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T. A. M. Fontaine's Account of Ibn Daud's

The Exalted Faith {Ha'Emunah HaRamah)

Terence Kleven

Yad Hanadiv-Barecha Foundation

Hebrew University of Jerusalem

1. INTRODUCTION

T. A. M. Fontaine's recent book In Defense of Judaism: Abraham Ibn Daud

(1990) provides a comprehensive exploration of the purpose of a treatise that

has often been overlooked in the history of Arabic and Jewish
philosophy.1

Although Fontaine calls Ibn Daud a "less than great
thinker"

(p. 1), she also

claims that "the obscurity into which the work has fallen is undeserved and

regrettable"

(p. 3). She says that Ibn Daud was
"overshadowed"

by Mai

monides. The Exalted Faith seems to have been written in A. D. 1160-61 in

Toledo. Maimonides was approximately twenty-five at the time, and it is gener

ally thought that the only treatise which he might possibly have completed by
this time was the Treatise on the Art of

Logic.1
Maimonides certainly becomes

the center of attention shortly after Ibn Daud's time. Fontaine does not assert

that Ibn Daud achieves the intellectual acumen of Maimonides, nor that he has

had or should have had more influence than is attested. Her articulated reasons

for her exposition of this treatise are threefold. First, the overshadowing of Ibn

Daud by Maimonides is not a sufficient justification for ignoring his work.

Second, G. D. Cohen's Hebrew edition, English translation, and analysis of Ibn

Daud's The Book of Tradition (Sefer Ha-Qabbalah) provides an invaluable

I wish to thank the Yad Hanadiv-Barecha Foundation for a fellowship for the academic year

1993-94 tenured at the Hebrew University of Jerusalem which provided me the opportunity to

complete this study. I also wish to thank Professor Zev Harvey who introduced me to Ibn Daud and

who alerted me to the need for an inquiry of Ibn Daud's The Exalted Faith in order to enucleate the

extent to which this treatise is foundational for the introduction of Classical Greek philosophy into

Jewish thought. Professor Harvey's criticisms of several drafts and the checking of Hebrew trans

literations led to many improvements in the essay. I also wish to thank Professor Tzvi Langermann

of the National Library at the Hebrew University of Jerusalem who checked and confirmed that the

library had not acquired, as of July 1997, any recent manuscripts of The Exalted Faith.

I wish to thank Professor Klaus Lagally of Universitat Stuttgart who wrote the Hebrew and

Arabic typesetting program ArabTeX which was used in the initial writing of this essay. I also wish

to thank Professors Rama Porrat and Dov Grobgeld, both of the Computation Center at Hebrew

University, who assisted me in setting up HebrewTeX and the Hebrew Editor which were used at

various stages in the composition of this essay. It is my hope that in an extended manuscript on Ibn

Daud will be able to utilize further these Hebrew and Arabic programs.
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study of one of the two books written by Ibn Daud, but there is also a need to

examine the purpose of his philosophic defense of
religion.3

Although Fontaine

does not explicate the relation between Ibn Daud's two writings, a detailed

examination of The Exalted Faith is a necessary first step. Third, The Exalted

Faith can be regarded as a
"counterpart"

which is diametrically opposed to

Judah Halevi's Kuzari (p. 2). The Kuzari was written a generation before Ibn

Daud by a well-respected Jewish poet, and the book is a sustained criticism of

the merits of philosophy. Thus Fontaine seeks to evaluate the extent to which

the book is an answer to Halevi's Kuzari.

Fontaine argues that Ibn Daud's purpose in writing The Exalted Faith is to

provide a philosophical justification for the teaching that man's actions are not

determined by God but rather that the will is free to obey or disobey the com

mandments. The book is addressed to a friend who had asked Ibn Daud

whether actions are determined or free. According to Fontaine, Ibn Daud argues

that "the inconsistency that arises if we assume that everything is determined by
God is greater and more difficult to resolve than the inconsistency that the

doctrine of free will
implies"

(p. 7). According to Ibn Daud, the philosophical

sciences often lead individuals into confusion because these individuals are not

able to reconcile the apparent antinomy between science and religion.

Ibn Daud seeks to articulate a philosophic account which reveals the recon

ciliation between these two sources of knowledge. The title of the treatise is an

initial indication of its purpose. It is often thought that the original Arabic title

was Al-'Aqidah Al-Rafi'ah, which came to be translated as either Ha-'Emunah

Ha-Ramah or Ha-'Emunah
Ha-Nissa'ah.4

Its purpose is to defend the most

exalted religion. He uses a metaphor to explicate the relation between philoso

phy and religion. They are like two lamps, the lamp of religion is in the right

hand and the lamp of philosophy is in the left. Many people are not able to hold

these two lamps at the same time. When the lamp of philosophy starts burning,

the lamp of religion goes out. Ibn Daud seeks to show the compatibility of

these two lamps. According to Fontaine, however, the argument to show the

harmony of religion and philosophy is not the central task of Ibn Daud's book,
as other commentators, such as Julius Guttmann, G. D. Cohen, and H. Simon,
suggest. She summarizes her argument in chapter 12, the final chapter of her

book, and in doing so judiciously selects a quotation from The Exalted Faith

which confirms her point. She writes: "Or, as Ibn Daud himself puts it when he

eventually embarks on his treatment of the freedom of the will and the themes

associated with it: 'This problem is the first in thought and the last in action; it

is the chapter for which we have written the
book' "

(p. 239. ER II.6, p 93 11
22-24).5

Apart from this invaluable statement of Ibn Daud, the strength of Fontaine's
argument rests in her exposition of the structure of the treatise. She explains the

structure as a series of steps in which Ibn Daud presents Aristotelian physics

and metaphysics to the point at which he can examine the nature of human
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conduct (pp. 239-43). When Ibn Daud turns to an exposition of human actions,

he draws upon his account of physical science to argue for (1) the existence of

the
'possible'

as a logical category and for (2) the freedom of the will (p. 243).

Although Fontaine admits that his exposition of the steps in this structure in

volves Ibn Daud in details which are not absolutely necessary for the argument

and which give the book the appearance of a compendium of philosophy, she

maintains that "the various themes are arranged, as I have said, in a special

way, and behind that order lies a particular
purpose"

(p. 244).

Fontaine recognizes that for Ibn Daud a defense of Judaism requires a de

fense of both the possibility of efficacious actions and the necessity of virtuous

actions. She notes: "In his introduction Ibn Daud announces that the purpose of

his philosophical reflections is practical philosophy, i.e.
action"

(p. 250). Fon

taine says later in the same paragraph:

The ultimate goal of his argument really is action. We have seen that the many

questions that he addresses finally lead to the question of the freedom of the will. It

is this very question that constitutes the frontier land between theoretical and

practical philosophy. It is this point that marks the crossing-point between

philosophy and religion, which is why agreement between the two forms of

knowledge at this point is essential. If it were to become apparent that as regards

the freedom of the will either philosophy or religion is unable to arrive at a positive

conclusion, agreement on other points would no longer be necessary, for what is the

point of a religious life if it is not the result of a choice freely made? If we are to

lead a life that is religious in a meaningful way, proving the freedom of the will is

an absolute sine qua non. To be able to offer such proof, Ibn Daud feels that he is

also obliged to demonstrate that agreement also exists on all other points leading to

this core problem, which is why his philosophical expositions all close with a series

of quotations from the Bible offered in evidence. Certainly he has a practical goal

(and for that reason it is to some extent possible to regard the whole of his

philosophy, including the theoretical parts, as practical
philosophy)."

(Pp. 250-51)

According to Fontaine, Ibn Daud's recognition of the legal and political nature

of Judaism is manifest in The Exalted Faith. His lifeline to biblical and rabbinic

religion is secure.

The purpose of this study is to offer a critical evaluation of Fontaine's pre

sentation of the purpose of Ibn Daud's treatise. Criticism is always a sorting

out, a judgement of arguments made well and of those which are incomplete. I

will be essentially limited to an evaluation of the coherence of Fontaine's read

ing of the text rather than engaging extensively in a primary study of Ibn

Daud's book. I will evaluate her work under five headings: (1) the structure of

the treatise, (2) the sources of the treatise, (3) Aristotelian and Platonic science

and biblical creation, (4) on the soul, and (5) Law (Torah) and political philoso

phy.
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2. THE STRUCTURE OF THE TREATISE

Fontaine's book is written as a series of chapters which comment on Ibn

Daud's chapters in their respective order. She usually studies either several of

his chapters in one of hers or devotes one of her chapters to one of Ibn Daud's.

In one instance, Ibn Daud's chapter II.6, she devotes two chapters to this chap

ter which presents the argument for the freedom of the will. On only one occa

sion does she depart from this orderly presentation. She chooses to discuss 1.8

along with II.4 because both chapters are Ibn Daud's account of heavenly

spheres and intelligences. It is usually a valuable procedure to follow the se

quence of a text under inquiry with considerable faithfulness. Fontaine is to be

commended in placing herself as a commentator rather than as an innovator

who engages in the process of rearranging the order of presentation of the text.

Whatever is lost in flair of presentation is more than compensated in orderly

exposition. Her central argument is that the structure of Ibn Daud's book, that

is, the order of his philosophic arguments, forms a necessary sequence. The

presentation of this sequence of proofs is found in her final chapter, chapter 12,

"Recapitulations and
Conclusions."

In this chapter the summary is in fact pre

sented twice. The first summary of the structure begins on page 240 and ex

tends to the top of page 244. The second summary occurs almost unwittingly,

since she previously claims her recapitulation of his argument has concluded

on the bottom of page 244 and continues to the top of page 245.

When we examine the first summary we are disappointed at the vagueness

with which she delineates a number of steps in Ibn Daud's argument. Let us

examine two examples. First, when she presents the steps in the arguments

between 1.1-5, she proceeds in 1.1-2 with a summary of Aristotle's account of

substance, accident and form, and in 1.3-5, with a discussion of motion and

infinity. She begins the discussion of 1.3-5 with the following statement:

"Form, as Ibn Daud explains in the subsequent chapters on motion and infinity
(ER 1.3-5), is of divine

origin"

(p. 240). We are immediately presented with the
question of the origin of form. Does

"divine"

here mean the Aristotelian First

Cause, an intermediary, or the God of Abraham? While this concern is appro

priate, it is necessary to determine whether it is a step in Ibn Daud's argument

and, if it is a step, whether he accomplishes his task or not. Aristotle's physics

is derived from arguments based on the eternity of substance, form, and matter.

What is Ibn Daud's account regarding the creation of the world? She also says:

"In these chapters he also prepares his later proof for the existence of
God"

(p.

