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Editors’ Preface

The bibliographer and literary historian Moritz Steinschneider (1816—-1907)
produced several works that became instant classics in their respective fields.! But
his Die hebraeischen Uebersetzungen des Mittelalters und die Juden als Dolmetscher
(The Hebrew Translations of the Middle Ages and the Jews as Interpreters; hereafter,
HUe), published in 1893, was, and remains to this day, his maximum opus. It is a work
of gargantuan proportions, accurately described by one reviewer as ‘colossal’ and
‘gigantesque,’® spanning over a thousand pages of closely-set type, and including
approximately seven thousand footnotes. Even the long title fails to describe
adequately the work’s contents. For Steinschneider expanded the story of the
medieval Hebrew translations and their authors to include information about all types
of Hebrew adaptations, versions, commentaries, supercommentaries, etc., that pertain
to philosophy, science, medicine, and belles-lettres, as well as bio-bibliographical
information about their authors. For this reason HUe has been for over a century the
authoritative account of the transmission and development of Arabic and Latin,
and by way of those languages, Greek culture, especially science, to the Jews of the
Middle Ages and the Renaissance. To paraphrase its author, it is a book not to be
read continuously but rather to be consulted repeatedly.?

For decades after its completion there was relatively little progress in the field of
medieval Hebrew science and the Hebrew translation literature. Almost everything
written in these areas was based on HUe, or on Steinschneider’s studies preceding
it. George Sarton referred to Steinschneider’s studies so many times in his
Introduction to the History of Science that he considered it pointless to list his name

'A biography of Steinschneider has been a scholarly desideratum for close to a century.
Bibliographical details are summed up in the Encyclopedia Judaica and the Jewish Encyclopedia,
both s.v. Steinschneider, Moritz. The longest biographical treatment is still Marx 1947. Marx has
a very useful bibliography on pp. 294-95. For a list of Steinschneider’s writings, see Kohut 1896,
Steinschneider’s secretary, Adeline Goldberg, published additions to the bibliography in Goldberg
1901, 1905, 1909.

2See I. Lévi’s review in Lévi 1894.

3 Steinschneider 1893, xiv.

C.H. Manekin et al. (eds.), Moritz Steinschneider. The Hebrew Translations of the Middle 1
Ages and the Jews as Transmitters, Amsterdam Studies in Jewish Philosophy 16,
DOI 10.1007/978-94-007-7314-1_1, © Springer Science+Business Media Dordrecht 2013



2 Editors’ Preface

in the index.* Two lengthy articles in English on medieval Hebrew translations, one
published as late as the 1973, were essentially abridgements of Steinschneider.’ Had
Steinschneider decided not to include the fruits of 50 years of manuscript research
in the book, or had he not been able, during those 50 years, to learn about so many
Hebrew manuscripts—in short, had HUe been less the comprehensive masterpiece
than it was, then, perhaps, subsequent generations may have taken up the task where
Steinschneider left off. As it was, the task seemed to them pretty much completed.

The situation has changed markedly in the last three decades. While there is still
no scholar who embraces the entire field as did Steinschneider, there may be no
longer any need for one: technological advances in manuscript research and data
retrieval, progress made in cognate Arabic and Latin areas of research, and a spirit
of collaboration among a small but growing group of scholars, has yielded, and
hopefully will continue to yield, important results in this much-neglected area of
inquiry. Scholars in Europe, Israel, and the U.S. are studying texts which in many
cases have not been touched since Steinschneider made his notes over a century
ago. The single most important advance has been made in the accessibility of the
data, i.e., the manuscripts themselves. Where once scholars had to travel throughout
Europe to inspect Hebrew manuscripts, they can now read microfilms of those man-
uscripts in one central location, the Institute for Microfilmed Hebrew Manuscripts
(hereafter, IMHM), at the National Library of Israel in Jerusalem. In recent years,
more and more Hebrew manuscripts have been digitized and placed online, so that
scholars can access them free of charge from wherever they happen to be, as long as
they are equipped with a computer and an internet connection.

A great amount of texts and studies has been published in the last century that
bear upon the medieval transmission of knowledge, both from the Greek to the
Arabic, and from the Arabic to the Latin. In the area of the transmission of Greek
thought into Arabic, not only have articles and monographs appeared regularly over
the years, but also extensive bibliographies of Arabic medicine and sciences by
Manfred Ullmann and Fuat Sezgin, respectively, a book-length article on the Arabic
translations, translators, and the disciplines by Gerhard Endress, and a history of the
Graeco-Arabic translation movement in Baghdad, with an extensive bibliographic
guide, by Dimitri Gutas.® As for the European translations from the Arabic (either
directly or via the Hebrew), there has been considerable activity by two overlapping
groups of scholars: those working within the Latin tradition who are interested in
the reception of classical learning among the scholastics, and those working within
the Arabic tradition who are interested in its transmission to the Christian West.

Because the pool of Hebrew manuscripts is considerably smaller than its Arabic
and Latin counterparts, HUe is more comprehensive than Steinschneider’s other

“See Sarton 1927. Sarton treated Tannery, Cantor, and Duhem in the same category.

3See Bevan and Singer 1927, and the 1973 Encyclopedia Judaica, s.v. “Translators and Translations”.
5See Ullmann 1970; Sezgin 1967; Endress 1987, 1992; Gutas 1998. According to Gutas, 195,
“there is as yet no modern bibliographical survey of the Arabic translations of all the Greek phi-
losophers; Steinschneider’s Die arabischen Ubersetzungen aus dem Griechischen remains the
only single treatment.”
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two works on medieval translations. Nonetheless, there has been a spate of activity
in recent decades, with scholars taking advantage in particular of the centralization
of resources at the IMHM.” HUe’s comprehensiveness, and the slow but steady
progress in the field, suggests that the best way to deal with ongoing research is not
by replacing Steinschneider’s masterpiece, but by reworking and updating it. HUe
has held up for a century; it needs now to be revised and transformed to meet the
needs of researchers in the twenty-first century.

The present work is itself a “Bearbeitung,” a version or adaptation, of the section
of HUe devoted to the Hebrew translations of Judaeo-Arabic philosophy (§§211-217).
We offer it as the first part of our larger project to translate, update, and revise, in
short, to transform, HUe for the modern reader. Our decision to begin not at the
beginning of the work, but rather in medias res calls for some explanation.
Steinschneider, it will be recalled, had already prepared a work in 1845 on the
Arabic literature of the Jews, which he published in 1902 as Die arabische Literatur
der Juden. As a result, he informs the reader in the Vorrede that he treats this section
less extensively than others. Of all of HUe this section was in the most need of revi-
sion, first in light of Steinschneider’s later work, and then in light of the enormous
amount of work done on Judaeo-Arabic sources and their Hebrew translations in the
last century, which saw, inter alia, the discovery of the Cairo Geniza. The section
also contains some of the most important works of medieval Jewish culture, such as
Maimonides’ Guide of the Perplexed and Judah ha-Levi’s Kuzari.

Our version is based primarily on the German text, but also takes into account
the French Mémoire, the additions (Zusdtze) and corrections that Steinschneider
printed in HUe and some of Steinschneider’s marginal glosses to his own copy,
which is in the Steinschneider Collection at the Jewish Theological Seminary of
America. It is important to emphasize that the present text is a revision of HUe,
and so deviates from the original when new scholarship has come to light that
challenges Steinschneider’s pronouncements. We have not attempted to distinguish
the various strands of HUe, or to translate slavishly Steinschneider’s original text;
the version is based on Steinschneider to a large extent, but not entirely so. On
the other hand, overtly supplementary material, composed mostly of additional
bibliographical material and commentary, appears within square brackets and in a
different typeface [like this]; when we have been unable to identify a reference,
we have placed a question mark in square brackets, e.g., [?]. Diagonal brackets
enclose Steinschneider’s own additions and revisions from the section “Zusitze und
Berichtigungen” of HUe.

As noted above, Steinschneider was unable to examine personally many of the
manuscripts on which he based HUe. Today, virtually all Hebrew manuscripts
extant have been filmed by the Institute of Microfilmed Hebrew Manuscrits (IMHM)
at the National Library of Israel, Jerusalem. Most of the mss. to which we refer have
been inspected by the editors at the IMHM; otherwise information was acquired
from the IMHM catalogue, available online at aleph.nli.org.il.

’See, for example, Zonta 1996 and Freudenthal 1993; Langermann 1999; Harvey 2000; Zonta 2006.
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Like Steinschneider we generally abbreviate references to manuscripts; for major
works, however, we expand the references in the supplement to include additional
information. This information includes the film number of the Institute for
Microfilmed Hebrew Manuscripts at the Jewish National Library, Jerusalem
(IMHM), the major catalogue numbers, and the folios in the ms. where the work in
question can be found. The film number of the IMHM appears in curly brackets. The
catalogue number, when different from the call number, appears in square brackets.

Steinschneider presented the reader with no less than eight indices: Hebrew
titles, Arabic titles, Hebrew wordlist, Arabic wordlist, Name and subject, Translators
(arranged chronologically), Anonymous Translations, and Manuscripts. Since the
present volume contains only a small section of HUe we have provided a name,
subject, and manuscript.

It may be useful to sketch out how the three co-authors divided up the work
between them, and how the present work evolved. The first step was the preparation
of a draft English translation; this task was entrusted to Biesterfeldt. The manuscript
then went to Langermann, who stylized the English, checked manuscripts, and
wrote virtually all of the supplementary material. In the next stage, Manekin made
further stylistic changes, added some supplementary material, expanded and
corrected the notes, and wrote the preface and the introduction to the volume. All
three editors have reviewed the work and can be held jointly responsible (with
Steinschneider) for its virtues and drawbacks.

