The Book of the Exalted Faith
Introduction
“Teach me your way, O Lord, that I may walk in your truth; give me an undivided heart to revere your name” (Ps. 86:11)
The Book of the Exalted Faith reconciling philosophy and religion, written by the great, honorable and saintly philosopher R. Abraham ha-Levi Ibn Daud, may his repose be in Eden, for a friend who asked him whether human actions are compelled or chosen. He included a general statement and three books. The general statement reports the reason that led to this treatise’s composition and the path taken in it. He mentions its subject, its usefulness, which ranks of people will find it beneficial and have need of it, and who does not need it. 
The first book concerns premises of physics and metaphysics. They are the minimum needed for someone who wishes to know the faith of Israel after leaving the ranks of the masses behind. The second book concerns the principles of religion. The third book concerns the healing of the soul. 
The general statement. 
He said: May God elevate you, you asked me some years ago about the problem of determination and choice, and you reported to me the discomfort you feel with both alternatives. If God compels a person’s transgressions, how can God punish him for them, or how could religions proscribe them? Furthermore, how can God send prophets to command them? But if they [actions] are granted to the person so that he can, if he wishes, transgress or refrain from doing so, how is it possible that God, exalted, has no control over something that exists?
You mentioned that an intellectual difficulty about this question arises because we find scriptural verses attesting that human actions are determined, such as exalted God’s statement, “and I will harden Pharaoh’s heart” (Ex. 7:3), “for the Lord your God had hardened his spirit and made his heart defiant” (Deut. 2:30), “the Lord has poured into them a spirit of confusion” (Is. 19:14), “Why, O Lord, do you make us stray from your ways and harden our heart, so that we do not fear you?” (Is. 63:17), “who will entice Ahab, so that he may go up and fall at Ramoth-gilead?” (1 Kgs. 22:20), “If a prophet is deceived and speaks a word, I, the Lord, have deceived that prophet” (Ez. 14:9), “how utterly you have deceived this people” (Jer. 4:10). And, in contrast, [there are verses such as,] “and make you follow my statutes” (Ez. 36:27), “and I will remove from your body the heart of stone” (Ez. 36:26). Together with this, we find verses that testify to humans having choice, such as exalted God’s statement “I call heaven and earth to witness against you today that [2r] I have set before you life and death” (Deut. 30:19), “As I live, says the Lord God, I have no pleasure in the death of the wicked, for I take no pleasure in the demise of the dead” (Ez. 33:11) “I did not send the prophets, yet they ran” (Jer. 23:21), “which I did not command or decree, nor did it enter my mind” (Jer. 19:5), “who carry out a plan, but not mine; who make an alliance, but against my will” (Is. 30:1).
I then replied to you and said that some of the Torah’s verses are meant according to their plain sense and some are said in terms that positively must be explained. The proof of this is, as [is clear from] the above, the contradictions between them, from which the only escape is to interpret one of the alternatives. I informed you that the verse that has to be explained is that which conflicts with the intellect’s testimony, and that many verses are expressed in a way appropriate for the masses rather than according to the truth of the matter. Of this it is said “the Torah speaks in human language,”[footnoteRef:1] like exalted God’s saying, “I must go down and see whether they have done altogether according to the outcry that has come to me; and if not, I will know” (Gen. 18:21) “now I know that you fear God” (Gen. 22:12), “but I feared provocation by the enemy” (Deut. 32:27), and many similar cases. [1:  This phrase is taken from Talmudic literature, in which it was used to justify refraining from expounding a particular word that appears in the bible. See, for example, BT Ned. 3r. By Ibn Daud’s time, philosophers had been using it to indicate that words implying divine corporeality are an accommodation to human understanding and should not be taken literally. An early example appears in Yaʿqūb al-Qirqisānī (d. c. 960). See Daniel Frank, Search Scripture Well: Karaite Exegesis and the Origins of the Jewish Bible Commentary in the Islamic East (Leiden: Brill, 2004), 11.] 