240). What is the link between the Aristotelian doctrine of form and the proof

for the existence of God? How did the Aristotelian account of form make all

this possible? A careful exposition of the steps is necessary if the structure is

used as an argument to identify the central purpose of the book. Secondly, in
regard to 1.6-7, an extensive discussion by Ibn Daud on the soul, she says: "the
concepts of form and matter come into the discussion of the relation between
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soul and
body."

But form and matter do more than "come into
discussion."

Form is incorporeal, thus, according to Aristotle, the form of the body is an

incorporeal soul. If the Aristotelian distinction between form and matter is used

to account for the relation between body and soul, as it is in Aristotle's De

Anima, then the proof of the existence of form and matter necessarily precedes

an account of the soul. The sequence of Ibn Daud's argument appears to pro

ceed in this manner. A complication emerges, however, inasmuch as Ibn Daud

seems to prefer other formulations of the relation between body and soul than

Aristotle's definition that the soul is the form of the body. At a later point in

Fontaine's book, she comments on Ibn Daud's position on this matter (pp. 60-

61). She does not review the alternatives on the issue in this summary. None

theless, an exposition of the structure of his argument requires a precise exposi

tion of each proof in its proper place.

Her second summary (pp. 244-45) is more concise, and she follows Ibn

Daud's argument more carefully. A summation of the argument proceeds as

follows. The problem of free will and determinism cannot be answered unless

(1) we know what can and cannot proceed from God, which requires (2) a

priori arguments for the existence and unity of God, which requires (3) a de

fense of the notion of singular incorporeal substances, which requires (4) an

argument regarding the motion of the spheres, which requires (5) an argument

that the motion of the soul is different than the motion of a body, which re

quires (6) an argument to show that nothing can move itself, which requires (7)

a presentation of the concepts of substance, accident, matter, and form. I have

presented the sequence as more obvious and deliberate than is found in Fon

taine's paragraph, although the outline is hers. If there is a structure to the book,

then it must follow this sequence, and Fontaine needs to note in each chapter of

her exposition that the structure is present. Moreover, if the structure is indeed

present, an evaluation of Ibn Daud's treatise requires that we scrutinize the

sufficiency of each argument in its proper order.

Ibn Daud himself gives us a summary of the structure of his argument in the

introductory Abstract (kelal) to the book (ER Abstract, p. 3, 11.6-35). He insists

that there is a correct order of presentation of his subject. He traces each step in

the argument back to the syllogism necessary for its proof. Thus, in this sum

mary he presents the arguments in the reverse order in which they will appear

in the treatise. In this section Ibn Daud states repeatedly his sense of a neces

sary order of argumentation. He says, "and a satisfactory answer could not be

given to it until after we understand the attributes and actions of God"; and

"one cannot know the truth about his attributes and his actions until he first

introduces a proof of his existence"; and "this could not be affirmed until we

had proved that there are incorporeal substances which are called angels"; and

"from the necessity that we prove that it is not possible for there to be in

existence actual ordered infinite existents; and so on. Thus Ibn Daud perceives

that his argument follows a necessary order. We should expect in his treatise a
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sequence of demonstrations leading to his conclusion. Immediately following

this summary, however, Ibn Daud qualifies his procedure in a decisive way. He

states that, in contrast to Ibn Gabirol in Fons Vitae whose discourse contains

excesses, he writes with precise discourse which is free from excess and is a

true demonstration. Then he says that he does not trouble himself with the

introduction of the demonstrative syllogism (ha-heqesh ha-mophthi) that ac

companies each subject. The subjects are not introduced in the order of a classi

cal syllogism (seder ha-heqesh ha-mophthi). He says that if the masters of logic

(ba 'ale ha-higgayon) wish, they can formulate their understanding of the mid

dle term of the syllogism. He thus warns us that not all parts of the subject are

explained.6

Ibn Daud claims that the reason the treatise is written in this way is that he

has a particular reader in view. The treatise is written for someone who has

departed from the grades of the masses and who is confused regarding the

relation between choice and necessity. Moreover, the reader is someone who

wishes to know the Israelite faith. Ibn Daud promises a more complete discus

sion after he introduces the truths concerning substances and accidents, that is,

after a summary of Aristotle's Categories. The intended reader is someone who

has not arrived at the appreciation of the harmony between religion and philos

ophy.

The identification of an intended reader is confirmed by other comments in

the treatise. In the preamble to the introductory Abstract, Ibn Daud mentions

that in the Abstract he will discuss what grades of the sons of man (madregot

bene 'adam) will receive benefit (to'elet) from the treatise. Later in the Abstract

Ibn Daud writes:

Behold it is clear that the subject of this speculation is political philosophy
(philosophiya' ma'

ash), in religion there are traditions, and in true philosophy clear

demonstrations. Concerning the benefit of this treatise, behold, I recommend to

every man who is innocent with an absolute innocence ('ish tarn betaklit ha-

temimut), who, when they are asked concerning the inquiry of necessity and free

will (darush ha-hekreah ve-ha-behirah), or inquiries which are like it in order that

there will be no anxiety concerning them that they will think that man (ben

'adam) cannot understand these inquiries and his heart will not be troubled within

him for his ignorance. He should not yield himself to examine this treatise nor

anything whose purpose is the purpose of this book. Rather, it is proper that he
should remain in his innocence and his tradition because the purpose of political

philosophy is action. And the wise ones in religious wisdom who are also

philosophers do not need to read our treatise because their science is more

sufficient than our treatise. But perhaps someone will begin to understand and he

will be perplexed concerning what he has received through tradition and what is
true in what is disturbing, then this treatise will greatly benefit him. We offered him

many of the ways of wisdom and we established religion upon its foundation. (ER

Abstract, p. 4, 11.4-15, translation mine)7



Fontaine's Account o/The Exalted Faith 337

The subtle movement of this passage makes us wonder whether Ibn Daud is

truly saying that this type of innocence is good. The word tarn is equivocal,

meaning either a true goodness (Job 1:1) or naivete (I Kings 22:34 and Genesis

25:27, although the latter reference is to the contrast between Esau's knowledge

of the art of hunting and Jacob's lack of such knowledge, Jacob's tarn. The

author must be ironic in saying that Jacob has tarn; Jacob is innocent of the

particular art of hunting, but he is not innocent of all craft. This irony fore

shadows the development of the story.). A translation of the passage is very

difficult. I hope that one day we will have an Arabic version available to us. Ibn

Daud says that the treatise is not written for the innocent who possess an abso

lute innocence, those who are not troubled with the inquiry regarding necessity

and free will, nor is it written for the true philosopher who knows science well.

He appears to deflect the attention of the innocent away from the treatise, even

to dissuade them from the study of philosophy. Right action can be learned

from tradition. The innocent do not need to read this book. Nor does a true

philosopher need to read it because his science will be more sufficient than

what is found therein.

Chapter 2 provides further confirmation of the deliberateness of Ibn Daud's

selection of a reader. In this case Ibn Daud claims that Scripture itself only

alludes to scientific truths, while its literal sense satisfies the masses.

We say that in the books of prophecy there is no clear explanation of what is

understood in true philosophy so that the understanding of the people who are the

masses of men would not be slow. Rather the books of the prophets make allusions

and arouse the unique individual to understand the secret meanings of those

allusions. Thus, that individual knows that wisdom is included in the books of

prophecy, while the masses are satisfied with their literal sense. (ER 1.2 p. 12,

11.9-12)

Although Ibn Daud does not in this context say that Scripture is written for his

addressee, his comments reveal that he understands Scripture to be aware of a

wide range of competences in its readers. As a corollary, Scripture may address

different people in different ways, or certain parts of Scripture may be written

more for certain types of readers than other parts, or there may be other possi

ble ways in which Scripture is addressed to the different types of readers which

we have not identified here. In the course of his treatise Ibn Daud will explain

that Scripture does not explain but simply alludes to all that is found in true

philosophy. This view of the Tanach is especially confirmed in ER 1.8 (p. 43,

11.23-40). This passage is an exposition of the account of the chariot (ma'aseh

merkabah) in Ezekiel 1 and 10. After several cryptic references to verses in this

passage, Ibn Daud says that anyone who understands these things will know

that he did not explain the texts of Ezekiel. Ibn Daud follows a Talmudic in

junction against a public explanation of the account of the chariot. He says that

our ancestors (qadmonenu) prevented us from revealing the hidden meanings of
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Ezekiel, quoting the passage from Mo'ed Hagigah ILL The account of the

chariot can only be revealed in the presence of one student, and even in the

presence of this exceptional student only the chapter headings are to be re

vealed to him. From Ibn Daud's argument we know that he thought that at least

certain written documents, including the sacred words of Scripture and his own

treatise, are composed with a certain addressee in mind.

These and other comments in Ibn Daud's treatise reveal its introductory or

protreptic nature. It seeks to deepen the student's appreciation of certain philo

sophical questions and in doing so it establishes religious science upon its true

foundation. As an introductory treatise we do not know the degree to which it

introduces philosophical demonstrations only as reports or traditions rather than

supplying fully the steps in the demonstration. An introductory philosophy text

book, one designed for the reader who is accustomed to accepting tradition, will

be most in need of receiving philosophy by way of report rather than demon

stration. Thus unless it is shown that at each step a demonstrative argument is

presented, we cannot be sure that the structure of the treatise is demonstrative.

The treatise presents a nice summary of at least certain parts of Aristotelian

natural science. Ibn Daud's arguments in 1.4 against the existence of an actual,

numbered, ordered and infinite series of entities are demonstrative. But there is

also good reason to argue that Ibn Daud did not intend the treatise to be demon

strative at all points. Fontaine seems to imply that the structure is based on a

series of philosophical proofs, although, as we have noted, she does not delin

eate precisely the steps in this structure. This first and central argument for the

existence of a structure to Ibn Daud's argument remains to be elucidated.

Finally, in order to confirm the seriousness with which Ibn Daud may be

deliberately supplying only a partial philosophical demonstration, it is neces

sary to be aware of the philosophic tradition which precedes, is contem

poraneous, and continues after him. The protreptic presentation of philosophy

combined with a reticence to write final and complete treatises is known in

Greek philosophy from antiquity. Cicero distinguishes between Aristotle's 'eso
teric'

works and
'commentaries.'

The esoteric works were intended primarily

for inside the Lyceum and were, as in the case of the Poetics, incomplete.

These treatises were called by later commentators, although apparently not by
Aristotle

'acroamatic'
works.8 Alcinous'

(A. D. 2d century) The Handbook of

Philosophy reveals an intention to write only a partial presentation. In the

thirty-sixth and final chapter of the handbook, Alcinous writes:

So much, then, will suffice as an introduction to the study of the doctrines of Plato.