It is our pleasant duty to acknowledge the US National Endowment of the
Humanities, which awarded the Steinschneider project a 3-year collaborative grant,
and the Joseph and Rebecca Meyerhoff Center of Jewish Studies at the University
of Maryland for significantly funding the project for several years. Hinrich
Biesterfeldt wishes to thank the Deutsche Forschungsgemeinschaft for two travel
grants, in spring 2004 and summer 2005, to Jerusalem to conduct talks with the
co-editors of this volume. We hope that this volume will be followed by others until
the entire work has been translated, revised, and updated.
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Editors’ Introduction: The Genesis of Die
hebraeischen Uebersetzungen des Mittelalters

The June 3, 1893, issue of the Berlin Deutsche Literaturzeitung carried the
following announcement:

In the upcoming days a rather large work is to appear under the auspices of the Commission
of the Bibliographical Bureau (Kommission des Bibliographischen Bureaus). The table of
contents covers two large quarto sides of an offprint that may be obtained gratis. The book
itself will not be sent for reviewing, as only three hundred copies (retail price, thirty marks)
have been produced. Its author may be allowed to say something about the origin and the
nature of the work.

The work contains the German version of a French essay that was submitted to the 1884
Prize Competition of the Académie francaise for the best work on the Hebrew translations
in the Middle Ages in their broadest dimensions, namely, including also the commentaries,
compendia, etc., of the translations. The essay won the prize. The entire work in two vol-
umes (over 1100 narrowly printed pages) is divided into a general or introductory part
(encyclopedias, divisions of the sciences, introductions and guides for study), followed by
five sections, namely philosophy, mathematics, medicine, miscellaneous, and “the Jews as
transmitters.” Each section is divided into four chapters according to authors of the original
works: Greeks, Arabs, Jews, Christians. The individual authors are arranged alphabetically.
The research extends also to the original authors and the works that were translated, based
on data culled from the best and newest sources. But the central endeavor is to attest and
discuss the Hebrew translations, of which only an insignificant fraction is available in print,
so that the work is mainly concerned with manuscripts, most of which have been examined
directly or via communications from experts. The last of eight indices lists these manuscripts
according to library.

The work is preceded by General Remarks, from which only the following point may
be highlighted: among the translations there are as many original works of Christian
origin as those of all the aforementioned three rubrics [i.e., Greek, Arab, and Jewish authors]
combined. The title designates the work, not unfittingly, as a contribution to the literary
history of the Middle Ages.

Berlin

Moritz Steinschneider’

'Pp. 695-6. Unless otherwise noted, all translations are by the present authors.

C.H. Manekin et al. (eds.), Moritz Steinschneider. The Hebrew Translations of the Middle
Ages and the Jews as Transmitters, Amsterdam Studies in Jewish Philosophy 16,
DOI 10.1007/978-94-007-7314-1_2, © Springer Science+Business Media Dordrecht 2013
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8 Editors’ Introduction: The Genesis of Die hebraeischen Uebersetzungen. ..

The eighty-seven-year-old Moritz (Moshe) Steinschneider had good reasons
to wish to present his new book to the public in advance of its appearance. For
one thing, he had published the volume privately at his own expense and under
the auspices of a society headed by his son, Julius. The colossal size of a book on
such a recondite topic would no doubt deter sales, especially if its value for fields
other than Jewish literature was not recognized. For another, the size of the book
seemed disproportionate to its topic, ajudgment with which even Steinschneider
would have agreed, had he intended to write a book solely, or even principally,
about Jewish translators. The author’s comments notwithstanding, the book
published in 1893 under the somewhat misleading title, Die hebraeischen
Uebersetzungen des Mittelalters und die Juden als Dolmetscher (The Hebrew
Translations of the Middle Ages and the Jews as Interpreters, henceforth: HUe)
was not merely about the Jewish translators, but rather about the corpus of medieval
Hebrew philosophical, scientific, and even belletristic works, what Steinschneider
called in the French Mémoire that preceded HUe, the “international” literature
of the Jews.?

This essay deals with the genesis of HUe, a work that Steinschneider contem-
plated writing for many years, but that, over time, outgrew its initial conception. The
work that emerged was not so much the book that Steinschneider had initially
intended to write—a monograph on the Jewish translators, with reference to the
Hebrew translations and commentaries of foreign originals—but rather a massive
reference work for the history of “profane literature” in medieval Hebrew, indeed, a
detailed and documented witness of that history, the like of which had never been
seen before or was seen since.

The Early Conception of HUe: 1845-1860

Steinschneider refers in several places in his writings to a prospectus that he had
submitted in 1845 to the Berlin Verein fiir Cultur und Wissenschaft der Juden for a
work, or works, that would include an essay on Jewish translators. These references
are not entirely consistent: they speak either of a single work on the literature of the
Middle Ages that was to include sections on the Arabic literature of the Jews, Jewish
translators, and Jewish and Muslim polemical literature; or of a trilogy of three
works covering the same subjects; or of two works, one on the Arabic literature of
the Jews and the other on the Jewish translators.’ But whatever form the study of
Jewish translators was intended to take, the focus was to be mainly, though not
exclusively, on the Hebrew translations of Arabic texts. Steinschneider’s initial aim
in this part of his project appears to have been twofold: to demonstrate the impact of

2Steinschneider 1884 (henceforth: Mémoire). The Avant-Propos was published in Bourel 1987.
3Manekin 2000, esp. 144-7.
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Arabic literature on Hebrew literature, especially in the fields of philosophy, sci-
ence, mathematics, and medicine, and to call attention to the existence of Arabic
works extant in Hebrew translations. Achieving this aim would present a more
accurate picture not only of medieval Jewish literary culture but also of the impact
of Hellenistic culture on both medieval Arabic and Jewish cultures. Steinschneider’s
university education in Vienna, Leipzig, and Berlin (1836—41) had focused on clas-
sical and oriental languages and philology, a focus that was reflected in his scholarly
writings of this early period, such as his collaboration with Franz Delitzsch on Etz
Hayyim by Aaron ben Elijah of Nicomedia (1841), his uncompleted Hebrew transla-
tion of the Qur’an, his article on circumcision among the Arabs and Muslims (1846),
his review of Salomon Munk’s Notice sur Joseph b. Jehouda (written in Prague,
1844), his articles on Arabic subjects for Pierer’s Universal-Lexikon (1839-43),
among others. Little was known at the time of the extent of Hebrew translations
from languages besides Arabic, or for that matter, the extent of Hebrew translations
from any languages.

Steinschneider’s earliest published references to the proposed study of Jewish
translators are found in two footnotes to the comprehensive article on “Jiidische
Literatur” that he wrote for the Ersch and Gruber encyclopedia in 1845—-47. The
first speaks of the appearance, “hopefully soon,” of “a comprehensive work about
the entire Arabic literature of the Jews, and that [literature of the Jews] which is
translated from Arabic™*; the second refers to an appreciation of the “character and
significance of the translation literature” in the introduction to his Bibliotheca
Jjudaica-arabica, i.e., the work on the Arabic literature of the Jews.” Here
Steinschneider does not speak of a separate work on Jewish translators, but rather a
treatment of the translation literature as part of his work on the Arabic literature of
the Jews. This is confirmed by a description of that work in 1857 as ““a monograph
on Jewish literature in the Arabic language, and the translations from that and other
languages in the Middle Ages.”® Given that Steinschneider said that his model for
his Bibliotheca judaica-arabica was Wiistenfeld’s Geschichte der arabischen Arzte
(1840), one may assume that his work would have been arranged like Wiistenfeld’s:
a general introduction, which would have discussed, in addition to Arabic Jewish
literature, the importance and character of its Jewish translators; a list of authors
with biographical information, followed by their principal works, in turn followed
by the Hebrew translations. When Steinschneider finally published a much-expanded
Bibliotheca judaica-arabica over a half-century later as Die Arabische Literatur der
Juden (1903), this was more or less the form that it took. However, there was no
longer a need to devote a section to the Jewish translators or to the Hebrew transla-
tions, since these subjects had been covered several years earlier in HUe.

4Steinschneider 1850, 384a, n.3.
SIbid., 397b, n. 4.
6Steinschneider 1857, 267.
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How did a proposed section on Jewish translators in a modestly-sized work on
the relation of Arab-Jewish literatures expand exponentially, over the course of sev-
eral decades, to become a gigantic work mainly on the philosophical and scientific
literature of medieval Jews? Certainly, in 1845—47, when Steinschneider’s knowl-
edge of Jewish literature was based on out-of-date, incomplete, and often inaccurate
catalogues of manuscript collections, limited exposure to primary sources in print,
and a meager amount of reliable scholarship, he did not envision that subsequent
research would lead him and others to discover so much new material. But in the
decade following the publication of the encyclopedic entry Jiidische Literatur,
Steinschneider catalogued the printed Judaica books of the Bodleian Library (1860),
composed a conspectus of its manuscript collection (1857), and catalogued the
Hebrew manuscripts of the Leiden library (1858). These catalogues offer detailed
accounts of both works and authors. Steinschneider also had visited the British
Museum’s library and had prepared the catalogues of the private Michael and
Saraval collections (the former ended up in Oxford; the latter at the Breslau semi-
nary). The fruits of this decade-long research, and its implications for the study of
Jewish translators and translations, are found already in the expanded English ver-
sion of Jiidische Literatur which appeared in 1857 as Jewish Literature from the
Eighth to the Eighteenth Century.