I informed you that the impiety following belief in choice is not like the impiety following belief in determination. For there is no avoiding the impiety following belief in determination and, together with this, it is major and deplorable, but the impiety that follows belief in choice is slight and easy to escape. I subsequently saw that all I had explained in that statement was not of a level that would satisfy you and administer healing, for you had not found for yourself a [preferential] difference between the impiety that follows belief in determination and that which follows belief in choice. And you are not alone in this, because many people of speculation[footnoteRef:2] in our region [share your problem]. So God moved in me something that had been silent, to aid a great number of people among his creatures, insofar as my knowledge [allows], since I saw that confusion and error about this question and similar ones occur to our speculative theologians[footnoteRef:3] in the present time because they have abandoned rational inquiry[footnoteRef:4] into the principles of their Israelite faith [and no longer] seek its proofs or its reconciliation with true philosophy,[footnoteRef:5] on which the philosophers themselves relied and agreed, [which includes] the accordance between them and how they agree and how they differ. And this is because they abandoned study of the sciences. Such was not the way of the sages of our people in previous times. Rather, concerning this rational investigation, they had noble opinions and correct thoughts, as is mentioned about R. Yohanan ben Zakkai, peace be upon him,[footnoteRef:6] and Samuel,[footnoteRef:7] and about the entire Sanhedrin of each and every generation.  [2:  ‘Speculation’ is a term used for theoretical philosophy, and has positive connotations. As distinguished from practical philosophy, theoretical philosophy is purely contemplative; it does not lead to action but is a goal in itself. The Arabic term for ‘to speculate’ commonly means ‘to look’. ]  [3:  The equivalent Arabic term for “speculative theologians,” ahl al-naẓar, often refers to practitioners of kalām. As a follower of Avicenna, Ibn Daud would have been critical of their ideas, and this seems to be reflected in the present paragraph. “People of speculation” in the previous sentence may be a synonym but that sentence does not necessarily imply critique. ]  [4:  ‘Rational inquiry’ can also be translated as ‘speculation’. ]  [5:  The “true philosophy” is that of the Arabic Peripatetics, in particular al-Fārābī and Avicenna. Others, such as Ibn Gabirol, may also follow a school of philosophy but, in Ibn Daud’s view, they are misguided.]  [6:  Yohanan ben Zakkai is said to have engaged in a wide variety of studies, both “great matters and small matters.” BT Sukkot, 28a.]  [7:  The prophet Samuel is of a high rank, being compared to Moses and Aaron in Psalms 99:6. ] 

In our times, however, there happen to be some who study a little of the sciences who do not have the ability to hold a lamp in each hand, the light of religion in their right and the light of science in their left. Instead, when the light of science is lit, the light of religion is extinguished. This occurs not only in the current generation, but it happened in early times too, so our rabbis of blessed memory told of Elisha Aḥer, when they, peace be upon them, said, “four entered the pardes, Rabbi Aqiva, Ben Azzai, Ben Zoma, and Elisha Aḥer. Ben Azzai peeked and died; Ben Zoma peeked and was harmed; Elisha Aḥer mutilated the shoots; Rabbi Aqiva entered in peace and left in peace” (BT Ḥagiga, 14v).
For this reason, many in our generation think that looking into these subtle sciences is harmful to faith;[footnoteRef:8] they therefore do not pursue the sciences at all. It follows that they do not know the roots and principles of religion, which ought to be the subject of most of their speculation and investigation, nor its branches, for which a little speculation would suffice. Since this is their situation, when they rush to speak about these kinds of things, their causes seem dubious and their ways are murky. For it is impossible for any rational being to speak correctly about the problem of determination and choice without knowing about the attributes and actions of God, exalted, and what can and cannot come about from him.  [8:  The translation here follows EN. ER has “truth” in place of “faith”. However, ER could also be understood as “genuinely harmful.” ] 

In our region, the only book to have reached us that lays out the matter in such a way as to awaken those among this people who speculate[footnoteRef:9] to anything of the sciences, to the extent necessary in order to verify their faith, is that of our Rabbi Saadya, of blessed memory, which is called The Book of Beliefs and Opinions. He did very well in this book, may God reward him for good. However, when we examined it, we found it insufficient for our needs.  [9:  This phrase could be thought of as referring to those who are open to philosophical study.] 