Some of what has been said has been presented in proper order; other parts,

perhaps, somewhat randomly and out of order. But at any rate what has been

expounded here gives one the capability to examine and discover subsequently all

the remainder of his doctrines.9



Fontaine's Account ofThe Exalted Faith 339

The good student is encouraged to proceed independently rather than expect all

demonstrations to be found in this handbook. At the beginning of the Eisagoge

Porphyry (died circa A. D. 305) remarks:

I shall make for you a concise review of this traditional teaching as befits an

introduction and try to recount what our predecessors said. I shall avoid the deeper

issues and in a few words try to explain the simpler notions. For example, I shall

put aside the investigation of certain profound questions concerning genera and

species, since such an undertaking requires more detailed
examination.10

Porphyry writes an
'introduction,'

an eisagoge, which avoids certain questions,

at least in this particular treatise. The treatise is addressed to one Chrysaorius, a

Roman senator who was unable to make any sense of Aristotle's Categories.

This partial presentation of philosophy is also known among the Arabs.

G. C. Anawati distinguishes exoteric and esoteric passages in Ibn Sina. The

exoteric passages are made to the public and therefore are incapable of attack

from Muslim orthodoxy; the esoteric passages present potentially controversial

themes more subtly. D. M. Dunlop remarks briefly on Ibn Bajjah's references to

Alfarabi 's commentary on Porphyry's Eisagoge; Ibn Bajjah's comments reveal

that he is aware of the issue in both Porphyry and Alfarabi. There is also a

tradition of aphoristic writing amongst the falasifa. Alfarabi writes the Aphor

isms of the Statesman and Introductory Sections (fusul) on Logic. Maimonides

too writes Medical Aphorisms. He explains that the purpose of aphorisms is to

provide the scientist with a host of ideas which need to be remembered, but

aphoristic texts do not seek to be comprehensive and sufficient nor do they

contain axioms or syllogisms. Ibn Tufayl, who died in A. D. 1185, also ad

dresses his book Hayy the Son of Yaqzan to a "noble, sincere and affectionate

brother"

who does not understand the secrets of illuminative or oriental philoso

phy ('ishraqiyya). Ibn Tufayl also warns that his exposition will not be com

plete, partly due to the difficulty of the subject and partly due to the necessity

that the student discover secrets on his own. Finally, Ibn Daud's addressee is

remarkably similar to
Maimonides'

addressee described in the Epistle Dedica

tory in the Guide of the
Perplexed."

The Guide is written for Rabbi Joseph, a

partially and imperfectly educated student. Rabbi Joseph is perplexed but does

not understand philosophy sufficiently to overcome his perplexity. He is neither

completely innocent nor a master of philosophy.

To be sure, these examples of introductory, partial, or aphoristic philosophic

texts vary in their degree of presentation, in their selection of literary forms to

achieve their presentation, and perhaps in their respective purposes in partial

presentations. They nevertheless attest to persistent aspects of Greek and Arabic

philosophy. Ibn Daud's comment that his work does not present complete syl

logisms is one example of a reasonably well attested manner of doing
philoso-
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phy. The reason for his comment remains unexplored in Fontaine's book. In

certain respects Ibn Daud's treatise is more demonstrative than other literary

forms in the tradition. Ibn Daud's The Exalted Faith is a book, a sepher or

treatise; he calls both Aristotle's Categories (ER Abstract, p. 3, 1.40) and this

work a sepher (ER Introduction, p. 1, 1.4). Furthermore, in ER 1.4, a chapter on

quantity, Ibn Daud's presentation of the philosophic and mathematical argu

ments against the notion of the existence of an actual infinity serve as a para

digm of demonstrative philosophy. Thus, his treatise, in certain places, needs to

be distinguished from the purposes of aphoristic literary forms. His movement

toward a full presentation of subjects is characteristic of Aristotle's treatises,

although we have noted that even Aristotie's treatises are acroamatic. Ibn Daud

is certainly aware of various partial presentations of philosophy, but the degree

to which Ibn Daud moves in the direction of complete exposition in comparison

to the aphoristic genres marks his commitment to demonstration and to a recov

ery of Aristotle's intentions.

Nonetheless, if Fontaine wishes to argue that the structure of Ibn Daud's

treatise is a series of demonstrative arguments, it is necessary for her both to

show the actual sequence and to account for Ibn Daud's deliberate identification

of an addressee who is not a master of
logic.12

It is not only necessary to reflect upon the complex interplay that exists

between demonstrative syllogisms and rhetorical presentations throughout the

sequence of the three books, but there is another division with which the trea

tise is composed. There is a second abstract at the beginning of ER II.5. There

are thus two, but only two, abstracts in the book. The effect of this second

abstract, although placed in the middle of Book II, is to create a new beginning;

we are required to reflect upon the first abstract and what change is beginning
here. The first abstract introduces the principles of natural and metaphysical

science. The second abstract introduces
'tradition.'

This second division in the

treatise examines knowledge that is obtained by way of perception, that is by
the perceptions of others as they are transmitted by traditions, especially the

prophets. ER II.5 is an account of prophecy. The rest of Ibn Daud's treatise is a

defense of the details of the traditions of Scripture and Talmud and a defense of

political philosophy. With the creation of this second structure, Ibn Daud re

minds us of the difference between the proofs of philosophy and the proofs of
tradition.13

These reflections on the structure of the argument in the treatise introduce us

to Ibn Daud's formulation of the purpose of his treatise. Ibn Daud says at the

end of the introductory abstract that the subject of his treatise is political or

practical philosophy; it is political philosophy which determines the veracity of

traditions in religious law, and it is political philosophy as well which deter

mines what is demonstrative in philosophy itself (ER I Abstract, p. 4, 11.4-5).

According to this passage the true science of religion and also the magisterial

science, the science of sciences, is political philosophy. This identification of
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religion and political philosophy is found also in
Maimonides'

Treatise on

Logic. He writes:

The sages of the peoples of antiquity made rules and regulations, according to their

various degrees of perfection, for the government of their subjects. These are called

nomoi; and by them, the peoples were governed. On all these matters, the

philosophers have many books which have been translated into Arabic. Perhaps

those that have not been translated, are even more numerous. But in these times we

do not need all these laws and nomoi; for divine laws govern human
conduct.'4

Maimonides'

comments here are subtle, but it seems that he replaces the nomoi

with religion and in so doing suggests that the purpose of religion is political.

Ibn Daud does the same in the passage we have examined. The inquiry into the

true nature of religion and a defense of Judaism is the subject of political phi

losophy. (Maimonides and Ibn Daud appear to be in agreement that political

philosophy is an architectonic rather than ancillary science.) Religion is essen

tially a political entity. Fontaine is correct in her judgement that Ibn Daud

provides an account of the soul which gives a central place to virtuous actions

and therefore to religion. Ibn Daud's interest in political philosophy is con

firmed at the beginning of Book III, where he states that the purpose of practi

cal philosophy is happiness (ER III, p. 98, 11.19-20). Political philosophy

cultivates governance of the individual, of the home and of the state; these

political teachings are found in the most perfect way possible in the
Torah.15

Ibn Daud modifies this formulation slightly in the next passage of the ab

stract, however. After quoting Deuteronomy 4:6, Ibn Daud says that it is not the

law that is marvelous in the eyes of Israel's neighbours because revealed laws

(ha-misyot ha-shimi'ot) are not intended for the other nations, and political

actions (ha-hanahagot ha-mediniyyot) and ethical virtues (ma'alot ha-midot)

are available to everyone of intellect. (He does not explain this notion of "natu

ral"

justice further at this point.) What is marvelous are the principles of the

Israelite faith (shorshe ha-'emunah ha-yisra'elit). Thus Ibn Daud's treatise

seeks to identify and defend principles. The point of contact in his treatise

between natural science, which is presented in ER I.l-ER II.4, and tradition,

which is presented in ER II.5 and perhaps to the end in ER III.2, are principles.

The principles of natural science are harmonious with the principles of religion.

Biblical interpretation will finally be devoted to an enucleation of these

principles.

3. THE SOURCES OF THE TREATISE

The examination of the
"sources"

of a book is a necessary, though easily

abused, procedure. The delineation of sources is actually an exposition of an

author's predecessors; the concatenation of these predecessors constitutes a
tra-
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dition from which an author writes. This tradition contains a set of conventions

of the way subjects are presented and in what languages. An author relies upon

certain previous formulations more than others, and the identification of these

lines of transmission and imitation often elucidates what a particular writer is

saying. The pejorative criticism of a writer because he has
"sources"

is in itself

insufficient. What is more difficult to examine, but more worthy of attention, is

the complex interplay that exists in a writer between the previously formulated

conventions of a tradition and the particular variations found in his writings.

Ibn Daud belongs to a philosophic tradition which does not strive for innova

tion. The reasons for this are complex. Let us reflect on only one. Demonstra

tive proofs are like problems in mathematics. Mathematics represents the

pristine form of necessary argumentation. A particular student of mathematics

does not for the most part seek to be innovative with a mathematical theorem,

but rather he strives to do each step according to a pattern and to arrive at the

one correct answer. Ibn Daud is seeking to some extent to produce demonstra

tive proofs in The Exalted Faith; he does not see innovation as a virtue, nor

does he see
"borrowing,"

that is, being able to follow an argument and repro

duce it through a series of problems, as a weakness. Mathematicians discover

math formulae which they then make public, but the formulae are not
"theirs."

It would be unusual to say of anyone that he
"invented"

or
"created"

the equa

tion 2X2 =
4.16

Fontaine's book reveals an extensive command of the tradition from which

Ibn Daud writes. She conducts her examination of sources either at the level of

precise wording, so that she can show that Ibn Daud was reading a particular

document, or at the level of ideas. Each of Fontaine's chapters contains a dis

cussion of his possible sources for each topic; in philosophy, these sources are

the Greek and Arab philosophers, and in religion, the Bible and the Talmud and

the interpretations of these in various representatives of Rabbinic and Karaite

Judaism, Christianity, and Islam. Of the Greek philosophers she argues that

"Aristotle is the one whose presence is most keenly felt in
ER,"

and she main

tains that "the Aristotelian element weighs heavier in his work than in that of

his
predecessors"

(p. 254). Of the Arab writers Ibn Daud has been mostly de

pendent upon Alfarabi, Ibn Sina, and Al-Ghazali, and of these Ibn Sina is most

influential. Her argument here is not particularly controversial, and her detailed

examination confirms what was hitherto argued. She admits that there are
"Neoplatonic"

elements, introduced primarily through Ibn Sina and interpreta

tions of Rabbinical writings, and thus Ibn Daud's Aristotelianism is not free

from
"Neoplatonism"

(pp. 255-56). She argues that Ibn Daud's account of

emanation is presented in exactly the same way as it is in Alfarabi and Ibn Sina

(p. 255).