Here are a few examples of material on translations that were added in the
English version of the original encyclopedia article (italics in the original):

Manfred is said to have translated a pseudo-Aristotelian work, as it seems from the Hebrew.
The intellectual intercourse between Jews and Christians, in the countries where the
language of literature (Latin) was more accessible to the Jews, from its affinity with the
vernacular, was far greater than the deficient state of inquiry into that very interesting sub-
ject might lead us to suppose...””

Besides their own literature of translations, &c., we are also indebted to the Jews for the
preservation of various works in foreign languages written in Hebrew characters, amongst
which the Arabic, from its affinity, takes of course the first place. The neglect of several
valuable contributions to the general history of literature has arisen only from ignorance of
the letters in which they were written; through this they have been misinterpreted, and for-
eign authors have been converted by bibliographers into Jews. Many works of the cele-
brated Averroes (§ 12) in the genuine Arabic are preserved only in Hebrew MSS.; an
Arabic lexicon in Hebrew characters, and older than the year 1380, is extant in the Escurial;
but no one, as far as we know, even noticed it, at a period when every corner of the libraries
was thoroughly examined by Arabic scholars. A Polish translation of the Psalms, written as
early as 1510, is to be found at Parma; and at a later period even a Turkish work on
Muhammedan sects was written in Hebrew characters, and has been recently discovered at
Leyden by the author of the present treatise.®

Steinschneider also added to the original list of Christian Scholastics whose
works were translated into Hebrew the names of Michael Scotus, Vincent of
Beauvais, Petrus Hispanus, (“whose compendium of logic has been translated sev-
eral times”), Thomas Bricot, Augustine, Piccolomini, “and others.”

"Tbid., 63.
81bid., 66-67.
°Tbid., 95. Steinschneider found two of those translations among the Bodleian manuscripts.
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As always, Steinschneider deemed knowledge of the translation literature important
for an accurate picture of the works in the original language. To hammer home this
point, he adds the following comment:

We will here mention only two examples. The errors about Michael Scotus’ translation of
the Liber Animalium, committed by Buhle and Schneider, might easily have been avoided
if the Hebrew translation in the Oppenheim Collection had been known. Supposing the
Hebrew title to be correct, this MS contains the Commentary of Averroes; to which neither
Jourdain, nor Renan in his great work on Averroes, makes any allusion. Another Hebrew
MS., now at Oxford, contains a work by Robert of Lincoln, De Anima (unknown to Tanner),
in which Albertus Magnus is quoted. A complete answer to those who imagine all Jews in
the Middle Ages, except the Arabians, to have been trades-people and privileged usurers is
found in the prefatory remarks of Judah ben Moses of Rome (beginning of the fourteenth
century); who professes to have translated various short dissertations by several celebrated
Christian authors in order to show his brethren that “the Christian nation is not destitute of
all true science” as some of them believed. The Jews have never been entirely excluded
from the scientific pursuits of their contemporaries, except by force; the general ignorance
respecting that part of the literature of the Middle Ages is shown by the fact that a Hebrew
translation of a work by Thomas Aquinas has been recently introduced to the public as a
great curiosity, and ascribed to a special motive of no value.'"”

Characteristically, Steinschneider begins the comment by emphasizing the sig-
nificance of the Hebrew translations for historians of Arabic and Scholastic philoso-
phy, yet ends with noting their importance for historians of Jewish culture. He was
not one to overemphasize or to exaggerate the Jewish concern with philosophy and
science; rather, his main task was to describe, as accurately and objectively as he
could, the nature and extent of this concern. This was perhaps one of the reasons
why he postponed his study of the Jewish translators. The longer he waited, the
more material he and others were discovering.

Another reason for the expansion of the work on Jewish translators was
Steinschneider’s decision to include not only translations, but also writings related
to translations. The term that Steinschneider liked to use was “Bearbeitung,” which
he rendered in French as “adaptation” and in English as “edition” or “version.”"!
“Bearbeitungen” encompassed for him translations, explications, commentaries,
supercommentaries, etc., of a given text. In this expansion he claimed to follow the
examples of Wenrich and Fliigel, and others.'? In 1842 Johann Wenrich published
his De auctorum Graecorum versionibus et commentariis Syriacis, Arabicis,
Armeniacis Persisque commentatio, one year after Gustav Fliigel had published his
Dissertatio de arabicis scriptorum graecorum interpretibus. Both essays answered
the call of the Konigliche Gesellschaft der Wissenschaften zu Gottingen in 1830 to
produce a collection “of the references to Syriac, Arabic, Armenian, and Persian
translations of Greek authors, an accurate account of which we are lacking to this
day”’; both expanded the survey beyond translations—Fliigel spoke of interpretes;

10Tbid., 96. The reference is to Jellinek 1853; cf. Steinschneider’s notice on Shalom 1859 in
Steinschneider 1859a.

"He actually mentions the word, among others, as one not easily rendered in English. See
Steinschneider 1857, vi.

12Steinschneider 1884, 13.
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Wenrich of versiones and commentarii, and the latter added an introduction about
the background of the translation movement from Greek into Syriac, Arabic,
Armenian, and Persian. Missing from both works was any reference to Hebrew
translations. Three to four years after Wenrich and Fliigel had published their essays,
and five years after Wiistenfeld had published his Geschichte der arabischen Arzte,
Steinschneider submitted his prospectus for his Bibliotheca judaica-arabica. The
three earlier works played a part not only in his conception of HUe, but also, per-
haps, in his decision to write it.

Like Wenrich and Fliigel, Steinschneider devoted much of his work on transla-
tors to the Greek heritage. This may seem strange, since the Jewish translators
lacked direct knowledge of Greek texts. In the thirteenth century, for example,
Zerachiah b. Isaac translated part of Aristotle’s De anima into Hebrew, but from
Ishaq ibn Hunayn’s Arabic translation of his father’s Syriac translation; and another
part from the translation of ‘Isa b. Ishaq (=Ibn Zur‘ah). This appears to have been the
only complete Hebrew translation of the De anima in the Middle Ages, and had
Steinschneider limited himself to translations in the strict sense, he would have
concluded his section on the De anima there. But in fact, he goes on to consider in
the section on “Greek Authors” also the Hebrew versions of Averroes’ commentar-
ies, and the Jewish commentaries on these commentaries. None of Aristotle’s logi-
cal writings was translated into Hebrew in the Middle Ages, either directly from the
Greek or indirectly from the Arabic or Latin translations. And yet Steinschneider
devotes over sixty pages to Jewish writings on logic in the section on “Aristotle”
because these writings are either in the form of commentaries on Averroes’ para-
phrases of Aristotle, or independent works, commentaries, and paraphrases inspired
by Averroes’ paraphrases of Aristotle. The Hebrew translations and commentaries
of Averroes’ Logical Questions appear under Aristotle’s logic, whereas the Hebrew
translations and commentaries of Averroes’ Physical Questions appear in a section
devoted to Quaestiones (but still under the philosophy of the Greeks, rather than of
the Arabs). Yet this classification does make some sense, for medieval Jewish
authors generally viewed Averroes’ commentaries on Aristotle, especially the para-
phrastic Middle Commentaries, as essentially the works of Aristotle, and their refer-
ences to Aristotle are usually via the versions of Averroes.

The inclusion of Bearbeitungen within the scope of a work about Jewish transla-
tors still does not account for the massive difference in size between Steinschneider’s
essay on the Hebrew translations and his predecessors’ essays on the Syriac, Arabic,
Armenian, and Persian translations—especially since the latter translations include
many more works. Wenrich’s and Fliigel’s essays are essentially lists of authors and
their works, based on the manuscript catalogues, the Renaissance editions of the Latin
translations, and some Renaissance translations of Arab historians. The subsequent
publication of the works of Arabic and Turkish historiographers and bio-bibliographers,
as well as the editions of some original texts, added significantly to our knowledge
of the Graeco-Arabic translation movement.'> When Steinschneider wrote a series

13See Gutas 1998. Cf. Rosenthal 1958.
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of articles on the Arabic translations from Greek a half-century after Wenrich and
Fliigel, the picture of the translation movement in its general outlines was more or
less complete. What was still often missing from that picture was knowledge based
on the original texts. By contrast, Steinschneider based HUe on first-hand knowl-
edge of the Hebrew and Arabic manuscripts, and on information about the manu-
scripts that he had solicited from a network of informants throughout the libraries
and private collections of Europe. His mastery of all areas of Jewish literature and
bibliography, and his decision to delay the publication of HUe until he had first
published articles and books on aspects of Jewish science, filled the book with
detailed knowledge and swelled it considerably beyond the initial plan for a book on
the Jewish translators.

If Steinschneider expanded the scope of the work by including “Bearbeitungen”
in addition to “Ubersetzungen,” he limited it by excluding the Hebrew translations
of Jewish legal, liturgical, and exegetical writings. These belonged to what he
termed the “national or religious” literature of the Jews. In the Avant-Propos to the
Mémoire, he gives two reasons for this exclusion: First, most of these translations
were taken from Judeo-Arabic works, and these would be discussed in his book on
the Arabic literature of the Jews. Second, the “international literature of the Jews,”
i.e., the philosophical and scientific, had been hitherto neglected:

The scientific studies [of the Jews] were regarded somewhat like a necessary curiosity; and,
as for the translations, there were vague ideas about those that are connected to Arabic lit-
erature. It is only in our own day that translations made from Latin originals have been dug
up, and it had been surprising to learn that in medical science the Jews made use, at the
same time and to the same degree, of Western sources as well as of Arabic ones.