We also considered the treatise by Solomon Ibn Gabirol, of blessed memory, in which he wished to convey a principal part of philosophy. He focused in it not only on the [Jewish] people. Rather, it is about a topic common to all kinds of people. And he prolixly expatiated on a single subject, so much that abridging the import of the abovementioned book, which is called The Fountain of Life, would enable its words to be included in less than a tenth of the book’s length. 
Furthermore, he took the time to construct syllogisms but did not punctiliously ensure that their premises be true. Instead, he deemed imaginary premises, in the forms of correct syllogisms, to be sufficient and their matter is therefore suspect. Since he supposed himself to be presenting demonstrations, without doing so, he multiplied them, thinking that many uncertain proofs can stand instead of a single certain demonstration. The wise one said about this sort [of thing], “Better is a handful with quiet than two handfuls with toil and a chasing after wind” (Ecc. 4:6). And the sages, peace be upon them, said, “a single spicy peppercorn is better than a basketful of dates” (BT Yoma, 85v). I would not deride his words had he not led the nation astray [in a way that] whoever studies his treatise will recognize.[footnoteRef:10] The entire treatise indicates his weak degree in philosophy and [shows] that he is like someone groping in the dark.  [10:  Following Pines’ explanation, the English translation accords with EN. In the Hebrew text of ER, the statement “led the nation astray” was translated as “spoke perversions against the nation.” The two words would probably be indistinguishable in many Arabic manuscripts. On this hypothesis, EN reads ghālat (mislead), or something similar, while ER reads ghilāẓ (callous), or something similar. Shlomo Pines, Between the Thought of Israel and the Thought of the Nations: Studies in the History of Jewish Philosophy [Heb.] (Jerusalem: Bialik Institute, 1977), 61–67. “Spoke perversions” is a biblical phrase appearing, for example, in Deuteronomy 13:6. ] 

After beseeching exalted God to help me open the eyes of those among our nation who speculate to the principles of their faith, by presenting them with proof texts from the Toraitic writings and demonstrations from true philosophy, I saw that I could not do this without introducing prolegomena from physics and metaphysics. For a satisfactory response to the question about determination and choice, which brought me to report everything that is in this book, can only be verified [2v] after knowing about God’s attributes and actions.[footnoteRef:11] And the true reality of his attributes and actions cannot be ascertained without first prefacing demonstrations of his existence and unity, and [demonstrating] that it is unlike the unity of anything else that is called “one,” not of the simple substances, let alone the bodily ones.  [11:  EN reads “the response thrown into doubt by” as “the appropriate response to.” The Hebrew term used in ER could be translated as “sufficient.”] 

Neither can this be ascertained before first positing the existence of incorporeal substances called angels. In support of this, we will first cite scriptural verses then present demonstrative syllogisms. It can only be ascertained from the heavenly motions and from the standpoint that the heavens are living and rational. To prove this, we will need scriptural verses and rational demonstrations. And we wish to prove that there are ranks of angels, but we can only ascertain this once we prove demonstrably that the principle of motion stemming from a soul[footnoteRef:12] is not [the same as] the principle of a body’s motion. It is necessary to mention something of the science of the soul generally, and of the science of the human soul in particular, and what overflows toward it, in order to distinguish between soul and intellect. Subsequently, we will apply similar reasoning to the heavens as well. Something that cannot be overlooked, without knowledge of which none of what we have related can be established, is that there can be no motion without a mover, and that none of the things can move themselves in any way or in any respect. It is therefore necessary to mention the species of motion and [to explain] that they all come from a mover, and that the mover of all of them is not moved.[footnoteRef:13]  [12:  Lit: “the principle of a soul’s motion.”]  [13:  “Is not moved” follows EN and some variants in manuscripts of ER. The manuscript used in the Hebrew edition reads “is not that which is moved.”] 

We wish to prove that all motions end in a first mover, so it is necessary to prove that an ordered infinite cannot possibly exist in act, and to prove that motion cannot possibly be caused in a loop. Since we need to mention the [various] motions, we also need to say that some derive from a soul and some are natural. We must therefore inform about nature, what it is, of what it is said properly, and of what it is said metaphorically. We therefore need to mention in the course [of the discussion] the motions of the elements to their natural places, [which comes about] through their different forms, not through their materiality or their common matters, nor the accidents that attach to them. 
It is therefore necessary for us to mention what matter and form are, the existence of artificial forms in sensible bodies, and the existence of natural forms in intelligible matter. We present the main point of The Fountain of Life in precise prose, free of superfluity and with true demonstration.[footnoteRef:14]  [14:  This sentence about Ibn Daud’s precis of Ibn Gabirol seems to relate specifically to the issue of matter and form. “True” could also be translated as “certain”, indicating that it is a demonstration that results in certainty. The choice of “true” reflects the idea that Ibn Daud takes himself to be presenting genuine demonstration rather than the arguments that Ibn Gabirol advanced, which he does not consider demonstrative. ] 