The most frequent term used in her inquiry into Ibn Daud's sources is "bor
rowed"

(see pp. 17, 25, 27, 69, 147 passim). Although Ibn Daud is an avid

student of previous writers, the term
"borrowed"

suggests a facile reiteration of
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the contributions of others. If, however, we remember that the ability to pro

duce a demonstration is comparable to doing a problem in mathematics prop

erly, and that the desire for innovation and creativity does not dominate writers

in this Arabic philosophical tradition, then Fontaine's understanding of "bor
rowing"

is problematic. Fontaine could have made a better case for Ibn Daud's

intellectual training than she does. His book is not a collection of borrowed

words and ideas, but a sustained presentation of a series of philosophical aporia

and demonstrations, and an examination of the ways in which philosophy eluci

dates Judaism. To be precise, my criticism of Fontaine here is a matter of

presentation rather than of her command of the Greek, Jewish, and Muslim

predecessors of Ibn Daud. There are numerous parallels which she elucidates

between Ibn Daud and other writers, either concerning precise points of lan

guage or concerning ideas.

The way in which the philosophic traditions are represented in the study of

an author is vital. This task remains, in any inquiry into either the achievement

of a particular author or into the history of philosophy, a monumental challenge.

How does Fontaine depict this tradition, and how does her representation shape

her account of Ibn Daud? Let us examine her evaluation of the
"influences"

in

the tradition, and then look at two examples.

Fontaine regards Ibn Daud as marking a new beginning in Jewish philoso

phy. She writes in summation: "As regards Greek authors we can be quite sure

that Ibn Daud's knowledge of Aristotelian philosophy exceeded that of any of

his
predecessors"

(p. 253). The identification of the predecessors in this context

is vague. I assume that she primarily means Jewish predecessors, since she

maintains that both Alfarabi and Ibn Sina are capable advocates of Aristotelian

philosophy. This understanding of her intentions is confirmed in the following

statement: "His [Ibn Daud's] originality lies chiefly in the fact that he tries to

transplant the system of ideas of the falasifa into Jewish soil and make it bear

fruit
there"

(p. 269). In consistency with this evaluation of Ibn Daud, she argues

that Ibn Daud's Arabic philosophic predecessors, Al-Kindi, Alfarabi, and Ibn

Sina, are essentially Aristotelian (pp. 252-74). She writes: "Just as he [Aris

totle] was to many another medieval thinker, to Ibn Daud Aristotle was the

authority, what Ibn Daud, indeed, called 'head of the
philosophers'"

(p. 254).

She also judges that there is a secondary element of Neoplatonism in Ibn

Daud's treatise. She says: "That the Neoplatonist influence on Ibn Daud must

be attributed to the falasifa is clear, for example, from the fact that, like Ibn

Sina, his psychology is only tinged with Neoplatonism by fits and starts, while

all the time the starting points are pure
Aristotle"

(p. 255). She later suggests

that the inconsistencies in his thought are due to Neoplatonism:

To some extent these
"unevennesses"

can be explained by the fact that Ibn Daud's

Aristotelianism is still largely coloured by Neoplatonic elements. As I have already

observed, Aristotle gets further with him than he did with earlier Jewish thinkers,
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but, as his thinking on matter illustrates, this does not lead to any radical break with

Neoplatonism. (P. 272)

What either Aristotelianism or Neoplatonism means in this context is, of

course, the essential aporia. If the term
"Neoplatonism"

were avoided, it would

be necessary to explicate the teachings of those writers who are associated with

this movement. The unevennesses in Fontaine's comments represent her own

equivocal evaluation of what predecessors are most central to Ibn Daud's trea

tise. Furthermore, in making an inquiry into this issue it is necessary

to determine which theme will be considered the most decisive. We will have

opportunity to reflect further on the nature of Ibn Daud's predecessors in the

successive sections, but let us examine one passage, a typical passage, in Fon

taine's work which illustrates the complexity of thought in Ibn Daud's

predecessors.

In chapter 2 Fontaine examines Ibn Daud's notions of substance and acci

dent. She claims, as might be expected, that Ibn Daud uses Aristotle's defini

tions of substance and accident. She also judges, and rightly so, that the

formulations of Aristotle's definitions are taken from the falasifa, from Alfarabi

and Ibn Sina. She is particularly impressed by Ibn Daud's reliance upon Al-

farabi's commentary on the categories of Aristotle. She begins her examination

of Ibn Daud's sources of the categories by disagreeing with Jacob Guttmann's

comments that his treatment of the categories is "fast wortgetreu
Aristotelisch"

(p. 16).
"
She criticizes his phrase because she says that the

"order"

of discus

sion of the categories is different in Aristotle and Ibn Daud and also that Aris

totle "glosses
over"

the last five categories, while Ibn Daud discusses them. She

concludes that Ibn Daud may have had an Arabic translation of an Aristotelian

text, but that he also may have had other sources. But neither the order of

treatment nor a fuller discussion of Aristotle is actually proof that Ibn Daud

disagrees with Aristotle's definitions of substance and accident, and this finally
is what matters in this

discussion.18

Secondly, she argues that the Hebrew spelling of the word
'category'

presup

poses the Arabic spelling in Alfarabi's treatise and also that several of Ibn

Daud's definitions are borrowed from Alfarabi. She traces the differences be

tween Alfarabi and Ibn Daud to a possible source, that of Ibn Sina. Again, what

matters here is not source hunting for the copying of phrases, but the definitions
of substance and accident. It is possible that Alfarabi, Ibn Sina, and Ibn Daud

have precisely the same account of substance even though slight variations

occur in the definitions. Fontaine should concentrate more completely on the

philosophical issue. Further, in order to illustrate the degree of difficulty of

recreating the thought of predecessors, it is necessary only to consider the num

ber and the subtlety of Alfarabi's logical treatises. Fontaine's account of Al

farabi's view of being is confined to one of his works, "Al-Farabi's paraphrase



Fontaine 's Account ofThe Exalted Faith 345

of the Categories of
Aristotle."

Alfarabi wrote a series of logical works which

must be considered in Alfarabi's account of Aristotelian
physics.19

In regard to

subtlety in these treatises, it is necessary to note that, despite Alfarabi's agree

ment with Aristotle on certain points, there is nothing comparable in them to

the presentation of the categories as found in ER 1.1.

4. ARISTOTELIAN AND PLATONIC SCIENCE AND BIBLICAL CREATION

There is widespread agreement that Ibn Daud's treatise is the first substantial

Aristotelian treatise in Jewish thought. While Fontaine identifies a number of

what she calls
"Neoplatonic"

elements, she judges that for Ibn Daud Aristotle is

"the
authority"

(p. 254). Her view is summed up in the sentence quoted in the

last section which ends with the comment that his "starting points are pure

Aristotle"

(p. 255). This degree of Aristotelianism in the work is by no means

clear, however. In chapter 1 1 of her study, Fontaine gives substantial credit to

Plato for Ibn Daud's accounts of the tripartite division of the soul and of ethics.

Even the use of the category
"Neoplatonic"

is problematic. E. K. Rowson re

cently criticizes the use because "Muslim philosophers had never heard of Neo

platonism"; it is a term used in modern scholarship which may not accurately

represent numerous authors. In Fontaine's exposition, the separation of Aris

totelian and Neoplatonic encourages, as is often the case, both a strong separa

tion of the intentions of Aristotle and Plato and the affirmation that Aristotle is

a more capable advocate of biblical religion than Plato and his interpreters. But

if we wish to continue a heuristic inquiry of these concerns, we thus need to be

aware of possible limitations of our procedure. If there are elements from

Plotinus or Porphyry or Alfarabi, they can be identified by individual author. I

will thus avoid the term
'Neoplatonic'

as much as
possible.20

An inquiry into (1) the degree of purity of Ibn Daud's Aristotelianism and

(2) the compatibility of Ibn Daud's natural science and biblical account of cre

ation entails a discussion of the origin of nature in Ibn Daud's treatise. Fontaine

uses the word
"emanation"

frequently to describe this relation. She introduces

the term in her discussion of places in her book, most extensively in her chapter

on the heavenly spheres and intelligences, chapter 7 (pp. 110-36). This chapter

presents her most decisive statement on Ibn Daud's view. She defers to her

formulation in chapter 7 in later discussions. Note for example, in chapter 9,

which is her examination of God's knowledge of events and governance of the

world as a whole and his governance of particulars, a chapter which raises

many of the central issues of the entire treatise, she refers to her formulation of

Ibn Daud's position in chapter 7 (pp. 172-73). In an examination of chapter 7,

we indeed find her key discussion of
'emanation.'

She summarizes Ibn Daud's

position as follows:
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All these vaguenesses and contradictions arise from the fact that Ibn Daud

makes no clear statement regarding the question of whether the world originated by

emanation or in an act of creation. In his efforts to cling to both the emanation

theory of the philosophers and the traditional idea of creation he is bound to find

himself bogged down in contradictions. (Pp. 134-35)

In any event, it is safe to say that Ibn Daud rejects the idea of an eternal

necessary emanation. But he also accepts the idea of creation only up to a point.

Nowhere, for example, does he state explicitly that God created the world from

nothing, nor does he say anywhere that God created the world in time. That, in

particular, would have conflicted with his ideas of an immutable God. For if God

created the universe at a single particular moment, it might be wondered why he

should have chosen that precise moment. This presupposes a change in God's will.

Thus we can only conclude that Ibn Daud accepts both ideas, creation and

emanation, in a diluted form. God produces the world, in whatever way that might

be, and he does so with his will. But for the problems that this ambivalence creates,

Ibn Daud has no other solution than the shortcomings of human understanding. (P.

135)

Several key points emerge in this passage. First, Fontaine sees the two views,

emanation and creation, as distinct and contradictory. Secondly, although she

claims that Ibn Daud seeks to maintain the view of emanation of the philoso

phers, she says that Ibn Daud does not think that there is an "eternal necessary
emanation."

The question arises: What does emanation mean? Thirdly, she says

that he accepts creation but at no point does he state explicity his agreement

with creatio ex nihilo or creation at a point in time. Another question arises:

What does creation mean? Her conclusion is that Ibn Daud does not solve the

contradictions. In order to confirm that this is her final judgement of his view,

let us examine several other passages in her book in which the issue is

discussed.