The fact is, one can prohibit the Jews anything but science.'*

Here, too, Steinschneider signals that the work is primarily interested in the “pro-
fane literature” and not in the phenomenon of translation alone. More accurately,
Steinschneider wished not only to describe the translations but also their impact in
transforming medieval Jewish culture. To do this he had first to catalogue and
describe the various Bearbeitungen, to layout and characterize the data, as it were,
and then to make general observations. This was what Steinschneider set out to do
in his work on Jewish translators, and though the final work emerged merely a half-
century after he had written his original prospectus, it is safe to say that the basic
conception of the projected work was formulated much earlier.

Steinschneider discovered during his work on the Bodleian and Leiden
Catalogues that the data was much more considerable than he had thought. Sometime
during the 1860s, if not earlier, the mass of material that he had gathered required
that he separate the planned work into two: one on the Arabic literature of the Jews,
and the other on the Jewish translators. In 1869, he wrote:

For over twenty years I have been following the points of contact between Arabic and

Jewish culture and literature with special attention, and I have been gathering, in particular,
material for two partly interrelated works about the Arabic literature of the Jews and the

14Steinschneider 1884, 6.
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Jewish translators. A section of the latter will include information about Arabic authors
who were in some way accessible or known to the Jews, and their significance; this will also
constitute an enrichment of Arabic literary history based on Hebrew and other sources that
are rarely used by orientalists, and will throw light on the influence of oriental literature on
the occidental.”

In fact, the material on the Arab authors was utilized in two works: first HUe, and
then Die arabischen Ubersetzungen aus dem Griechischen. But we are getting
ahead of our story.

Collecting the Data for HUe: 1845-1880

In the introduction to HUe (1893), Steinschneider provides his own explanation for
the delay in the composition of the work:

With ever growing knowledge of the material, however, my hope to get a grasp on it sank.
Having to direct the Jewish School for Girls (1869-90), to give lectures at the Veitel
Heine Foundation (since 1859), to offer help at the Royal Library (since 1869), to edit
the Hebraeische Bibliographie (1859-82) and a supplement to Ben Jacob’s Thesaurus
(since 1880, at present arriving at p. 460), and to see to the duties of a large family I had
neither the time nor the vigor to digest the immense material. No prospect of publication
was acting as an incentive.'®

This description presents the picture of HUe as a work for which the material
was collected over decades, a work waiting to be written, unlike the two other books
that emerged out of the 1845 prospectus, the Polemische und apologetische Literatur
in arabischer Sprache zwischen Muslimen, Christen und Juden (1877) and Die ara-
bische Literatur der Juden (1903). HUe, by contrast, was composed—in some
ways, compiled—from Steinschneider’s notes and essays from the period loosely
following the completion of the Leiden and Bodleian catalogues, until he published
it in 1893. Steinschneider was indeed busy with personal, professional, and intel-
lectual pursuits during this period that were not immediately connected with his
work on Jewish translators. But among the thousands of references found in HUe, a
large number are due to Steinschneider’s own scholarship during this period, most
of which he published piecemeal in scholarly journals, and especially in the one he
himself edited, Hebraeische Bibliographie.

Steinschneider’s short comments and longer reviews in Hebraeische
Bibliographie have already been mined by historians for their insight into the devel-
opment of his views'’; they are especially important for his evaluation of the impact
of his research on the historiography of Arabic and Latin philosophy and science.
As each new monograph in those fields appeared, Steinschneider would check to

15 Steinschneider 1869a, vii.
1HUe, x.
17See Baron 1950.
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see whether the author had taken into account his work on the Hebrew translation
tradition. In the early years of Hebraeische Bibliographie, the journal had a section
devoted to “General Literature” that listed scholarly books which Steinschneider
thought had some Jewish connection. This gave the editor the opportunity to comment
upon works like Adolf Helfferich’s Raymund Lull und die Anfiinge der catalonischen
Literatur (1858), Richard Gosche’s Ghazzali’s Leben und Werke (1859), and Daniel
Bonifacius v. Haneberg’s essay on the Theology of Aristotle (1862). Steinschneider
informs us with pleasure that Raymund Lull is the first general work to benefit from
progress made in Jewish academic scholarship (he notes each reference to his
Jiidische Literatur), but that its author exaggerates when he claims that hundreds of
Latin Scholastic works were translated into Hebrew: “May the history of Jewish
translations remain free of such casual hypotheses and exaggerations!”'® His notice
of Gosche’s Ghazzali is less complimentary because the author only occasionally
refers to the scholarship on Hebrew tradition, with which he is familiar primarily
through Munk; he is ignorant of the entry on Ghazzali in Steinschneider’s Bodleian
Catalogue (p. 1000), not to mention the enormous amount of material in manu-
script.”” And in his review of Haneberg he bemoans the fact that even when authors
wish to avail themselves of scholarship pertaining to the Hebrew tradition, they
have difficulty finding the journals, “since Jewish Science is still not organically
connected with universities and academies, and virtually nothing of it is represented
in the libraries.”*

Steinschneider could have the satisfaction that some of his research into the
Hebrew translators was being utilized by orientalists and historians of scholastic
philosophy. In the second edition of Averroés et I’Averroisme (1866), Ernest
Renan made use of his Leiden Catalogue, as well as the yet unpublished entry on
Averroes from the Bodleian Catalogue, provided to him by the Oxford orientalist
Max Miiller.”! On the whole, however, the Jewish translation movement was still
widely unknown, and the larger phenomenon of translation and cultural transmis-
sion was little studied. Steinschneider’s duties as the editor of Hebraeische
Bibliographie during the first years of that journal left him little time to publish
much else, certainly not a monograph on Jewish translators. At the end of 1865 he
announced that the bimonthly bibliographical journal would cease publication,
hoping that others would continue, perhaps on an annual basis. That hope proved
fruitless, and three years later, Hebraeische Bibliographie resumed publica-
tion, with Steinschneider as editor, and with a slightly different format. Yet the

18 Steinschneider 1859c¢, 18: “Mdochte doch die Geschichte, namentlich die jiidische, von solchen
hingeworfenen Hypothesen und Ubertreibungen frei bleiben!”

19 Steinschneider 1859b, 87: “In unsrer, seit 15 Jahren gesammelten jiidisch—arabischen Bibliothek
ist Gazzali ein grosseres Capitel gewidmet.”

2 Steinschneider 1863, 107: “weil die jiidische Wissenschaft noch in keinem organischen
Zusammenhang mit Universititen und Akademien steht, und in den Bibliotheken fast nirgends
vertreten ist.”

2IRenan 1866, i; cf. ibid., 67, where Steinschneider’s Latin style is pronounced “si obscur” that
Renan is not sure whether he understands him.



16 Editors’ Introduction: The Genesis of Die hebraeischen Uebersetzungen. ..

three-year hiatus had been beneficial for the author, and for his work on the trans-
lation project. Between 1866 and 1869, his ongoing inspection of Hebrew manu-
script collections provided him with the materials for articles on Jewish and Arab
physicians, scientists, and philosophers,”> culminating in his monograph, Al-
Farabi (Alpharabius), des arabischen Philosophen Leben und Schriften mit
besonderer Riicksicht auf die Geschichte der griechischen Wissenschaft unter den
Arabern; nebst Anhdngen: Joh. Philoponus bei den Arabern, Darstellung der
Philosophie Plato’s, Leben und Testament des Aristoteles von Ptolemaeus;
grosstenteils nach handschriftlichen Quellen (Alfarabi, the Life and Works of the
Arab Philosopher, With Special Consideration of the History of Greek Science
Among the Arabs, and with the Following Appendices: John Philoponus Among
the Arabs, A Depiction of Plato’s Philosophy, and the Life and Testament of
Aristotle by Ptolemy, Mostly Based on Manuscript Sources). Steinschneider’s
discovery of a Hebrew translation of a work whose author he determined to be
Alfarabi led him to attempt to reconstruct the life and works of Alfarabi on the
basis of a mosaic of Arabic, Hebrew, and Latin sources. In these publications
Steinschneider established the importance of the translation literature not only for
orientalists, but for classicists as well; Ptolemy’s list of the works of Aristotle,
reconstructed from the writings of Arab historiographers on the basis of manu-
scripts, and translated into Latin by Steinschneider, appeared in volume five of the
Prussian Academy’s edition of the Works of Aristotle in 1870.%

In 1870, Steinschneider published in the library science journal Serapeum an
article on translators from Arabic sources in the Christian West, the first of a prom-
ised series of articles. The article was said to be a by-product of his twenty-five years
of research into the medieval Jewish translators, their sources, and their subsequent
influence. As part of that research the scholar would frequently be led to investigate
whether individual writings of the Arabs reached the Christian West through Jewish
intermediaries or not. Though not pertaining to his main theme of the Jewish trans-
lations, these ancillary investigations raised questions whose resolution was desir-
able, and he had already demonstrated the fruits of his labor in articles on the earliest
adapter of Arabic works, Constantine the African, and on the Jewish physician,
Shabbetai Donnolo. As for the main project, he writes, “and if I am now considering
the publication of a monograph on the Jewish translators only with great trepida-
tion, then my discouragement is due to the mass of unquestionably important mate-
rial, and the hardly favorable time for publishing a voluminous bibliographical
work.” In the meantime Steinschneider would offer the Serapeum readers a series of
articles that would serve as “stimulations for an investigation into manuscripts and
printed works inaccessible to me.””* Unfortunately for Steinschneider’s project,

2 See, e.g., Steinschneider 1867a and Steinschneider 1867b.

1n Aristotle 1870, 1469-73.

