisknowledgeofthem．”②

InhisparaphraseofthesecommentsofCrescas􀆳, RabbiIsaacAbrabanel,

inhisCommentaryontheEthicsoftheFathers, ３:１５, addsthe words
“cause”and“effect．” “RabbiHasdaiexplained．．．thatGod􀆳sknowledgediffers
fromourknowledgeinthatourknowledgeisacquired [qenuyah]from．．．and
aneffect[mesobebet]oftheobjectsofknowledge．．．whileHisknowledgeisnot
so,foritisthecause[sibbah]oftheexistenceoftheobjectsofknowledge．”

AbrabanelmaybesaidtohavereadCrescasinthelightofoneofAverroes􀆳
works．③

InLight,BookⅡ,Part１,Chapter３,Crescasarguesthattheconfirmed
predictionsoffutureeventsbyprophetsandothersprovethatGodorthe
angels(thatis,theseparateintellects) haveknowledgeoffutureevents．He
statestheargumentasfollows:“Itisevident．．．thatprophetsanddivinerscan
communicateparticularthingsquaparticulartopeoplewhoareindicatedto
them．Necessarilytheyknowthesethingsthroughonewhoinforms[them]—

eitherGodoranangel[aseparateintellect]．Eitherway,iftheinformer[God
ortheangel] doesnotknowthesethings, how willhemakethemknownto
another? WouldthatIknew! AverroesremarkedonthisdoubtinhisbookOn
SenseandSensibilia．”④ Averroes􀆳textcitedby Crescasreadsasfollows:
“Sinceithasbeenmadeclearthattheendowerofthis[prophetic]knowledgeis
aseparateintellect．．．andseparateintellectscancomprehendonlyuniversal
natures．．．wouldthatIknew how the ActiveIntellectcould endow the

①

②

③

④

Light,１４５; English,１３８．
Wars,３４０; English,１３３．
Abrabanel, Nah􀅰alatAbot (Ashkelon: Golan,２０１３),３:１５,１５７．
Light,１３９; English,１３２．Seemy“Crescas􀆳AttitudetowardAverroes,”３５７．
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particularformthatispeculiartoacertaintime, place,and．．．individual．．．It
cannotbedeniedthattheseparateintellectendowstheimaginativesoulwith
theuniversalnature．．．andtheimaginativesoulreceivesitasaparticular．”①

Crescasthusexplicitlycites Averroes􀆳Commentaryon Aristotle􀆳sOn
SenseandSensibilia, andthereferenceisaccurate．Isthere, however, any
evidencethatCrescaswasalsoawareofAverroes􀆳parallelremarksonthe
subjectintheDiscourse? Averroeswritesthere:“ Howcanitbeconceivedthat
thePeripatetics．．．areoftheopinionthateternalknowledgedoesnotinclude
particulars, whentheyareoftheopinionthatitisthereasonforpremonition
withrespecttodreams, revelation, andinspirations [ilhāmāt]．”② Thereis
nothinginthistextfromtheDiscoursetosuggestthatitinfluencedCrescas􀆳
text．ItwillhavebeennoticedthatAverroesteachesinthetextfrom his
CommentaryonAristotle􀆳sOnSenseandSensibiliathattheimmediatesource
ofprophecyisthe ActiveIntellect, not God, thatis, notthe Eternal
Knowledge．Moreover, Averroes statesthere expressly thatthe Active
Intellectpersedoesnotknowparticulars．ThetextintheCommentarythus
disconfirmstheoneintheDiscourse ontwocounts: first, theimmediate
sourceofprophecyisnot God (the Eternal Knowledge) butthe Active
Intellect; second, the ActiveIntellectpersedoesnotknow particulars．

①

②

Averroes, Epitome of Parva Naturalia, Hebrew trans．Mosesibn Tibbon, ed．Harry
Blumberg, BookⅡ, Chapter３ (Cambridge, MA: MediaevalAcademyofAmerica,１９５４),４８,５１Ｇ５２;

English,trans．Blumberg (Cambridge, MA: MedievalAcademyofAmerica, １９６１), ４３Ｇ４４, ４６．Cf．
Aristotle,OnProphecy,４６２b．Inmedievalontology,theActiveIntellect,thetenthandlowestofthe
separateintellects,isresponsibleforcognitioninthesublunarrealm．Itcontainstheuniversalpropositions
oflogic, mathematics,andphysics,butnoempiricaldataaboutindividualthings．AccordingtoAverroes􀆳
understanding,aprophetoradiviner,inpredictingthefuture, applieshisorherhighanalyticability
(acquiredfromtheActiveIntellect)tohisorherextensiveandpreciseempiricalknowledge(derivedfrom
senseperceptionandimagination)．Inthisway,forexample,aprophetordivinercanknowbeforehand
whicharmywillwinaparticularbattleandwhichkingwilllivetocelebrate．

Discourse,４２,ll．１２Ｇ１５．Cf．Manekin, “MaimonidesonDivineKnowledge,” ６４Ｇ６６．Theterm
ilhām (“inspiration”), pl．ilhāmāt, iscommoninreligious writings, butrareamong Aristotelian
philosophers．SeeQuran９１(theSun):８．Todrositranslates:hashkafot．Theanonymoustranslationhas:

hashgah􀅰ot．Thetermappears１０timesinHalevi􀆳sKuzari,１．８７,p．３８,１．１１; Ⅱ,２６,p．９６,１．２８;p．
９８,１．１１; Ⅲ,１９,p．１７０,１．１７; Ⅲ,３９,p．１８８,１．２７; Ⅴ,１２,p．３１４,１．２８;p．３１６,１．１;p．３１８,１．
２３; Ⅴ,２０,p．３４２,１．２２;p．３４２,１．２６．IbnTibbontranslates:limmud (５times),da̒at (３times),

hoda̒ah,and̒ezer．ThepagereferencestotheKuzariaretothestandardHirschfeldpagination,givenin
theBanethandBenＧShammaiedition．
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Averroes􀆳rhetoricalquestionintheDiscourseturnsouttobearuse．
Inconclusion, RabbiHasdaiCrescas􀆳commentsintheLightoftheLord

onGod􀆳seternalforeknowledgeareinsomerespectssimilarto Averroes􀆳
statementsinhisDiscourseonGod􀆳sKnowledge, andperhapshereadthis
work,butifhedid,Ican􀆳tproveit．