Fontaine introduces Ibn Daud's use of Aristotle's account of form and matter

in her exposition of his chapter 2. According to Ibn Daud's version of Aristotle,
matter is known to exist because something common exists amidst the changes

of forms. For example, in the case of perceptual matter (hiyuli ha-muhash) and

artificial or manmade forms (ha-surot
ha-mel'

akhutiyot), a gold scepter can be

made into a gold coin and then into a gold ring and into a thousand different

forms. The gold is common to each new entity; Fontaine calls this common

entity
"matter"

or
"substrate"

(homer) or "the essence of
gold"

( 'asmut bezahav

homer) (p. 23). In the case of natural forms (ha-surot ha-tivi'ot), or what Ibn
Daud also calls divine forms (ha-srot ha-'elohiyot), the substrate is impercept

ible and is called "prime
matter"

(ha-homer ha-ri'shoniyot). The forms also are

called "prime
forms"

(ha-surot ha-ri'shoniyot). In this context Fontaine says

that the forms and matter, whether prime form and prime matter or the individ

ual elements, are both
"emanated"

from and
"created"

by God (pp. 23-24). She

omits any comment here regarding what Hebrew terms she would translate as
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"emanated"

or
"created."

The usual term for emanation is
ha-shepha'

which is

used in ER 1.2, p. 10, 11.30-33; but it is also possible that the term ha-ga'ah,
which also occurs in ER 1.2, p. 10, 11.30-733 and again in ER 1.2, p. 12, 11.25-

40, could be translated as
"emanation."

Nevertheless it is in an exposition of

this chapter that she begins to use the term emanation. Although she does not

draw attention to the verb bara in this chapter, Ibn Daud uses this poignant

verb from Genesis 1 to speak of God's creative
acts.21

Fontaine shows sufficiently that Ibn Daud's initial exposition reveals his

Aristotelian starting points. Fontaine says that Ibn Daud
"borrows"

from Aris

totle's Physics, 1,7-8 and the Metaphysics, VIII. Ibn Daud's account of form

and matter are an infusion of Aristotelian physics into his treatise. In consis

tency with these Aristotelian formulations, Fontaine notes that Ibn Daud insists,
inter alia, on the Aristotelian affirmation that "nothing can proceed from non

existence"

(p. 25). It is at this point, however, that a difficult question begins to

emerge: Is not creatio ex nihilo necessary to a biblical account of creation?

Fontaine neglects to mention in this context that a rejection of creatio ex nihilo

entails the eternity and necessity of the effect from an eternal necessary cause,

and thus the eternity of the world. Furthermore, if the world proceeds from a

necessary cause, then the cause in no sense wills the effect at one time rather

than another and, moreover, the effect is necessarily of a particular nature. For

Aristotle potentiality is not absolute nonexistence. Her only concern here

which is typical of her preoccupation with the identification of types of sources

rather than with an inquiry into the aporia presented in Ibn Daud's text is

whether Ibn Daud read an Arabic translation of Aristotle's treatises or whether

he had some other source (p. 25). Since it is Fontaine's conclusion that the

contradictions are not harmonized in Ibn Daud's treatise, that he indeed fails at

his stated aim of harmonizing religion and philosophy, she avoids further re

flection of these difficult questions. What she offers is Ibn Daud's correction of

Aristotle on the basis of biblical creation. Can we be content, however, to admit

as easily as Fontaine that Ibn Daud was aware of, but could not solve, the

contradictions which preoccupied the writing of his treatise? Or do we gain the

impression that an alert writer introduces us as initiates to grave issues for

further exploration?

Ibn Daud's account of origins is complicated further, as Fontaine recognizes,

because Ibn Daud introduces other non-Aristotelian and nonbiblical elements

into this chapter. In particular, Ibn Daud's view of matter is not identical to

Aristotle's. She argues that Ibn Daud's notions of an "undifferentiated incor

poreal
form"

(surat geshem beshilluah) and of
"cohesion"

or
"volume"

(hitdab-

quf), both of which exist in prime matter, are of Neoplatonic origin. Thus she

says "prime matter cannot be wholly formless since it must in any event have a

certain extension, a certain
volume"

(p. 26). After a refutation of Jacob Gutt-

mann's hypothesis that this notion of a universal corporeal form follows Ibn

Gabirol's philosophy, Fontaine concludes that neither Ibn Gabirol nor Ibn Daud
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can be acquitted of the charge of "contradiction and
ambivalence"

(pp. 29-30),

especially in regard to matter. Fontaine's judgement of Ibn Daud's view of

matter persists throughout her book. She says that his "ambivalence regarding

matter will cost Ibn Daud dear, as when he discusses the relationship between

body and
soul"

(p. 30).

In the midst of this discussion of the contradiction between Aristotelian,

Platonic, and perhaps Plotinian accounts of matter, another version of begin

nings is introduced. She says that Ibn Daud includes a "creation
report"

(ER

1.2, p. 10, 11.1-18) in order to explain the origin of both prime matter and prime

form (p. 30). Although she admits that the creation report is "distinctly out of

place"

(p. 30), Fontaine judges that it is still proof that Ibn Daud ultimately

defers to a biblical account of creation. In this report Ibn Daud states his belief

that God prepares the material for his craft. According to Fontaine, Aristotle

provides Ibn Daud with a "magnificent explanation for the generation and the

corruption of
things"

(p. 30), but Aristotle did not have a "monopoly on expla

nations of the origin of either matter or
form."

(p. 30). Matter is not eternal, but

created. For Fontaine, the use of the term
"emanation"

by Ibn Daud means that

matter and form are not "immanent principles in
nature"

and the use of the

phrase "by the will of
God"

is a "clear
indicator"

that these principles are of

divine origin (p. 30).

While on the whole her judgements here are correct, she does not comment

on the careful movement of this part of the chapter. After a summary of the

conceptual demonstration (ha-mophet ha-sikhli) (ER 1.1, p. 9, 1.41 -p. 10, 1.1),

Ibn Daud begins a sentence with "We
believe"

and continues with the use of

the verb "God
created"

(bara '). The juxtapositioning of two forms of knowl

edge, demonstration and belief, is used to make a point. Ibn Daud does not

claim that the createdness of the world is demonstrative. It is a matter of belief.

As we will learn later in Ibn Daud's treatise, beliefs are
'traditions'

(mequb-

belot) which are not above intellectual scrutiny. The procedure of verification,

or falsification, is closer in resemblance to proof in a court of law than to a

mathematical demonstration. Ibn Daud is aware of the potentially precarious

nature of the verification of traditions, but he also reminds us that traditions are

necessary for human community, and therefore cannot be dispensed with sim

ply because they are not provable in the manner of scientific demonstration. Ibn

Daud's view of these traditions is presented in ER II.5. The createdness of the

world thus is a tradition which requires continuous examination. Ibn Daud's

presentation here suggests his keen awareness of possible contradictions be

tween scientific demonstrations and religious teachings. We should expect fur

ther examination of these issues later in his treatise, especially since his aim is

to harmonize philosophy and religion.

In the final section of Ibn Daud's chapter 2, a section which is devoted to a

discussion of scriptural passages, we are introduced in a cryptic manner to Ibn
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Daud's account of intermediaries, and thus to a central ingredient in his account

of emanation. Fontaine does acknowledge the unusual nature of this passage in

a section on the teaching of Scripture. In a comment on a phrase from Job

38:14, he reflects on the secrets of the world of nature, that is, he gives an

exposition of how the first sphere (ha-galgal ha-rishon) moves all other

spheres, how the ecliptic (galgal ha-mazzalot) generates genera and species,

and how the stars which are proceeding along the motions of the zodiac ( 'azor)

generate individual forms. This chain causes the generation and dissolution of

the motions of the elements and the unification and removal of forms from

matter. This appears to be a passage which would invite further reflection on

'emanation,'

especially in a list of passages which are used to show that biblical

texts suggest Aristotelian accounts of substance. Fontaine is content here to

remark that Ibn Daud "must describe what role the heaven-world plays in the

sublunary"

(p. 32) in order to explain generation and corruption, providence

and human actions. She says we will have to look to subsequent chapters in the

treatise to see why this is the case.

Ibn Daud's comments regarding Scripture in this passage initiated part of our

earlier discussion on the pedagogic purpose of the treatise. According to Ibn

Daud, Scripture only suggests (remazim) and makes allusions to what is known

in philosophical demonstration. The literal sense of the Tanach thus is written

for the masses. Only the special individual (yehid segulah) will see the secret

allusions to philosophy in Scripture. To what extent does Ibn Daud present his

own treatise after the pattern of Scripture? We are deliberately left with much to

ponder.

Three central issues do not emerge sufficiently in Fontaine's initial discus

sion. First, what is necessary in an inquiry into the meaning of
'emanation'

is

whether a particular writer, such as Ibn Daud, understands it as a necessary

progression of beings from the One or whether, at some point, perhaps only at

the beginning, the First Mover makes a act of will to set the procession in

motion. Second, if Ibn Daud seeks to defend God's knowledge of particulars

and also particular providence, then either the First Mover or perhaps inter

mediaries must make continuous acts of will to govern the world. Aristotle's

First Mover neither creates by an act of will nor changes in any respect to

account for contingencies. Thus Aristotelian causation is necessary, and if nec

essary, also eternal. Necessary being itself always exists; the good and neces

sary effect of a good and necessary cause also always
exists.22

Third, Fontaine

speaks of causation only within what is called in Aristotelian terminology "effi

cient"

causation. In an article on Aristotle's separate movers, J. Owens writes:

That an immobile Mover of the Metaphysics can function only as a final cause, and

that its causality requires the Aristotelian heavens to be animated, may be taken as

admitted in this question, and indeed should now be beyond
controversy.23
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Owens's summary expresses agreement with D. Ross's comments; Ross says

that in book Lambda of the Metaphysics Aristotle argues that the First Cause

moves the world only as something loved. The First Mover does not in any way
"will"

the world into being. Accordingly, any suggestion of voluntarism in Ibn

Daud means that he is not consistent with Aristotle's argument.

This subject emerges again in chapter 7 of Fontaine's book. Chapter 7 is a

discussion of ER 1.8 and II.4. Fontaine summarizes the purpose of ER 1.8 as Ibn

Daud's intention "to prove that the motion of the heavenly spheres emanates

not from their nature but from their
soul"

(p. 111). The heavens, or to be more

specific, the spheres, have souls. The motion of the spheres is a soul-like or

voluntary motion (tenu'ot naphshiyot be-rason). Natural motion, motions of

nonintellectual entities due to their natures, is distinct from psychic or voluntary

motion. Entities which move by natural motion move by the "will of
God"

(reson
ha-'

el), but the use of the phrase here is equivocal. The spheres are

living entities. The life of these entities is higher than animal life because the

spheres are rational living beings (p. 112). See especially the discussion in ER

1.8, p. 41, 1.40-p. 42, 1.3.