2 Steinschneider 1870. 291: “und wenn ich jetzt nur sehr zaghaft an die Herausgabe einer Monographie
tiber die jiidischen Ubersetzer denke; so liegt die Entmuthigung in der Masse des allerdings wichtigen
Stoffes, und in der fiir ein umfangreiches bibliographisches Werk minder giinstigen Zeit”; ibid., 292:
“Anregungen zur Untersuchung von mir unzugénglichen Handschriften und Drucken.”
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Serapeum ceased publication at the end of the year, and so the projected series did
not materialize.

Despite his efforts to demonstrate the significance of the translation movements
for the literary and cultural history of the medievals, Steinschneider’s specialized
articles failed to win for them widespread recognition. Particularly galling to him
was a short note published in the Zeitschrift der Deutschen Morgenlindischen
Gesellschaft by the Austrian orientalist Aloys Sprenger entitled, “Lateinische
Uebersetzungen aus dem Arabischen in der Berner Stadtbibliothek.”> Sprenger rec-
ommended as one of the tasks for Oriental Studies the investigation of the influence
of Muslim Science on the West, by which he meant the Christian West. Several
months later Steinschneider replied to Sprenger’s article with his own, entitled,
pointedly, “Occidentalische Uebersetzungen aus dem Arabischen im Mittelalter.”
After somewhat petulantly noting that “Herr Prof. Sprenger has recommended in
this volume of the Zeitschrift, p. 154, a task for Oriental Studies for which I have
been collecting materials for 30 years, and which I have announced in many jour-
nals, including the present one,””® Steinschneider emphasized yet again the impor-
tance of the Latin translation literature for orientalists, supporting his point with
many examples from his own investigations. But then he argued for the necessity of
broadening the research on the European translation movements beyond the sphere
of Latin to include Spanish, Greek and Hebrew texts. The latter would be especially
desirable for him, since he had collected biographical and bibliographical material
concerning approximately 120 named translators and commentators of Arabic
works, in addition to anonymous writers, for a monograph about Jewish translators
(and interpreters),”’ especially from the Arabic. The projected monograph was
based on hundreds of manuscripts personally inspected and, in part, on his Bodleian
Catalogue. Yet because of the sheer mass of material, and because few of the manu-
scripts had been described accurately, Steinschneider could not expect that the
ZDMG would publish more than an occasional article based on his work. And so he
was left with a real problem: “The material has grown so large for me that at present
I do not see how to publish my comprehensive work; nevertheless, I continue to
work for a rather dubious future.”?

2 Sprenger 1874, 154-5.

2 Steinschneider 1874, 453: “Hr. Prof. Sprenger hat in diesem Bande d. Zeitschrift S. 154 eine
Aufgabe der Orientalistik empfohlen, fiir welche ich seit 30 Jahren Materialien sammle und in
verschiedenen Schriften, u.A. auch in dieser Zeitschrift (1) bekannt gemacht habe.” In the note (1)
Steinschneider provides references to five volumes of the ZDMG and to the Serapeum article cited
above.

77 Steinschneider distinguishes between translators (Ubersetzer) and interpreters (or transmitters)

(Dolmetscher); the former translate in writing from one language to another; the latter translate
orally, often via the vernacular and in collaboration with non-Jews.

21bid., 456: “Der Stoff ist mir selbst so angewachsen, dass ich fiir die materiellen Mittel zu einer
Veroffentlichung meiner weitausgreifenden Arbeit vorldufig keinen Rath weiss, dennoch fiir eine
sehr zweifelhafte Zukunft fortarbeite.”
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By 1874 the raw material for Steinschneider’s work on the Jewish translators had
grown so vast that he was beginning to question whether it could ever be published.
How could funding be obtained for such an enormous book on a recondite topic of
interest to only a few? His previous books had consisted mainly of catalogues of
books and manuscripts, funded by the collection owners. His Alfarabi was pub-
lished in a series under the auspices of the Russian Imperial Academy of Sciences,
and his Jewish Literature from the Eighth to the Eighteenth Century had long been
out of print. Under these circumstances, and because of the many professional and
familial demands pressing upon him, he decided to turn to another part of his 1845
program for the study of the literary and cultural relations between Jews and others:
the theological polemical literature. The resulting work, Polemische und apologet-
ische Literatur in arabischer Sprache zwischen Muslimen, Christen, und Juden
(1877) was close to 500 pages, by far the largest work he had published since the
Bodleian Catalogue nearly 20 years before. But, as Steinschneider explains in the
book’s Preface, much of the work had been composed years earlier. The first draft
of Part One (Arabic Works) and Part Two (Authors) had been completed in 1845
and delivered for comments in 1863 to Prof. Hermann Brockhaus, the editor of the
ZDMG, and to Steinschneider’s teacher in Leipzig, Prof. Heinrich Fleischer, at
which time the author finished the first five appendices. As the publication was
delayed, Steinschneider published in the ZDMG the second appendix in 1865 and
the fourth appendix in 1874. It is probable that the work was accepted for publica-
tion by the Deutsche Morgenldndische Gesellschaft already in the early 1860s. For
all its breadth, the work is essentially an extremely learned catalogue of works and
authors, more a prolegomenon to a work on Jewish-Muslim polemic than a mature
study. This appears to have been Steinschneider’s own judgment, for three years
later, upon publishing a text and translation of Simeon Duran’s anti-Muslim polemic
Qeshet u-magen, he noted that the earlier monograph had grown out of the notes on
sources that he had collected for an introduction to Duran’s work.” The orientalist
Ignaz Goldziher, in a long essay in the ZDMG occasioned by the appearance of
Steinschneider’s monograph, supplied what was missing in that work—an analysis
of the main topics of the Muslim polemic against Christians and Jews with illustra-
tive examples.’® Still, Steinschneider did include substantive scholarly analyses in
the appendices, especially in the last and longest concerning Jewish polemics
against Islam.

In any event, completion of the “polemical” part of the 1845 prospectus in 1877
enabled Steinschneider to direct some of his energies to writing the work on Jewish
translators. So daunting was that task that when he refers to his book on Jewish
translators in 1880—by now the work had grown to include around 200 Jewish
translators, adapters, and commentators of non-Jewish writings—he remarks ironi-
cally, “Maybe I will decide to make multiple copies using a duplicating machine.””!

2 Steinschneider 1880a.
30 Goldziher 1878.
31“Islam und Judenthum,” 2.
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Attempts to Secure Funding, the Schleiden Pamphlet,
and the French Mémoire (1877-84)

According to Steinschneider’s own “official” account of the genesis of HUe cited
above, the material for the publication lay undigested as late as 1880 because “no
prospect of publication was acting as an incentive.” He continues:

Then came the incentive from Paris. The Académie frangaise presented, in 1880, the subject
for a prize competition to compile a complete bibliography of the medieval Hebrew transla-
tions. This I undertook, in 1884, in a French Mémoire, treating sections I-III, with a brief
survey on section IV; similarly, in 1886, I undertook another bibliography, on the Arabic
translations from Greek, on the basis of the Fihrist. However, one writes exactly the way
one thinks only in one’s mother tongue, and therefore I decided to produce a German
version of sections I-II1, albeit on the basis of a literal translation that may excuse a number
of awkward passages, perhaps also some small errors. Studies of the sources for section
IV I made only immediately before the printing.*

Steinschneider implies that he made no efforts to secure funding for the book, or
write up the material, before the unexpected announcement from Paris: it was in
response to that announcement that he wrote a Mémoire of the book in French,
presented it to the Académie, and then, having won the prize in 1884, set out to
publish it in German and complete it, since “one writes exactly the way one thinks
only in one’s mother tongue.”

Yet a somewhat different account can be reconstructed from private letters to
Steinschneider during these years. This reconstruction should be considered pre-
liminary because his correspondence has not been completely examined, and tenta-
tive because very few of his own letters from this period are available. Whatever
conclusions we wish to draw from the correspondence concerning Steinschneider’s
thoughts and actions during this period must be done mainly through the prism of
his interlocutors.*

Thus, a letter to Steinschneider in late 1878 from his former student, the historian
and folklorist, Joseph Jacobs, shows that Steinschneider had asked Jacobs to explore
the possibility of helping him procure financial support for the publication
of the work on translations. Jacob’s response was that he could personally guarantee
the purchase of fifty copies of the “Ubersetzunges Literature” (sic) at not more
than £1 per copy, but that he could not do more than this.** Around the same time
Steinschneider floated the idea to Jacobs of publishing a new edition of his Jewish
Literature from the Eighth to the Eighteenth Century. At first, Jacobs reacted enthu-
siastically, but his enthusiasm waned after he made inquiries with the publisher
Triibner & Co., which published, among other things, orientalist literature (and was

2HUe, x.

3 Much of the correspondence to Steinschneider is found at the Jewish Theological Seminary of
America in the Steinschneider Archives, Arc. 108. Most of it has been microfilmed. We would like
to thank Ms. Ellen Kastel, the JTSA Archivist, for her guidance through the collection.

*Jacobs to Steinschneider, received Oct. 10, 1878. Jacobs writes to Steinschneider in English.
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about to publish Michael Friedldnder’s translation of Maimonides’s Guide of the
Perplexed):

With regard to a possible second edition of your Jewish Literature I fear that it is impossible
in the present depressed state of commerce to get the guarantee (£150 = Reichsmark 3000)
which Triibner requires before he would bring it out. Besides, if Cassel’s Lehrbuch is to be
translated into English, the need of the more scholarly work is not so great, as [the] English
requires elementary manuals rather than great works of scholarship which could only be
appreciated in Germany. Besides, the tone in which you spoke of a second edition led me to
think that you prefer bringing out your Ubersetzungsliteratur. 1 can still hold to my promise
to procure you 50 subscribers in England for it.*

As we shall see below, Steinschneider also tried to have a French version of
Jewish Literature published at this time by the Alliance Israélite. Perhaps he thought
that a new edition of his famous book, long out of print, would help raise money for
the translation book. During the years 1878 and 1879 he was active in “marketing”
his own books, pamphlets, and even offprints by advertising them in his Hebraeische
Bibliographie; these advertisements ceased in 1880, after the French prize had been
announced.