We do not wish to trouble ourselves to present every topic in syllogistic order. Instead, we lay out the demonstrative syllogisms in potential, and those who know logic can order them if they wish to facilitate their understanding through the middle term. We are not of a mind to speak about all this in before opening people’s eyes to the meaning and true reality of substance and accident, and the genera of accidents. That is the intention the philosophers had in the book called Categories [3r] in Greek and Statements in Hebrew. We hope to progress from these to other matters, because when we complete all that is necessary about these topics, we will finish the first book. 
We have assigned the second book to [discussing] the meaning of the religion and mentioning its parts. We will explain which of them are beliefs and will mention which concern governing polities, virtuous character, and similar matters, [footnoteRef:15] and which of them have various species of rational justification that we are yet to mention. Subsequently, we will mention the choicest words from the pious of our nation. There is no skimping on scriptural testimony for all that we present in the first and second books, so it will become clear that the truths of science are included in the sacred texts. [15:  The first half of this sentence follows EN. ER is currently unclear to us. The entire sentence requires further investigation. It might be connected with the distinction between the belief of the masses and that of the philosophically educated, which plays a role in Book Two. ] 

In the second book, we will also explain the origins of evils; we absolutely deny that they proceed from God. We will explain prophecy and its species, and the conditions of the prophet to whom we are obligated to listen.[footnoteRef:16] And we will explain the meaning of reward and punishment. This is the path we wish to take.  [16:  This is probably a statement about Moses, whom Ibn Daud considers the only “true prophet.” See Fontaine, In Defence of Judaism: Abraham Ibn Daud, Sources and Structures of ha-Emunah ha-Ramah (Van Gorcum: Assen, 1990), 150. ] 

It is clear that this investigation’s subject is practical philosophy, inasmuch as it is accepted through religion and proven demonstratively in true philosophy. As for its usefulness, I advise anyone with perfectly simple faith—someone who is not concerned by his ignorance and feels no anxiety when asked about the problem of determination and choice or similar [issues], but thinks that humans cannot grasp the matter—not to embark on studying this treatise or others that have similar aims. He ought to retain his innocence and trust in tradition, for the purpose of philosophy is action and he already has good intentions that lead him to act well. Scholars in the science of religion who are also expert in philosophy do not need this treatise either, because, with their wisdom, a number of others aside from ours are sufficient. However, this treatise will be of great benefit to someone beginning to look into theoretical matters, who is perplexed about what has reached him on the basis of traditional authority alone and has not achieved a level whereby he would be able to verify what is confusing about it. For him, we have shined a light on many aspects of science and built the religion on its foundations. In his sagacious Torah, the blessed and exalted God says: “Take care to keep them, for this will be your wisdom in the eyes of the peoples when they hear all these decrees” (Deut. 4:6) and, “Surely this great nation is a wise and understanding people” (Deut. 4:6). He did not say this about the [commandments] carried out because they are passed down orally, since nothing in them would be wondrous in the eyes of someone not of our people. Nor does he say it about governing polities or virtuous character traits, for anyone who is intelligent, even someone without a religious law, can adopt them as habitudes for himself and for those who are under his authority. Instead, he said it about the amazement the nations feel when they investigate the roots of the Israelite faith and find that most of them agree with the studies and discussions that they [have themselves] carried out over the course of thousands of years, which took much investigation and extreme effort, while to us it was given without toil and investigation. [3v] We took it as received through tradition from the true prophet, [only afterwards] finding that it is demonstratively proven by true philosophy. 
With this I commence the first book, and I ask from blessed God to save me from transgression and error and to guide both the utterances of my mouth and the works of my hands for the sake of his graciousness. 




Book One
The First Chapter: Concerning substance and accident, a description of each of them, and concerning the genera of accident[footnoteRef:17] [17:  For a discussion of this chapter and its background, see T. A. M. Fontaine, In Defence of Judaism, 13–22. ] 

Existents are divided primarily into substance and accident.[footnoteRef:18] A substance is an existent that does not require a subject. Let us describe it so initially until we add further explanation. An accident is that which exists in something, but not as a part of it, and that has no subsistence without it. It is like the whiteness of white clothing, which is in it but not as a part, for the garment is a garment whether or not it is white, and the state of the garment’s essence neither profits from its presence nor suffers from its removal. Nor does the white subsist without the garment, i.e., the whiteness of a particular garment can be only [if it is] in it [i.e., the garment]. A substance is not so, because it does not need to be in something. If it is in something, it will be as a part but [capable] of subsisting without it,[footnoteRef:19] like a hand in a handed body, or the bough of a tree with branches, for if a branch is severed it subsists, (even though it is apparent from the meaning of body that it is in something, as it must be in place). Therefore, a body can depart one place for another, unlike the whiteness of paper, which cannot move from a particular sheet to another.  [18:  For further on Ibn Daud’s discussion of the distinction between substance and accident, and its sources, see Amira Eran, “Abraham Ibn Daud’s Definition of Substance and Accident,” Arabic Sciences and Philosophy 7 (1997), 265–282.]  [19:  EN seems to understand “but capable of subsisting without it” to mean that “it has its subsistence through something else.”] 