Ibn Daud's proof of the existence of incorporeal heavenly souls is derived in

part from his argument for the incorporeality of the human soul. The movement

of the human soul from potential knowledge to actual knowledge proves the

existence of a separate active intellect because that which is potential requires

an external mover which is already actual to cause the transition to the higher

existence. In a similar way, the souls of the heavenly spheres go through a

transition from potentiality to actuality, and the transition must be caused by a

more perfect mover. The continuous circular motion of these spheres is the

most perfect actualization of potentiality possible. Fontaine remarks at this

point that the motion of the spheral souls arises from the "desire of the spheral

souls to become like the unmoved
movers"

(p. 112); and "Thus these movers

cause this motion to the extent that they are the final cause, in that the heavenly
bodies strive after perfection, just as the beloved object, without itself being
moved, serves as the cause of the movement of the lover desiring his

beloved"

(pp. 112-13).

Fontaine remarks that in this exposition Ibn Daud
"borrows"

from Aristotle's

De Caelo (p. 117). She does note several differences, the most important of

which is that Ibn Daud's first proof of the motions of the heavenly bodies

arising from a soul is derived from "premisses from Aristotle's doctrine of
motion"

(p. 118). She says:

[The proof] hinges on the notion that the moving principle cannot be nature because

natural motion is rectilinear and comes to rest. The proof as such comes not from

Aristotle but from Ibn Sina and Al-Ghazali, in both of whose works Ibn Daud

would have been able to find it. Ibn Daud makes a point of stressing that motion of

the heavenly bodies is voluntary and not natural, and here he disagrees with
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Aristotle, who, as I have already observed, teaches that the spheres have souls but

does not refer to the will. Ibn Daud's terminology reflects that of the Islamic

authors to whom I have referred. (P. 118)

Fontaine explains that an objection could be raised to Ibn Daud's separation of

natural and voluntary motion. She says that Aristotle himself might object (p.

293, n. 38); although Aristotle maintains that the motion of the heavens is

unlike the motions beneath the heavens, the motion of the heavens is still a

form of natural motion. Fontaine concludes that Ibn Daud moves on to a second

demonstration for the movement of the heavens by
'soul'

because he is afraid

that his first proof might lead to an indentification of soul with nature (p. 118).

Fontaine then examines this better proof, although the issue at stake in this first

proof is, to be sure, decisive. If the motion of the soul is voluntary, and if the

influence of the heavens in causation is by the will of the sphere-souls, then Ibn
Daud offers a considerable modification, if not rejection, of Aristotelian

science.

The difficulty in unravelling the tightly bound knots of this issue continues

in ER II.4. This chapter is, according to Fontaine, "devoted to proving the

existence of the so-called incorporeal substances, intelligences, or
angels"

(p.

119). ER II.4.1 is a demonstration of the existence of angels with respect to

human thought. ER II.4.2 is a demonstration of the existence of angels with

respect to the motion of the heavens. In ER II.4.2 Ibn Daud rehearses his argu

ment, first presented in ER 1.7, for the existence of an active intellect. But, as

Fontaine notes, when Ibn Daud gets to the point where we expect him to pro

duce the second proof, he says:

If we wished to give a true and necessary proof of the existence of the intelligible

substances on the basis of the motions of the spheres, we would do so. But we can

only do this in a way which we wish to avoid, so we leave that path to him who

will tread it, and we choose the straight path. (Fontaine's translation from p. 121 of

her book, ER II.4.2, p. 60, 11.11-14)

What is Ibn Daud saying here? Is he claiming that there is a proof for the

existence of incorporeal celestial intelligences which, though demonstrative, he

does not wish to reproduce? Or is he saying that there is a sophistical demon

stration that some people use that he does not wish to use? Fontaine's reading is

that the proof is not derived from the motion of the intellects themselves, but

from the movement from actuality to potentiality (p. 121). Thus she says that

Ibn Daud simply returns to the demonstration for the Active Intellect, which

may well indeed be a sufficient proof, although not a different one. While this

is indeed one possible explanation for his procedure, it is difficult to know why

Ibn Daud would start a new chapter with the statement that he was producing

another proof which is independent of his proof from the nature of understand

ing in the human soul only to abandon this proof at the point at which it is
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required. Rather it appears that here again Ibn Daud is avoiding full exposition

because of the difficult nature of the proofs and the protreptic purpose of his

treatise, or perhaps for other reasons. We have shown earlier that there are

numerous examples in his predecessors, contemporaries and successors for par

tial expositions. Fontaine notes elsewhere that there are themes which are not

part of his inquiry, but she does not conclude that the same is true here. Ibn

Daud continues his discussion with an examination of primary instances of

knowledge (ha-yediyot ha-ri'shonot), the need for an arouser (me'orer) and the

reaffirmation that the heavens are moved by will (ER II.4.2, p. 60, 11.30-31).

The theme of the motion of the heavens arising from their love of perfection,

a teleology of final cause, receives little further comment in Fontaine's book.

She remarks that the concept of the falasifa of an intellectual desire causing the

creation of a mental representation (tasawwur) of the beloved is not found in

Ibn Daud. Fontaine has no explanation for this omission (p. 122). Nor does she

address the full implications of this notion of causation by attraction for her

evaluation of the Aristotelianism of Ibn Daud. While I offer this judgement as a

criticism here, I do not underestimate the difficult challenge for anyone who

wishes to explicate this issue in Arabic philosophy.

Ibn Daud's distinction between the natural, rectilinear motion of the terres

trial sphere and the voluntary motions of the soul of man and the celestial

spheres will emerge again in our next section on the soul, but this crucial

formulation allows us, at this point, to present Aristotle's view. Let us begin

with a quotation from De Caelo:

We may take it that all movement is either natural or unnatural, and that the

movement which is unnatural to one body is natural to another as, for instance, is

the case with the upward and downward movements, which are natural and

unnatural to fire and earth respectively. It necessarily follows that circular

movement, being unnatural to these bodies, is the natural movement of some other.

Further, if, on the one hand, circular movement is natural to something, it must

surely be some simple and primary body which is ordained to move with a natural

circular motion, as fire is ordained to fly up and earth down. If on the other hand,

the movement of the rotating bodies about the centre is unnatural, it would be

remarkable and indeed quite inconceivable that this movement alone should be

continuous and eternal, being nevertheless contrary to nature. At any rate, the

evidence of all other cases goes to show that it is the unnatural which quickest

passes away. And so, if, as some say, the body so moved is fire, this movement is
just as unnatural to it as downward movement; for any one can see that fire moves

in a straight line away from the centre. On all these grounds, therefore, we may
infer with confidence that there is something beyond the bodies that are about us on

this earth, different and separate from them; and that the superior glory of its nature

is proportionate to its distance from this world of ours. (De Caelo I 2 269a 34-

269b
18).24
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The motion natural to the spheres is circular motion. The continuous and eter

nal nature of this circular motion attests to a simple and primary body whose

nature possesses a superior glory to the bodies of our world. To be sure, this

account sounds very like Ibn Daud's universal corporeal form. Be that as it

may, Aristotle's statement here does not distinguish natural and voluntary mo

tions, and therefore he does not say exactly that the motions of the heavens are

voluntary. Aristotle's account is the opposite of this. To the extent that the

motions of the spheres approximate perfection, that is, the most perfect imita

tion of Perfection itself in moving things, this motion must be of a certain and

necessary manner. The challenge which Ibn Daud faces, as does anyone who

seeks to preserve the rule of law against the vagaries of tyranny, is to combine a

serious defense of law, and thus also of prophecy, with the notion that nature

entails necessity. Can there be a genuinely scientific correction, if indeed there

needs to be a correction, to Aristotelian science which is consistent with, or

derived from, biblical creation? Is this correction always in the form of

voluntarism?

5. ON THE SOUL

Fontaine examines ER 1.6 and 7 in her chapter 5 entitled "The
Soul,"

and in

so doing traverses two central subjects of inquiry in Ibn Daud's treatise, the

soul and angels. The link between the two subjects is established at the begin

ning of ER 1.6 in which Ibn Daud says the true science of the soul requires an

explanation of the intermediaries that exist between the First and the corporeal

substances. The intermediaries are called
"angels"

(mal'akim) in Scripture and

"intellects"

(sheniyin) by the philosophers. A demonstration of the existence of

incorporeal entities, such as souls, could be derived from sense perception, but

Ibn Daud says that this would not indeed be a true demonstration because the

premises of such an argument are not necessary. He writes: "This is only a true

demonstration if it is derived from the path of human perfections and from the

path of the motions of the
heavens"

(ER 1.6, p. 20, 11.13-15). Indeed, it is only

in the following chapter, entitled
"Angels,"

that Ibn Daud produces his argu

ment that the rational power of the soul is neither a body nor a force in a body.

Thus the issues explored in our discussion of emanation and creation also

emerge in the account of the soul. He says clearly here that there are two

demonstrations for incorporeal substances. We know already that the second

demonstration remains
unstated.25

Fontaine explains that Ibn Daud's first argument for the existence of the soul

is actually an argument from
"observation"

(p. 49). We recognize different

types of beings as we observe their different
"functions."

This leads to a defini

tion. She formulates Ibn Daud's definition as follows:
"

'It is the perfection of a



354 Interpretation

natural organic body and if we wish we can say that the soul is the perfection of

a natural body which has the potentiality of
life"

(ER 1.6, p. 21, 11.10-11).

Fontaine remarks that while Ibn Daud says this is Aristotle's definition of the

soul, in fact, the wording suggests a different source (p. 56). Aristotle's defini

tion is: "the first grade of actuality of a naturally organized
body"

(De Anima, II

1 412a29-412b9). She notes that Ibn Sina includes the reference to "the first
grade"

of actuality, but still concludes that Ibn Daud's wording suggests Ibn

Sina's Risdlah. Fontaine is careful to recognize Ibn Daud's claim that the soul

in fact cannot be defined. He says he is going round about and defining the soul

in respect to what happens with it. The soul cannot be defined because the

genus and differentia, which are necessary for definition, cannot be identified

with respect to the soul. Ibn Daud says that his definition is that of the philoso

pher, presumably Aristotle, but he makes no reference to the rest of Aristotle's

definition, namely, that "the soul is a substance in the sense of the form of a

natural body having life potentially within
it"

(De Anima, II 1, 412a20-21).

Nor does Fontaine comment, at this point, on this omission in Ibn Daud's

treatise.

Ibn Daud proceeds to affirm that the soul is a substance and not an accident.

As a substance, the soul is not a
"mixture"

of elements, but something that is

"added to the mixture from
outside"

(p. 50). Thus Ibn Daud rejects various

theories of the materialists. Fontaine explains these comments by saying: "The

soul is the form and the end of the body and is the motive cause of
it"

(p. 50),

and in her commentary: "The soul is not a mixture with a certain equilibrium,

but the form that a mixture with a certain equilibrium
acquires"

(p. 59). The

accuracy of this identification of the soul as the form of the body, however, is

crucial. Fontaine herself contradicts this statement several pages later where she

says: "Ibn Daud does not simply see the soul as the form of the body, but

prefers to describe it as perfection, that term being more
comprehensive"

(p.