But there may have been another, less pecuniary, reason for Steinschneider to
wish to publish a new edition of Jewish Literature, one that also bears on the
themes stressed in HUe, and especially on the oft-cited passage of Steinschneider’s
introduction, in which he emphatically disavowed any apologetic motives for
writing the book.*®

It will be recalled that Jewish Literature included a brief treatment of the
scientific-scholarly literature of the Jews during the Middle Ages. In fact, it was the
only reliable treatment on that topic, and by 1877 the book was no longer available.
Butin 1876 an article appeared in Westermann’s Jahrbuch der Illustrirten Deutschen
Monatshefte on “The Significance of the Jews for the Preservation and Revival of
the Sciences in the Middle Ages.”’ Its author, the distinguished botanist Matthias
Schleiden relates that he had been led by his study of the history of his field to dis-
cover, much to his surprise, that the Jews, throughout their history, had been active
in various areas of intellectual pursuit. Schleiden was motivated to write his short
survey of the Jewish contribution to human knowledge “to make some atonement
for a part of the unspeakable wrongs perpetrated by Christians upon the Jews.” He
declares his intention of following his essay with a historical survey of the “Romance
of Martyrdom among the Jews.” For some of his information concerning the Jewish
contribution to “Wissenschaften” Schleiden relied on communications from
Heinrich Graetz and David Rosin of the Breslau rabbinical seminary, whom he
thanks in the introduction.®

¥ Jacobs to Steinschneider, Sept. 12, 1879.

36See HUe, xxiv. See below, 38.

37Schleiden 1876.

¥ See Schleiden 1877, 4-5, the third unaltered edition. See also Charpa 2003, 231.
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The timing of the publication of Schleiden’s article could hardly have been
coincidental. In the late 1870s Germany had witnessed the rise of anti-Semitism, the
growth of anti-Semitic political parties, and, from 1877 on, the Berlin Antisem-
itismusstreit. Schleiden’s philo-Semitic case for the Jewish contribution to civiliza-
tion was immediately reprinted by the Deutsch-Israelitischer Gemeindebund in
1877 and went through four separate editions in the space of three years.* In 1877,
an authorized French translation was published by the Alliance Israélite Universelle,
whose secretary, Isidore Loeb (1839-1892), was to play a major role in bringing
into existence the French Mémoire, the predecessor of HUe, as we shall see below.
In 1883, an unauthorized English translation of the fourth German edition appeared
in Baltimore, which elicited notices and reviews in the general, Jewish, and Christian
press, from the New York Herald Tribune to the Arkansas Democrat in Little
Rock.* And Schleiden’s work did not go unnoticed among the actual practitioners
of the Wissenschaft des Judentums: David Kaufmann (1852-1899), while acknowl-
edging the pamphlet’s weaknesses and errors, still argued that its publication was
important for furthering the cause of Jewish scholarship, because it brought some of
its results to a larger audience.!

Steinschneider disagreed with Kaufmann. In a blistering notice in his Hebraeische
Bibliographie he lists some of Schleiden’s more bizarre claims on behalf of Jewish
scientific achievements (e.g., Rabbi Gamaliel’s use of a telescope, Abu Sahl’s dis-
covery of refraction, Johannes Hispalensis’s decimal computations, etc.), as well as
some of his equally absurd characterizations of medieval Jewish thought (Hiwi al-
Balkhi was an atheistic-rationalist critic of Scripture; the Zohar ranked freedom of
thought higher than dogma and scripture, etc.). Steinschneider lambasts Schleiden’s
Jewish consultants, Rosin and Graetz, for not directing the well-meaning author to
studies where he could have found information about the frue significance of Jews
in the profane sciences (i.e., studies by Steinschneider). What seems to have galled
Steinschneider most was Schleiden’s self-professed motive for undertaking the
research: his desire to make atonement for Christian wrongs perpetrated against the
Jews. On this Steinschneider writes:

The greatest injustice of the Christians consisted and consists in that they have studied and
study Judaism not for its own sake, but rather only on account of its relations to Christianity.
Herr Schleiden defends Judaism, without having studied it at all. Jews do not need apologetic
writings. [...] They suffered deeply for centuries on account of their convictions, until reli-
gious bickering was pushed into the background by the general progress of humanity. Now
prejudice is garbed in racial schematism, whose vapidity will soon have been uncovered by
serious science. The martyrdom of the science and the history of Judaism will last a long
time because it counts both Jews and their ill-advised friends among its tormentors.*

3 See Schorsch 1972, 43—4.

“0Schleiden 1883. The “Opinions of the Press” were contained in the copy belonging to Harry
Friedenwald of Baltimore, now in the Edelstein History of Science Collection at the National
Library of Israel, Jerusalem.

#'Kaufmann 1890, repr. in Kaufmann 1908-15. Cf. Schorsch 1972.

42 Steinschneider 1877, 35.
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Fifteen years later Steinschneider continued his criticism when a similar pamphlet
on Jews and science, based partly on Schleiden’s essay, was printed in New York.
Schleiden, writes Steinschneider, had composed a panegyric that was worthless for
the knowledgeable and dangerous for the undiscriminating public, which feels satis-
fied by the pamphlet’s positive view, and leaves the unimportant “details” to the
“pedants.” What Schleiden did not realize was that unless general claims flow from
a more accurate awareness of the details, they become falsifications of history that
are better condemned than praised.*

How the dizzying public success of Schleiden’s pamphlet affected Steinschneider’s
own publication plans, if at all, is difficult to say. At the beginning of 1880,
Steinschneider wrote to Isidore Loeb about the possibility of issuing a French trans-
lation of Jewish Literature. Did he write to Loeb because the Alliance had earlier
sponsored Schleiden’s work? Loeb had sent Steinschneider a copy of the French
version of Schleiden three years earlier, with an apology for the author’s mistakes,
yet with the hope that it would do some good.** In any event, Loeb’s verdict on a
French version of Jewish Literature was not encouraging. The book seemed to him
too dry and “algebraisch” for the French reader, who was not well-informed on the
subject. The soon-to-be established Société des Etudes Juives would not publish a
French version of Jewish Literature since, according to Loeb, it would not be will-
ing to sponsor translations.** Steinschneider apparently dropped the plan, although
he had not given up the idea of a second, enlarged edition.*

Three weeks later Steinschneider received a letter from David Kaufmann that
included the following somewhat cryptic lines:

Concerning the “Translators”—I have written immediately to Lob in my own name.

We need bones; let others take care of the soup. A Schleiden may, and can, come only
after you.*’

Unfortunately, the correspondence immediately preceding this letter is appar-
ently not extant. Perhaps Steinschneider had confided in Kaufmann his difficulties
in raising the funds for the work, and his unsuccessful attempts in having Jewish
Literature republished or translated into French. Or perhaps he had simply had told
Kaufmann of the new French society that would sponsor original and not translated
works. In any event, both Schleiden and Loeb had been a topic of their correspon-
dence, with Kaufmann encouraging Steinschneider to focus his energies on the

3 Steinschneider 1893.

#“Loeb to Steinschneider, received August 17, 1877. The Loeb file contains typewritten transcrip-
tions of letters, probably prepared for publication by Alexander Marx. Unfortunately, some of the
originals are missing, as in this case.

4 Loeb to Steinschneider, February 22, 1880.

4 According to Kohut 1896, a second revised and enlarged edition was in preparation (in 1893).
Malter’s Hebrew translation of Jewish Literature follows the earlier versions.

47Kaufmann to Steinschneider, March 12, 1880 (rec. March 14).
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translations project and not concern himself with popularizations, a task better left
for others like Schleiden.
Three days later Steinschneider heard from Loeb:

Herr Kaufmann of Pest wrote me today about your work: the Jewish translators. Would you
most kindly say what sort of work it is, i.e., how you will discuss this subject, how extensive
the work is, or would be, when printed, how high would the printing expenses be? Perhaps
we may be of some assistance.*

The “we” refers to the Comité of the Alliance Israélite, which had previously
sponsored the translation of Schleiden’s pamphlet. A month later, on April 17,
1880, the Comité voted to allot 500 francs immediately toward Steinschneider’s
translation book. Loeb, realizing that this was insufficient, told Steinschneider that
it was a “beginning” and that he would write to Kaufmann to see if the latter could
find additional funding in Pest. Steinschneider then wrote Loeb to determine
whether the “beginning” referred to the beginning of assistance from the Alliance.
To this Loeb replied that the 500 francs were intended as “une marque de sympathie
et déférence,” but that would be all.* Since Steinschneider does not acknowledge
the Alliance’s support anywhere in the HUe, it is unlikely that he received the sub-
vention because of subsequent events.