Know that whatever is a substance is a substance in itself, not in relation to something else. It is not possible to say [truthfully] that someone is a person in the house but not a person in the yard, or that he is a person in relation to a donkey, while in relation to an angel he is a person only accidentally. Rather, in every place and in every respect, a substance is a substance and an accident an accident. 
In the Fountain of Life, Ibn Gabirol seems to hold that some things are substances in a certain respect and accidents in another.[footnoteRef:20] This is a mistake, although he did not make it up himself but followed one of the philosophizers who innovated the error.[footnoteRef:21] Substance is divided into corporeal and incorporeal. There are six corporeal species, all or most of which are perceived by the senses: The heavens and what are called ‘elements’, and these two are the simple bodies, and the composite, which are minerals, plants, non-rational animal bodies, and the bodies of rational animals.  [20:  Eran points to Fountain 3:27 as an example of a passage that is the object of Ibn Daud’s criticism. See From Simple Faith to Sublime Faith: Ibn Daud’s Pre-Maimonidean Thought (Tel Aviv: Hakibbutz Hameuchad, 1998), 83. ]  [21:  Milton Arfa identifies the Brethren of Purity. Avicenna also criticises people who hold this belief. See Eran, From Simple Faith to Sublime Faith, 78. ] 

According to the philosophers, there are nine genera of accidents. They took pains to enumerate the things that are divided by the human intellect, and to consider whether [4r] it is possible to include the concepts of them[footnoteRef:22] under a single notion, said of each of them univocally. By saying ‘univocally’, we mean that the term is said of many things because of their equal share in a single meaning. It is not said of one of them primarily and the other posteriorly by reason of the first, and not because the term is more suited to one of them than to the other, but it is equivalent for both, like ‘living’ said of a horse, a donkey, or a dog, for none of them is more properly termed ‘living’ than another, nor does one have the meaning of ‘life’ by reason of another. In contrast, there are other things that are not said univocally, like ‘exists,’ which is said of substance and accident but is not said of them univocally. An accident’s existence is acquired by means of the existence of a substance and, therefore, the term ‘existence’ is more proper to a substance than to an accident.  [22:  Throughout this chapter, there might be some confusion deriving from scribal error. The term translated as either ‘concept’ or ‘intelligible’ is from an Arabic word (maʿqūl) that is very similar in appearance to the word for ‘category’ (maqula). Sometimes, it seems that ‘category’ is the more likely meaning. ] 

When they attempted to enumerate the categories[footnoteRef:23] that are said univocally of what falls under them, they found them to be nine. For example, they looked at the color white in this sheet of paper, and saw that white in an absolute sense is more general, for it is said of the whiteness of this sheet of paper, the whiteness of frost, snow, and other things. They then noted that color is more general than whiteness, because it is said of whiteness, blackness, and other colors. They then noted that quality is more general than color, because it is said of color, taste, smell, and other things.  [23:  Lit: ‘intelligibles’ or ‘concepts’. ] 

So they said that quality is more general than color. But they did not find anything more general than quality, since accident, although it is more general than quality, is not said of quality and others univocally. They found that everything discerned by the intellect is included under ten genera. One is ‘substance’, which we have mentioned already. Nine are accidents; they are quantity, quality, and position — and these three are evident and exist stably in bodies— relation, where, and when — and these states exist tenuously and are intangible — having, acting, and being acted upon — and their existence is intermediate, being neither intangible like the last three nor as evident as the first. Therefore, accident is not said of all of them univocally. 
Quantity is something that exists in everything that can be measured through one of its parts. This is like a large body that can be measured through a small part that is cut off from it. When the body is examined from the measured aspect, even though it is a substance, the examination concerns quantity. There are two species of quantity: continuous and discrete. A continuous quantity is one in which a part can be divided and will be shared by both parts, I mean the end of one of them and the beginning of the other. This is impossible in a discrete quantity. Now, quantity exists in a line, which has extension in one direction, and in a surface, which has extension in two directions, and in a body, which is a substance that has extension in three directions, and in which it is possible to cut [4v] three lines at right angles. It also exists in time, which is a measure of the larger sphere’s motion inasmuch as the sun is attached to its motion and, as a result of its motion, there is night and day. It exists in number, which alone is discrete quantity, for in the case of a body’s surface, it is possible to divide it in the imagination, and it will be common to both parts. Likewise, one can imagine a surface being divided by a line and a line by a point, and one can imagine that time is divided into past and future by an instant, which is common to both of them.[footnoteRef:24] This is impossible in the case of number.  [24:  In Ibn Daud’s text, the term for “imagine” in this last case is presumably a translation of tawahhama rather than takhayyala. Wahm can mean both “imagination” and “estimative faculty,” so Ibn Daud could be following Avicenna’s doctrine that an instant exists “only as the estimative faculty imagines it — namely, as a certain connection in a linear extension.” Avicenna, The Physics of the Healing, edited and translated by Jon McGinnis (Provo, Utah: Brigham Young University Press, 2009), 237.] 