79). In respect to both Ibn Sina and Ibn Daud, she says: "The relationship

between soul and body is not like that between form and
matter"

(p. 80). The

soul is
"independent"

of the body and has "no real attachment to the
body"

(p.

77). Thus the soul is immortal, though it was created at the same time as the

body. She concludes that the contradictory views of the relation between the

soul and the body are not harmonized in Ibn Daud, and this causes an "ambiva
lence"

which influences his views of practical and ethical matters (p. 80).

Fontaine's exposition reflects a difficult tension in Ibn Daud's treatment of

the soul. In ER 1.6 Ibn Daud argues that the soul is the form of the body. He

says:

We have already explained to you that the form is the substance which shines upon

the hyle which is common to diverse things. Form makes the hyle into one of these

individual entities. Form makes matter to be what it is by bringing it forth from

potentiality to actuality. Form is the actualization of the body. The soul is the
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composite of itself and hyle that exists in it as part of it. The soul is the form of the

body and its actualization and its end. (ER 1.6, p. 23, 11.25-29, translation
mine)26

In the following chapter, ER 1.7, Ibn Daud, after an extensive argument that the

soul is not dependent on the body, offers a different solution:

It is reasoned with what we have already established that the human soul is not the

form of a body at all. The doctrine of reincarnation [gilgul] says: indeed if there is

a soul of man proper to his mixture which is generated with the generation of his

mixture and still there is a soul which is separate from his body, then for one man

there are two souls. (ER 1.7, p. 39, 11.4-7, translation mine)

The passage definitively states that the soul is not the form of the body. The

reason which follows this statement is that to make such a claim engages one in

the absurd doctrine of reincarnation. Nevertheless, the contradiction between

the passages from the two chapters is evident. Fontaine judges rightly that these

contradictions are due to non-Aristotelian elements in Ibn Daud's psychology

(p. 80).

In Ibn Daud's account of appetitive and rational powers of the soul, he re

frains from identifying a faculty of will. He does explain that the appetitive

faculty has the power of a mover. He says that the power of locomotion is sent

forth from the brain, and the brain arouses the nerve which moves the limb. The

account is strictly physical and does not explore the implications for politics of

appetitive motions in the human soul (ER 1.6 p. 30, 11.30-34). The omission is

puzzling.

An inquiry into the causes of human action becomes even more perplexing

when we consider that Ibn Daud's formulation of the relation between the soul

and the body take on a political orientation the soul governs the body a

view that is not precisely stated in Aristotle's De Anima. This formulation is

consistent with our exposition of the political orientation of Arabic philosophy.

Ibn Daud's interest in this political orientation is, in turn, consistent with his

defense of Jewish religion. He thus employs the scientific account which is

most harmonious with Judaism, even if such usage requires a modification of

Aristotle on certain
points.27

6. LAW (TORAH) AND POLITICAL PHILOSOPHY

The inquiries into the faculties of the soul and into the government of the

body by the soul lead inexorably to the inquiry into the foundations of law. To

be sure, for Ibn Daud this inquiry entails, inter alia, an exposition of the pre

eminent legal prophecy ofMoses. A defense of Judaism is a defense of law and

legal prophecy. There are, however, many prophets in the Tanach. Thus, ER II.5

is an explanation of the grades of biblical prophecy. But, as we shall see, the



356 Interpretation

political concern of Ibn Daud's treatise continues even after his discussion of

prophecy. ER II.6 presents his arguments regarding God's governance of the

world and the mystery of omnipotence (sod ha-yekholet), and ER III presents

the nature of right action.

Fontaine rightly observes the change in
"method"

(p. 140) in Ibn Daud's

exposition in ER II.5. In this chapter Ibn Daud concentrates completely on the

nature and validity of biblical traditions. The abstract which precedes his in

quiry, the second, and only other abstract in the entire treatise, introduces a

distinction between perceptual understanding (muhshot) and conceptual under

standing (muskalot). The perceptions of past events are traditions (mequbbelot).

They cannot be verified completely, although witnesses can be found to deter

mine their validity. Fontaine writes: "Ibn Daud's starting point amounts to an

assertion that certain traditions (mequbbelot), the reliability of which is incon-

trovertibly established, simply have to be
accepted"

(p. 141). Although Ibn

Daud will proceed to commend the witness of the biblical traditions, the force

of his distinction between perceptual and conceptual understanding is made not

simply to establish the perfection of biblical authority, but rather to distinguish

two types of verification. The deliberate distinction Ibn Daud made between

demonstration and faith in ER 1.2 is continued here. The demonstration of the

validity of past events cannot proceed in the same manner as the demonstra

tions of science. This possible
"frailty"

of traditions, however, does not cause

Ibn Daud to abandon or despair over the task. Traditions are necessary to the

preservation of the order of the world. The inquiry into the veracity of ancient

traditions is like the work of a judge who must carefully sift through the ac

counts of the witnesses. The legal nature of the procedure is germane to the

legal nature of biblical
traditions.28

The delineation of degrees of prophecy is essential for a justification of the

supremacy of the Mosaic legal prophecy. The gradations of prophecy are de

rived from the respective faculty of the soul which is operative in the emanation

of the divine. Fontaine explains that the highest grade of prophecy occurs for

Ibn Daud when the imagination is
"restricted"

by the intellect (p. 143). The

imagination is a source of
"interference"

(p. 143) and a
"disadvantage"

(p.

144). She contrasts this view with Alfarabi, for whom the imagination (in her

account of Alfarabi, the mutahayyila) is necessary for someone who wishes to

be a prophet. Ibn Daud presents an intellectual view of prophecy. According to

Fontaine, the prophet is also required to have high standards of moral perfec

tion, and prophecy can only arise in a particular period of time, at a particular

place, and among a particular people (p. 147). Following this discussion of the

qualifications of a prophet, we would expect an inquiry into the biblical

prophets who attain to each grade. She does not engage in a reflection of Ibn

Daud's views of dreams and symbols nor of those prophets whose intellect is so

strong that they need no intermediaries. Nor does she reflect on the grades of

prophecy in the Tanach. This omission is most strikingly noted when she says
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in passing: "That Moses is unrivalled among the prophets is apparent from,

among other things, the title 'Lord of the
prophets'

which Ibn Daud bestows

upon him him
[sic]"

(p. 149). We would expect a substantial discussion of

Mosaic prophecy.

The reticence is not only Fontaine's but also Ibn Daud's. There is very little

in ER II.5.1 that is an exposition of biblical passages which elucidate the nature

of Moses's prophecy. The chapter refers briefly to two prophets, Abraham and

Moses, who are educated in the nature of prophecy, and the chapter also in

cludes several comments on Moses's righteousness and humility, but there is no

comment on Numbers 12 and only a brief comment on Exodus 33-34, biblical

passages which examine Moses's grade of prophecy. Abraham receives both

symbolic and nonsymbolic prophecy, but the nonsymbolic, that is, the non-

imaginative, is a higher grade. Ibn Daud does not make a similar point in regard

to Moses, even though he might have discussed Numbers 12 in this context. Ibn

Daud provides an examination of Exodus 33-34 in II.6.1, the chapter on equiv

ocal and metaphorical terms which occur in the Hebrew language. We can only

begin to ponder what ER II.5.1 means in the context of Ibn Daud's treatise as

we recognise that a full explanation of biblical passages and of the purpose of

each prophet's understanding is incomplete. The introductory nature of the trea

tise persists. We observe a procedure in which Ibn Daud often addresses a

subject in a different chapter than we expect the
discussion.29

Fontaine concludes that Ibn Daud's view of prophecy is
"borrowed"

from

Halevi or from Rabbinical discussions (p. 147). She writes:

But compared with the falasifa Ibn Daud's work gives intellectual qualities a

subordinate role. Where ER discusses prophecy there is no reference to intellectual

perfection or the various stages of the process of apprehension, there is merely talk

of preparation of the soul: and the preparation is mainly on a moral plane. (P. 147)

In this statement Fontaine not only expresses her view that morality is a more

critical preparation than intellectual perfection for the obtaining of prophecy,

but she reveals that the soul is a moral entity. She adequately notes that in

regard to the critical issue of prophecy, Ibn Daud's orthodoxy is secure.

Ibn Daud has a remark in ER II.5.1 which confirms Fontaine's thesis regard

ing the purpose of the entire treatise. According to Ibn Daud, dreams that have

meaning only for one individual are not instances of prophecy. Dreams must

possess matters pertaining to the nations. Prophecy has a political import. The

first example Ibn Daud gives is the symbolic representation of the nations in

Daniel 7.

ER II.5.2 presents a more decisive defense of Mosaic legal prophecy. The

chapter makes an inquiry into the question of whether law can change (tem-

urah), that is, whether legal prophecy is universal. The first part of the chapter

is a discussion of rational commandments (mephursamot) of the Mutakallimun.
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Fontaine surmises that Ibn Daud agrees with the Mutakallimun, although she

says his view most closely approximates that of Saadya Gaon's.,She also distin

guishes Ibn Daud's view from that of Maimonides, since Maimonides rejects

rational commandments (p. 152). Whatever Ibn Daud's final judgement of the

rational commandments of the Mutakallimun, Fontaine does make a valuable

distinction in Ibn Daud's choice of words. The mind knows
"intelligibles"

(muskalot) rather than "rational
commandments"

(mephursamot), and good is

an intelligible (see also ER 1.7, p. 37, 11. 3-4). We do not know from Fontaine's

inquiry, nor for that matter, from Ibn Daud's treatise, what biblical laws qualify

as intelligibles. Even in this issue which is vital for the practice of true religion,

Ibn Daud continues his introductory procedure. Ibn Daud explains the catego

ries which are necessary for the inquiry into biblical law, but he does not do our

work for us.

ER II.5.2 entails a criticism of Christianity and Islam. Christianity teaches

that the Mosaic law is superseded by the new covenant. Islam teaches that the

Torah has been falsified. The Christians are reminded, inter alia, of the proph

ecy found in Malachi 4:4, and the Muslims are reminded of the well-attested

traditions (shemu'ot tekhuphot) (ER II.5.2, p. 78, 11.5-6). Fontaine says that

these refutations are a
"polemic"

(p. 166), though Ibn Daud is moderate in his

presentation. He notes that it is the philosophers and the Mutakallimun who are

most opposed to any notion that God may change, that is, they are closest to the

true intention of Scripture, while the literal reading of many passages of Scrip
ture suggest that God repents (ER II.5.2, p. 75, 1.38-p. 76, 1.20).