But Loeb’s assistance did not end there. A week after writing Steinschneider, he
informed Adolf Neubauer (1831/2-1907) of Steinschneider’s intentions to write a
work on Jewish translations. A bibliographer and orientalist, Neubauer was on good
terms with Steinschneider, at least since 1877, when the two had become reconciled
after a long literary feud. He was also a close friend of and collaborator with the ori-
entalist Ernest Renan (1823-1892), a prominent member of the French Academy.
Neubauer immediately took up Steinschneider’s cause, writing him a postscript
under the heading “trés confidentiel”:

P. S. Yesterday I received a letter from M. Loeb in which he writes me that you will pub-
lish a book about translators; this work is highly important, and I place at your disposal
all my documents concerning Arabic texts as well as translations that are available only
in manuscript. Will you permit me to request a subvention from Giinzburg and Rothschild
in Paris when I am there in September? If you could decide to compose the work in
French or Latin, the former being more practical for sales, I could perhaps arrange,
through Renan and others, that the Ac[adémie] des Inscriptions designate this work as the
Prize Question of this summer, to be delivered at the end of 1881. [...] I am certain that
you would receive the prize. Let me know the plan of your work so that I can clearly
write to Renan how the prize [question] should be formulated. This is urgent, for the
Commission on the prize meets already on May 15, and he needs time to discuss the
matter with the colleagues.*

Neubauer was quite familiar with the Académie’s procedure, having himself
won in 1867 the Prix Bordin, which had initially been proposed in 1863 by

“Loeb to Steinschneider, March 15, 1880 (rec. March 17).
“TLoeb to Steinschneider, April 18, 1880 and July 4, 1880.
*Neubauer to Steinschneider, 24 April 1880 (rec. April 27; mislabeled 1878).



24 Editors’ Introduction: The Genesis of Die hebraeischen Uebersetzungen. ..

Salomon Munk, Neubauer’s scholarly patron from his time of residence in Paris
after 1856, and by Renan, whom Neubauer probably met through Munk.>! Currently,
Neubauer was laboring to submit his own essay for another prize: on October 19,
1877, a committee made up of Regnier, Renan, Defrémy, and Bréal had proposed
the following topic for the Prix Ordinaire in Oriental Studies for 1880: “Classer et
identifier, autant qu’il est possible, les noms géographiques de I’occident de I’Europe
qu’on trouve dans les ouvrages rabbiniques depuis le X® siecle jusqu’a la fin du
XVe. Dresser une carte de I’Europe occidentale ou tous ces noms soient placés, avec
des signes de doute s’il y a lieu.””> The competition was prolonged twice until
Neubauer won it in April 1884.% So it was natural that Neubauer would think of an
academy prize as a way of obtaining money to subsidize the cost of publication of
Steinschneider’s work, as well as to promote sales. Neubauer contacted Renan
straightaway and forwarded Renan’s favorable response a month later to
Steinschneider: “The Prize Question is underway as you can see from R. [Renan]’s
letter [to me]. Please return it to me at your opportunity. I will write as soon as I hear
anything.”>* From this point on Neubauer became Steinschneider’s “eyes and ears”
in Paris, relaying him information that he gleaned from Renan and from the orien-
talist Joseph Derenbourg, who, like Renan, was a member of the Académie, and
who was in scholarly correspondence with Steinschneider.

In the summer months of 1880 it was not a foregone conclusion that the year’s Prix
Ordinaire would be designated for an essay on Hebrew translations. Derenbourg and
Renan, as influential as they may have been, were only two votes; in theory, there
could have been an extension of the previous question for another term. On October
10, Neubauer recommended that Steinschneider continue work on the project, for if
this year’s prize essay were not on the Hebrew translations, he [Neubauer] had been
assured that that topic would be proposed after the following summer.>> In fact,
five days later, at the meeting of the Académie, a committee composed of Adolph
Regnier, Ernest Renan, Charles Defrémery and Joseph Derenbourg was formed to
determine the Prix du Budget for the 1883 award; on October 29, the President of the
Académie des Inscriptions et Belles Lettres, Edmond Le Blant, announced at a closed
meeting of Académie members that the assignment for the annual Prix du Budget
was to write a preliminary Mémoire enumerating completely and systematically the

3I'The work was published in 1868 as La Géographie du Talmud, and subjected to a devastating
critique in Morgenstern 1870. The speculation that Neubauer met Renan through Munk is offered
by Neubauer’s nephew, Adolf Biichler, whose unpublished biographical sketch is found in the
Neubauer Archives at the National Library of Israel, INUL Arc. 4° 1595. The committee that
decided the prize in favor of Neubauer (there was one other submission) was composed of Renaud,
de Saulcy, Renan and Munk (See Comptes rendus des séances de I’année 1867 3 (1868): 6.

32 Comptes rendus des séances de I’année 1877 5 (1878): 312.

3 Comptes rendus des séances de ’année 1884 12 (1884): 186. The committee was composed of
Derenbourg, Renan, Barbier de Meynard, and Oppert (p. 6); his was the only submission (p. 4).

**Neubauer to Steinschneider, May 22, 1880 (rec. May 26).
3 Neubauer to Steinschneider, Oct. 10, 1880 (rec. Oct. 12).
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medieval Hebrew translations of works of philosophy and science in Greek, Arabic,
and even Latin.’® Two days later, Loeb wrote Steinschneider in a postscript: ‘““You prob-
ably know of Derenbourg’s intentions for your translators?” The official announce-
ment of the prize came at the Académie’s public meeting on November 12, 1880.

Unfortunately, there is no record of the correspondence between Steinschneider
and Derenbourg for the years 1877-1881; it may be that Steinschneider either
destroyed or returned to their author sensitive communications that might have
constituted for Derenbourg a proof of a breach of confidentiality. From Loeb’s com-
ment, and from his occasional service as an intermediary between Steinschneider
and Derenbourg, it seems that Loeb had discussed the matter of the Uebersetzer
with Derenbourg, around the same time that Neubauer had discussed it with Renan.
However one divides the credit, Loeb, Neubauer, Renan and Derenbourg were all
instrumental in getting the French Académie to choose a topic that was tailor-made
for Steinschneider’s project; even the words “[ouvrages] méme latins” in the Prize
Question reflects Steinschneider’s oft-repeated point about the number of Hebrew
translations of Christian authors. The announcement of the competition appeared in
the Revue Critique d’histoire et de littérature of that year® and the Journal des
savants.”® Several months later Steinschneider himself drew attention to the compe-
tition in Hebraeische Bibliographie.®®

The deadline for submitting the Hebrew translations essay was December 31,
1882. Steinschneider’s scholarly output for the years 1881 and 1882 shows a slight
tapering off as he began to prepare the Mémoire. The most significant casualty of his
old-new project was the abrupt cessation, without explanation, of Hebraeische
Bibliographie. Toward the end of its run, the interval between the date on the journal
and its actual publication date had progressively increased; Steinschneider, who
blamed the delays on the publisher Julius Benzian, had once before closed down the
journal, but this time the closure was permanent. Steinschneider would continue to
write notices and book reviews, but henceforth for the journals of others, including
Das Archiv of his son, Julius.

The Mémoire was, of course, to be composed in French, a language that
Steinschneider certainly knew—as a young man working on the Bodleian cata-
logue, he initially preferred to correspond with the head librarian Bulkeley Bandinel
in French rather than in English®—but in which he had rarely published. Apparently
as a “trial run” he began to publish in late 1880 a series of French articles on medieval
astronomy in Prince Baldassare Boncompagni’s Italian journal devoted to the his-
tory of science, the Bulettino di Bibliografia e di Storia delle scienze matematiche
e fisiche, although he had published several Italian articles previously in the same

% Comptes rendus des séances de I’année 1880 8 (1881): 305, 308-9.
5Loeb to Steinschneider, October 31, 1880 (rec. Nov. 2).

3 Revue Critique 10 (1880): 410.

* Journal des Savants (1880): 716.

% Steinschneider 1880b, 137. (This appeared in early 1881.)

61See Paucker 1966, 244.
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journal.®> When Steinschneider sent Loeb an offprint of one of these articles, the
latter pronounced the French “trés clair.”®® Reassured, Steinschneider submitted
several months later an article in French on Paul de Bonnefoy to Loeb’s newly-
founded journal, the Revue des études juives. Once again, Loeb’s initial reaction
was encouraging: ‘“Votre article est une tres jolie chose que je suis trés heureux
d’avoir pour la Revue. Le frangais est bon. Je le repasserai avant de le donner a
I’impression. Je vous enverrai I’épreuve.”** But before the article could be published,
Loeb had to send an additional set of proofs to Steinschneider for further revision:
he now considered Steinschneider’s French to be too Germanic, cautioning that it
had to be adapted for the French reader.®

One of the sections included by Steinschneider in the Mémoire was also intended,
initially, to appear as an article in the Revue. Shortly before the prize question was
publicly announced, Loeb suggested that he prepare a bio-bibliographical investiga-
tion of Levi b. Gershom, namely, a chronological arrangement of his work, a chron-
ological table of his astronomical observations and something about his instrument, the
Jacob Staff. Steinschneider submitted the article in German, and Loeb himself took
responsibility for the translation, sending the author the beginning of the French
article during the summer of 1882. The article was supposed to appear in the Revue
des études juives in 1883. Loeb took the liberty of expanding Steinschneider’s
terse German, explaining to him that French required more words than German to
be comprehensible; pronouns needed to be expanded into nouns; where an article
would be sufficient in German, an adjective or complement was required in French.
If one removed the addition that he (Loeb) had been compelled to make, the result
would not be French.®® Work on the translation of the article ceased abruptly when
Loeb learned from Derenbourg and Neubauer that the premature publication of a
part of the Mémoire would jeopardize Steinschneider’s chances of winning the
prize®’; if the translation was not to appear in the Revue, then provisionally it could
not be continued, since there was no money to pay the translator.®® Steinschneider,
disappointed, inquired whether Derenbourg thought that it could appear anonymously.
Loeb’s response was that in any event the journal had decided to accept fewer for-
eign articles; the mode of expression was so different that the journal’s readers

©2For bibliographical details see Kohut 1896. Italian was one of the first languages that
Steinschneider learned, and as a young man he tutored students in Italian. See Marx 1947, 114.