These five are the species of substrates for quantity, and whoever posits more is mistaken. Among these five, time and number are quantity in themselves. The others are subjects of quantity. Someone could say that the five are all in themselves quantity, by which he would mean that they are either quantity, like time and number, or primary subjects of quantity, unlike the white of a garment, which has quantity through the intermediary of the quantity belonging to the garment.[footnoteRef:25] [25:  Time and number are themselves quantity because they number what is counted. Lines, surfaces, and bodies are the primary subjects of quantity since they are counted. The white that is in a body is counted through the body’s being counted, so is not the primary subject of quantity. ] 

In the second book of his treatise, The Fountain of Life, Ibn Gabirol argued that a substance that is the subject of the categories is an intelligible that cannot be sensed. He argued further that it moves without a mover, and proffered a very strange reason, which is that the quantity that attaches to it “prevents its motion and obstructs its course.”[footnoteRef:26] He ascribed quantity to the essence of the intelligible that is not sensed, which is some sort of drivel. The demonstration that quantity is an accident is that a certain amount can be removed from a body and be supplanted by another, but the body itself remains, like new wine, which ferments until it fills a barrel. [26:  This seems to be a brief quotation from Fountain 2:9. See Eran, From Simple Faith to Sublime Faith, 92. ] 

The second genus is ‘quality’. It is the property inhering in someone that answers the question “how is he?” It has four species. One of them can be in the soul, like wisdom and ignorance, or justice and depravity, and it can be in the body, like health or sickness. When these pass quickly, they are called states, and when they are fixed, they are called habits. 
The second species is what is said of natural potency, like healthy or sickly. The meaning is not the same as health and sickness because a sickly person is sometimes healthy and a healthy person is sometimes sick. Rather, it is a bodily disposition or indisposition to something in particular, like the disposition of wax to receive every form and the indisposition of diamond to do so. 
The third species of qualities are affections and passions. Affections are the impressions that reach our senses from sensible objects, like the impressions they receive from touching something that is hot or cold, wet or dry, hard or soft, and heavy or light, or like the impressions that smell receives from scents, and hearing from kinds of sounds, and sight from the kinds of things that are visible, and taste from the kinds of flavors. These are all called qualities of affection, and they are physical impressions. [5r] However, passions are impressions in the soul, like mercy, shame, anger arising from something seen, and being placated on hearing an apology. 
The fourth species is the quality that is in a quantity inasmuch as it is quantity: like when a square is generated by combining two triangles, and the shape is changed because the quantity has increased, or when half a square is removed and a triangle comes to be, or when a circle is generated from two semi-circles being joined together, or vice versa, or when an even number becomes odd because an odd number has been added to it, or vice versa. 
The third genus of accident is ‘position’. It is the relation of the parts of a body to the parts of a place. Sometimes a body rests in a single place, but its parts do not remain in the place’s parts. This is like when someone is lying on one side and turns over to the other side, or on his belly and turns to lie on his back, when someone standing sits down in the same place, or someone sitting stands up. This is the description that some of them gave to position. Others hold that position is the relation of a body’s parts to one another, for the belly of someone supine is above his back and someone on his belly is in the opposite [position].[footnoteRef:27]  [27:  Although Ibn Daud attributes these two descriptions to different groups of people, they are actually two different ways in which something can said to be in a position. One is being in a position relative to a particular space, like being on the left or the right side of a bed, and the other is a body’s being in a certain position relative to itself, like being upside down. ] 

The fourth genus is ‘relation’. It is a relation between two things that are substances,[footnoteRef:28] and is said of each of them reciprocally, like father and son, master and servant, half and double. This is something that is conceived of all the concepts that we have mentioned, as well as those that we will, because the father and son, even though each is a substance in itself, are related in respect of paternity and filiality. For the father is a father in relation to the son and the son is a son in relation to the father.  [28:  The translation “that are substances” follows the anonymous commentary. However, it is uncertain because “half and double” are not substances. An alternative meaning might be that the relation itself is in both terms.] 