ER II.6.1 and 2 present Ibn Daud's account of God's governance of the

world and the secrets of ability. A perpetual law can only be useful if various

actions are possible and efficacious. According to Fontaine, Ibn Daud rejects

the Mu'tazilite approach of Saadya and Halevi (p. 213). Ibn Daud wishes to

preserve causality in creation, and therefore he opposes various doctrines of

occasionalism even amongst
"orthodox"

coreligionists. He rejects the assertion

that God's foreknowledge implies determination which, according to Fontaine,

is found in both Saadya and Halevi. She concludes: "For this reason there is

now only one way open to him: to restrict God's knowledge of the possible in

order to save the freedom of the will. He may swear that this does not mean a

deficiency in God's knowledge, but if it is a matter of choosing between the

freedom of the will and God's omniscience, the choice is not in favour of God's
omniscience."

(p. 213). She adds that those, like Halevi, who trace all causes

back to God have for Ibn Daud a deterministic tendency. It is Ibn Daud's ac

count of intermediate causes that makes actual the possibility of human action.

Fontaine makes the same judgement in the following section on
"providence"

(pp. 216-17).

I can only make two remarks here. First, Ibn Daud does not express criticism
of Halevi's views. Throughout the entire treatise he is remarkably reticent re

garding his illustrious predecessor. He cannot but have been in sympathy with
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Halevi's understanding of the faith. Second, for Ibn Daud, the intelligences

emanate wisdom, but only in necessary ways. The proper subordination of mat

ter to intelligence only occurs with the recognition of necessities. There are

possibilities in certain beings, the possibility of action in harmony with the

good or not. While Fontaine's thesis regarding the centrality of moral or politi

cal philosophy to Ibn Daud is correct, and therefore it is necessary to speak of

"free
will,"

the emphasis in his treatise must continually be placed on the subor

dination of free activity to intelligence. Neither the One nor the human soul

possesses a faculty of will. Freedom is only discovered in knowledge.

According to Fontaine ER III does not depart from Ibn Daud's earlier formu

lations. She writes. "The final chapter of ER is a logical conclusion to what has

gone before: man is free to choose, and practical philosophy points the way.

Achieving bliss calls for triple perfection: perfection of man's moral disposition

and of his life in the family and the community at
large"

(p. 225). She admits a

substantial Platonic element in this final chapter in regard to the tripartite divi

sion of the human soul and in regard to the virtues. In particular, Ibn Daud, like

Plato, maintains that justice is the virtue that corresponds to the rational faculty
(pp. 225-27). Her exposition of the relation of intellect and action is an inquiry
into Ibn Daud's account of

'happiness'

(haslehah). She concludes that the "em
phasis"

in this final chapter is on conduct. She writes:

For the fact is that in this chapter there is no question of the primacy of theoretical

intellect: the emphasis is rather on man's conduct, and in particular on his service to

God. Certainly there are references to theoretical intellect, with its concomitant

activity of acquiring knowledge, but the supreme virtue is justice, even though in

the first instance Ibn Daud marked justice, in so far as it amounts to dominion, as a

virtue belonging to practical reason. Here, then, contemplation remains in the

background, giving way to action. (P. 231)

And finally, Ibn Daud's delineation of rational and traditional commandments

confirms this emphasis on action. Fontaine says that Ibn Daud's initial introduc

tion of traditional commandments in this chapter places them in a subordinate

position to the rational commandments (p. 234). But she says that his position

at the end of the chapter is different. She writes:

Thus in the final pages of ER we see the beginnings of a gradual shift in Ibn

Daud's appreciation of the traditional commandments from 'the least
important'

through 'psychologically
useful'

to 'superior'. This is an extremely significant shift

because it shows us what Ibn Daud's real standpoint is regarding the question of the

relationship between philosophy and religion. It is one of the few passages from

which it becomes apparent that at critical moments the scales tip towards religion.

Earlier Ibn Daud has said, sporadically but in unmistakably clear terms, that human

reason has its limits. Not everything can be grasped by the intellect, and that

applies to the point of the commandments: far from all the commandments can be
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shown to have a rational justification, but we must accept them without asking their

purpose. (P. 235)

Ibn Daud's final position is "surprisingly
close"

to J. Halevi (p. 235).

This exposition of ER III is a confirmation of a certain aspect of Fontaine's

thesis concerning the treatise. Judaism is a legal tradition. A defense of Judaism

requires a defense of law. A defense of law requires an account of the human

soul in which human beings have the possibility of free action, or in Fontaine's

words a "free
will."

Indeed the chapter ends with the cryptic reflection on the

prophet Abraham, who did not consider his knowledge equal to God's and who

took the risk to fulfill the commandment when he offered his son without full

knowledge. Ibn Daud does not seek a rational justification of all the command

ments, but the commandments must be obeyed even if they are not understood.

Fontaine recognizes Ibn Daud's political concerns.

While this emphasis on the legal defense of religion is germane, it is neces

sary to remember that Ibn Daud apprehends his project as harmonizing philoso

phy and faith. Let us reflect further on Ibn Daud's account of political

philosophy. He writes such powerful statements as: "Political philosophy
(ha-

philosophiya
'

ha-ma 'asit) exists in the Torah in a more perfect way [than in the

sciences]"

(ER III, p. 101,
1.44);30

and "[Political philosophy] is found in our

Torah in the most perfect state
possible"

(ER III, p. 98, 11.22-23); and "Political

philosophy exists in the Torah in a more perfect way. It is taken from the Torah

and the Torah proceeds with it to its
end"

(ER III, p. 101, 11.44-45). He does

not juxtapose these two possible rival claims on knowledge and action. Fon

taine's separation of faith and philosophy is more decisive than Ibn Daud's. She

often points out Ibn Daud's unresolved contradictions, and thus she judges that

he is not able to accomplish his aim.

Furthermore, lest we consider that Ibn Daud's protreptic intentions are ful

filled prior to book III and we thus seek in this book to discover his final and

complete statement on his subject, let us observe two aspects of his presentation

here that reveal his consistency throughout the entire treatise. First, although

Ibn Daud's orthodoxy is certainly substantiated in book III, his presentation of

the purpose of sacrifice leaves us with much to ponder. Ibn Daud remarks that

sacrifice is one of the feeble grades of the law. After a citation of several

prophetic passages which reveal the weakness of sacrifice, Ibn Daud examines

a series of cases in which the feebleness of sacrifice is evident. As an example,

Ibn Daud says that the belief that the shedding of blood placates Being is

derived in part from the astrological teaching that Mars is the heavenly object

responsible for the governance of the shedding of blood, and killing or blood

letting, either among animals or humans, reduces the harm of such acts. Ibn

Daud here notes the continuity between certain biblical and pagan practices. He

is careful to draw to our attention that the first three of the Ten Commandments

oppose the worship of heavenly bodies. The context in which an argument is
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used is essential. Nonetheless, Ibn Daud requires us to reflect on the various

grades of law in the Torah, in this instance, the purpose of sacrifice. He knows

he has not exhausted his subject.

Second, here in book III Ibn Daud says: "Justice is the head of all the vir
tues"

(ER III, 99, 11.2-3); "Justice is the beginning of the
commandments"

(ER

III, p. 99, 1.9); and "By Justice the heavens and the earth
endure"

(ER III, p. 99,

11.9-10). This justice is intellectual: "Because the faculty of the active intellect

is the judge of the rest of the powers of the
body"

(ER III, p. 99, 1.5); "It

[Justice] is the virtue which is sent from the wealth of the
intellect"

(ER III, p.

99, 1.17); and "Its [Justice's] opposite is vice, the offshoot of
folly"

(ER III, p.

99, 11.18-19). Ibn Daud does not abandon his attempt to show the harmony of

the Torah and intelligence.

Ibn Daud essentially introduces us, both in book III and in the entire treatise,

to the subject of political philosophy. It is practical, or perhaps more adequately

named, political philosophy. It offers a true understanding of tradition because

above all Judaism is a set of moral and political teachings. An examination of

the grades and purposes of the commandments and of the demonstrations of the

roots of the Torah is found only in the true science of the law, political philoso

phy. The first and only science which can claim to examine Justice is political

philosophy.
"First"

is, to be sure, an equivocal term, and sometimes first in the

order of sequence is not first in the order of rank. But if Justice is to be given

its due, we will at some point be required to reflect upon the Exalted Faith, and

we will need a science to offer a true understanding of that faith. Ibn Daud

introduces a science, perhaps the architectonic science itself, and he points to

the type of good government such a science would produce. Book III does not

ignore the concern for a proper understanding of voluntary action and free will,

but the emphasis here is on the abundance of good conduct and loving worship

that flows from true knowledge. It is necessary to moderate Fontaine's argu

ment sufficiently to acknowledge his protreptic emphasis. Ibn Daud knows he

has introduced us to possibilities we may not have considered and he has not

exhausted his subject. He writes neither for the completely innocent nor for the

masters.

7. CONCLUSIONS

Fontaine's extended examination of the The Exalted Faith will remain an

unavoidable study for those who wish to understand Ibn Daud. My central

criticism of her study is its failure to recognize the introductory nature of the

treatise. All syllogisms, and therefore all demonstrations, are not found therein.

The attempt to elucidate a logical structure to the treatise is challenged by this

quality of the text.
The master of the art of logic is required to construct those

syllogisms which are absent. Her repeated comments on the unresolved contra-
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dictions in the treatise, which are in certain respects true, also misunderstand

and underestimate the deliberate purpose of these contradictions. The protreptic

nature of the treatise is more intentional than she appreciates, and it is not a

mark of incompetence.

Ibn Daud's defense of the political nature of Judaism can only be appreci

ated within this context. Scripture is only adequately understood if it is appreci

ated as a theologico-political document. Science can only demonstrate the

foundations of Judaism, that is, it is only harmonious with Judaism if it is a

science which can defend legal prophecy. Ibn Daud would have those of us

who are not absolute beginners proceed with an investigation which will end in

the true understanding of Scripture.

The greatest thinkers of medieval Arabic science usually present their in

quiries as commentaries on classical philosophical texts. It is unfortunate that

current dissertations cannot follow this example more rigorously. There is al

ways a place for the careful and orderly exposition of the thoughts of an intel

ligent writer as he has presented them to us. This is even more so the case when

we are still so uncertain regarding the actual readings of an original Arabic text

that is now only available to us in two later imperfect Hebrew translations. The

procedure of such a commentary must at all points be philosophical. Fontaine's

interest in sources is valuable, but it all too often becomes a distraction from

sustained evaluation of the manner of presentation of the treatise itself. Nor is

our task complete when we have identified contradictions. If the partial exposi

tion is deliberate, the contradictions are the axes upon which the understanding

of the treatise is founded. The falasifa are known for their subtlety, and there is

sufficient evidence from The Exalted Faith that Ibn Daud takes his place among

the best of the tradition. We are required to become students in the presence of

the masters of the Arabic scientific tradition.
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