Investigation shows that relation also exists in [the category] quantity. Your saying ‘this is larger than that’ is a relation of quantity just as the meaning when you say large and small, or many and few, can only be understood after something relative to it is posited. This is why it is possible to say “a small mountain” or “a large sesame seed,” since the mountain is [small] relative to mountains that are larger than it and the sesame seed [is large relative] to seeds that are smaller. Likewise, your saying “Reuven is wiser than Shimon” is a relation of quality, and when you say “Shimon is to the right and Levi to the left,” the relation is in position, and similarly in the rest [of the categories].
One of the characteristics of the correlates is that they can be inverted, for if you say “the father has a son” then convert the statement, you will say “the son has a father.” If it does not convert, like when you say “this is Reuven’s son,” which cannot be converted to “this son is Reuven,”[footnoteRef:29] that is because you have assigned the relation to one of the correlates, the son, but to not the other, Reuven. Similarly, although you say “this wing is a wing of a bird,” you cannot then [5v] say “this bird is a bird of a wing.” The reason is that you have assigned the correlated meaning to the wing, because it can only belong to something that flies, but not to the flying thing, because some things are caused to fly by the wind. If you wish to assign both of them the correlated meaning, you should say “this wing belongs to something that flies using wings” and “the thing that flies with wings possesses this wing.”[footnoteRef:30] When one of the correlates is understood, the other is necessarily understood because it is of the same relation, not because it is in itself a particular thing, so when you say ‘half’, you understand that it is half of its double without knowing whether the subject of the half and double is a body, a surface, a line, or something else.  [29:  Lit: “this Reuven is a son.”]  [30:  This example is expressed slightly differently in Aristotle’s Categories. Aristotle says that there the wing is not predicated of the bird because it is a bird, since there are other things with wings, but inasmuch as it is a winged creature.  ] 

The fifth genus is ‘when’. It is the relation of a thing to the time in which it exists or [the time] that is equal to its existence. The meaning of ‘equal to’ is that its existence persists over a certain time, because things that come to be are sometimes equal to a measurable time, like if you ask “when was the battle?” the answer can be “on such and such a day.” Sometimes things come to be in an instant, like if you ask “when did Reuven die?,” for it takes place in an instant, and similar cases of transformation from one form to another. The meaning of ‘when’ is not ‘time’. When someone asks you “when was this?”, you cannot respond that the meaning of what is asked about is “such-and-such a month,” but “in such-and-such a month.”
The sixth genus is ‘where’. It is the relation between a thing and place. It does not mean ‘place’, because when someone asks you “where is Reuven?” you cannot respond “the house” but “in the house.”
The seventh genus is ‘having’. It is the relation between one body and another that is equal to the first and moves together with it, like when someone is wearing clothes, a turban, or a coat. Animals’ skins and tree bark enter into this notion, when considered not as substances but inasmuch as they are things that [1] surround something else, [2] are equal to it, and [3] move with its locomotion. 
The eighth genus is ‘acting’. It happens when a mover moves something, such as food or medicine moving a person from sickness to health or the reverse, or when the sun changes a launderer’s face to black and his sheet to white, and similar cases. 
The ninth genus is ‘being acted upon’. It comes to be from a moving thing’s being moved. It is a category[footnoteRef:31] that is equal [in extent] to the previous [genus], and their specie are the same. Nevertheless, what is conceived in one is not what is conceived in the other, for the subject of acting is the agent and the subject of being acted upon is the patient, and a single accident cannot inhere in both subjects because there cannot be a single white in two garments or a single heat in two bodies. [31:  Lit: ‘intelligible’] 

These indications are sufficient for students. They will understand that the concept of one of the [categories] does not enter [6r] into that of another, and that they are the principles of thought. 
Scriptural Proof Texts Concerning the Categories[footnoteRef:32] and the Ranks of Lights [32:  Lit: ‘intelligibles’. ] 

David, peace be upon him, listed substance most of these accidents.[footnoteRef:33] He mentioned the scope of exalted God’s knowledge of them saying, “Lord, you have searched me and known me” (Ps. 139:1). This tells of God’s essence, which is the Substance. Then he says, “you know when I sit down and when I rise up,” (Ps. 139:2) which is position. Then he says you discern my thoughts from far away,” (Ps. 139:2) which is a property of the soul, and is a quality. Then he says, “You search out my path and my lying down,” (Ps. 139:3) telling of the complete scope of God’s knowledge, which is a quantity. Then he says, “and are acquainted with all my ways,” (Ps. 139:3) which is the rest of the species of quality. Then he says, “you hem me in, behind and before, and lay your hand upon me,” (Ps. 139:5) telling that God gave him a figure, which is that which is the composition of quality and quantity. Then he says, “where can I go from your spirit?” (Ps. 139:7) until his saying, “even there your hand shall lead me, and your right hand shall hold me fast,” (Ps. 139:10) telling every ‘where’ that a person can be and that God’s knowledge encompasses all of them. Then he says, “you knit me together in my mother’s belly,” (Ps. 139:13) telling of relation. Then he says “when I was being made in secret, intricately woven in the depths of the earth,” (Ps. 139:15) telling of acting and being acted upon. Then he says, “your eyes beheld my unformed substance. In your book were written all of them,” (Ps. 139:16) returning to mention discrete quantity, which is the number existing in the limbs. Then he says “the days that were formed for me, when none of them as yet existed,” (Ps. 139:16) telling of ‘when’. It is possible that what is understood by the category[footnoteRef:34] ‘having’ is included under “and are acquainted with all my ways.” (Ps. 139:3) In this way, this psalm lists all the genera of existents.  [33:  Given that Ibn Daud reads all nine accidents in the ensuing verses, he may have meant “all” rather than “most,” and he writes “all” at the end of the paragraph. However, he seems to be uncertain whether the category ‘having’ is included, and this could explain his vacillation. For an account of this final section of Ibn Daud’s chapter, see Warren Zev Harvey, “The Puzzling Hebrew Translations of Ibn Daud’s Exalted Faith,” in Gorgoni, Kajon, and Valente (eds.), Philosophical Translations in Late Antiquity and in the Middle Ages In Memory of Mauro Zonta, (2022)]  [34:  On this occasion, the Hebrew has the correct term for ‘category’. ] 

He added a major subject when saying “even the darkness is not dark to you; the night is as bright as the day, for darkness is as light to you,” (Ps. 139:12) hinting at the ranks of lights, for they have degrees. Among them is the light of the lamp. It turns our potential seeing into actual seeing, giving us a perfection during the night that we did not have before it was brought into being. However, it is deficient in two respects. One is that it needs oil and the second is that it can be extinguished by a draft or another outside event. Above it is the light of the moon. It is free of these two deficiencies but it is not full every night and, even when it is full, its light is not bright. Above it is the light of the sun. It is free of these two deficiencies, for it appears to us every day in its entirety and, furthermore, its light is bright. However, it sets and, at night, we do not perceive anything through it; this is a deficiency. Furthermore, we [only] perceive those things that are physical through it, specifically the external surfaces of bodies, for we perceive the surface of the Earth, [for example], but we do not know whether its underside is stone, mineral, or treasure. Above its light is the light of the intellect, through which we perceive physical things that cannot be seen, like deferents and epicycles. And through it we perceive things that are not physical, like the soul, the intellect, the angels, and God, blessed and exalted, as we will explain [6v] further. Through it, we divide things that [even] a sharp sword has not the power to split. For we divide between the essence of a body and its surface, and we judge that its essence is a substance and its surface an accident, and between a ball, its two poles, and its axis, and we judge that the physical ball is a ball in its own right and the poles and axis occur to it inasmuch as it is spinning. If we were to posit in our intellect that it is at rest, without motion, these accidents would not exist. 
We will also report other subtle subjects in this treatise, but what we do not mention will amount to many times more. Given that this is the state of our intellects, even though we are immersed in this-worldly occupations and affairs, all the more is it the state of the intellectual substances that are called ‘angels’ in the Torah’s language, and even more so God’s wisdom, to which there is nothing similar, which intellects cannot encompass nor tongues relate. Since the Master discerned this, he said, “even the darkness is not dark to you; the night is as bright as the day, for darkness is as light to you” (Ps. 139:12) He then made another statement, as if to prove the preceding, when he said “you knit me together in my mother’s belly” (Ps. 139:13). He means that God’s knowledge is above all lights, for the lights grant us perception of the external surfaces of all bodies, since that is where they reach, but the light of God’s knowledge reaches inside, to deeper inside, and to the deepest innermost recesses. For instance, the external surface of a pregnant woman can be seen, but the place of her pregnancy is inside, the fetus is deeper inside, and the fetus’ internal organs are in the deepest innermost recesses. Of this, he said “or it was you who formed my inward parts; you knit me together in my mother’s belly,” (Ps. 139:13) and “My frame was not hidden from you, when I was being made in secret, intricately woven in the depths of the earth” (Ps. 139:15).