% Loeb to Steinschneider, September 30, 1881 (received Oct. 2).

%Loeb to Steinschneider, January 31, 1882 (rec. Feb. 2). Cf. Loeb’s editorial comments accompa-
nying the revisions on Steinschneider’s next French article for the Révue (Steinschneider 1882):
“Les questions des nos 3, 4, 5, ont principalement pour objet d’obtenir une rédaction qu’on puisse
comprendre sans étre obligé de recourir aux livres cités, chose tres désagréable au lecteur fran-
¢ais.” Loeb to Steinschneider, August 10, 1882 (rec. Aug. 12).

%Loeb to Steinschneider, August 14, 1882 (rec. Aug. 16).

%Loeb to Steinschneider, June 26, 1882 (rec. June 28).

“Loeb to Steinschneider, October 23, 1882; based on Marx’s typescript of the correspondence,
rather than the actual letter, which does not appear in the microfilm (see above, n. 51).

% Loeb to Steinschneider, October 30, 1882 (rec. June 28).
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found such articles incomprehensible; even the translators could not understand
them.® All was not lost, since Steinschneider incorporated Loeb’s translation almost
verbatim in the French Mémoire, and a German translation (perhaps, the German
original) appeared on pages 65-73 of HUe.™

Neubauer was happy to provide Steinschneider with the more practical informa-
tion and advice on the Prize Essay. When the December 1882 deadline loomed for
its submission, Neubauer assured him that the deadline was customarily extended
for Mémoires undertaken by specialists. Neubauer would submit his own Mémoire
in 1884 after two extensions, alongside of his friend, Steinschneider. After the 1882
deadline passed, Neubauer informed Steinschneider that he would have to wait until
the end of 1884 to submit the Mémoire. But this created an unexpected problem—and
opportunity—for Steinschneider. In October 1882, the Académie proposed another
prize, the Prix Brunet, for a work on the Arabic translations from the Greek based
on Ibn al-Nadim’s Fihrist, which had recently been edited.”' It was Neubauer, then
at Oxford, working on the Index to his Bodleian Catalogue, and checking manu-
scripts for Steinschneider, who informed Steinschneider not only of the Prix Brunet,
but also that the question had been designed with Steinschneider in mind:

You would do best to correspond with me, if you want to know anything about Paris. I draw
your attention to the Prix Brunet (3000 Fr.) for 1884, which you could easily handle
with your Mémoire. It has been deliberately designed for you (in confidence). You only
cannot refer from one Mémoire to the other, for both will have to be submitted at the same
time. You will find the Program in the Journal des Savants and later in the Comptes Rendus
of the Académie des Inscriptions.’

One month later, Neubauer wrote Steinschneider that the Prix Brunet would be
about “the Arabic translations from the Greek according to the Fihrist; that cannot
give you much labor with the work you have in hand.””

“Loeb to Steinschneider, March 13, 1883 (rec. March 15).

Loeb’s translation, set in type for the REJ, appears in the Loeb correspondence in the
Steinschneider Archives with the following title: “Les Commentaires de Lévi b. Gerson sur
Averroés traduit de I’Allemand.” On the title page is written, “Erste Revision eines nicht
erschienenen Artikels fiir die R.E.J. aus dem Jahre 1883 I-III = H. Ueb. 65-73." The first three
parts deal with Levi’s commentaries on Averroes’s commentaries on logic; the fourth part, on
Levi’s commentaries on two of Averroes’s logical questions. This probably was meant to be the
first installment of a series of articles on Gersonides’ philosophical supercommentaries before
Loeb abandoned it. The material was ultimately incorporated in HUe. An appendix, from the Latin
translation of the Book of the Correct Syllogism, appeared in Steinschneider 1892, among the
Endnoten to HUe that were not incorporated within the book.

I'The edition by Fliigel was published posthumously in 1877, with the assistance of Rodiger and
Miiller.

2Neubauer to Steinschneider, January 13, 1883 (rec. Feb. 13), JTSA Arc. 108-8. See Comptes
rendus des séances de I’année 1885 13 (1868): 9: “L’ Académie adopte en outre, comme sujet du
prix Brunet a décerner en 1885 la question suivante: ‘Relever sur le grand catalogue de bibliogra-
phie arabe intitulé Fihrist toutes les traductions d’ouvrages grecs en arabe. Critiquer ces données
bibliographiques d’apres les documents imprimés et manuscrits.” Les mémoires devront étre dépo-
sés au secrétariat de I’Institut le 31 décembre 1884.”

3Neubauer to Steinschneider, February 9, 1883 (rec. Feb. 12), JTSA Arc. 108-8.
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In fact, Steinschneider was nervous about the first competition, since no
announcement of the extension had appeared in the Comptes Rendus by March
1883. (Neubauer assured him that the decision would indeed be postponed.) And as
the December 1884 deadline loomed for both Mémoires, Steinschneider was faced
with a dilemma: to submit the first Mémoire and hope for an extension on the sec-
ond, or to submit them both together, and hope that the Académie would not take
that amiss. After seeking advice from Derenbourg, and hearing nothing in return, he
wrote to Neubauer, who responded on 27 November as follows:

Dear Friend, It is fatal to correspond with Dernb; he places postcards and letters in his
nightgown, or in a book, and forgets about them. I now wish to write only concerning busi-
ness matters, since it seems that D. didn’t write you about it, as we had agreed....

1. After making an inquiry in the Institut I can tell you that the prix Brunet (Fihrist) can
be postponed; indeed, my and your friends told me that it would in fact be better if both
Meémoires are not submitted at the same time. The atmosphere against Germans is still not
the best, and it is feared that chauvinism will win out and [its proponents] will rely exclusively
on matter of form. The Ubersetzer for this year, then, and the Fihrist for the next. What do
you think about this? In any event, it would be good if you were to write to D. about it;
please don’t fail to do this. You can dictate this to your son, if writing is difficult for you; it
is absolutely necessary.

2. It would be better if you send the thing [i.e. the Mémoire] to Lob, and that he deliver
the Mémoire to the Sécretariat; add an accompanying letter with [your] name and a motto
inside, and on the outside the motto only [illegible] Mémoire. Follow my advice [illegible] so
that this or the Mémoire is in Lob’s hands by the 28" [December].’

Derenbourg finally responded to Steinschneider on December 13, but he could
not answer Steinschneider’s questions whether another essay had been submitted
for the prix Brunet (he did not know), or whether it would be problematic to submit
two Mémoires at once (in principle, he said, it was allowed). He counseled him to
send both his works (Arbeiten) to Loeb, who would submit them at the proper time.
No doubt by this late date Steinschneider had already determined to submit only the
first Mémoire by the end of 1883 and to wait to take his chances with the second.

In the early months of 1885, Neubauer continued to leak confidential news to
Steinschneider on the fate of both prizes. Thus, on March 23, six months before
the decision concerning the first Mémoire was scheduled to be announced,
Neubauer wrote Steinschneider that Renan had expressed regret that
Steinschneider hadn’t sent at least the Preface to a Frenchman for stylistic revi-
sion; the form was inadequate and the text occasionally difficult to comprehend,
but the content was worthy of the prize. From this Neubauer inferred that
Steinschneider could count on the prize, but said so “in confidence—do not speak
yet of it.””> And five days later he wrote:

Dear Friend, just a word in confidence. The entire Commission favors giving the prize to
you, I now believe the matter is certain. Concerning the Fihrist, D. tells me that he will make
a report saying that the [submitted] Mémoire is worth nothing, and that the Prize will not be
given. You can continue to work, but the thing [i.e. Mémoire] must then be revised, and

74Neubauer to Steinschneider, November 23, 1884 (rec. Nov. 27).
75 Neubauer to Steinschneider, March 23, 1885 (rec. March 25).
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transcribed by another hand than that of your first Mémoire. The members of the Commission
marvel at the scholarship of your Mémoire (naturally without knowing your name, except for
D. and Renan), but gripe about the 1,500 pages to be read... I beg you to destroy all letters
and cards that refer to the prizes because a 12pn for you will be W ma or....”°

Several months later Derenbourg advised Steinschneider that the prize had not
yet been won, that he should submit his “Fihrist” Mémoire to experts in French for
stylistic revisions, and that it should be around 300 pages, since the members of the
Committee had almost fainted when they saw the length of the first Mémoire.”

With the first Mémoire deposited at the end of 1884, Steinschneider continued to
work on the “Fihrist” Mémoire, which he deposited at the end of 1886. Here, in
addition to serving as Steinschneider’s informant,’”® Neubauer played an active role
in the shaping of the Mémoire’s form and content. He suggested to Steinschneider
how the work should be arranged, pleaded with him to reduce the number of refer-
ences, offered suggestions on the French style, and reviewed all parts of the manu-
script. As the second Mémoire grew, and as parts of it were sent by Steinschneider
to colleagues in the history of science for review, Neubauer urged him to condense
the manuscript and leave the expanded material for the published work. “For read-
ing it should be at maximum 300 pages, mostly results without much discussion....
Imagine, in view of the many prizes, if people always get 1500 pages to read?””

At one point Neubauer recommended that the “Fihrist” Mémoire be also sent to
Loeb for French revision, which Steinschneider did. The formal announcement that
he won the prize was made on 18 November 1887 by the president of the Académie.*

When the German version of the “Fihrist” Mémoire was finally published as Die
Arabischen Uebersetzungen aus dem Griechischen, it did not appear as a single
coherent work, like HUe, but rather as a series of articles in different scholarly jour-
nals. The reason, according to George Kohut, was the high cost of publication.®! But
there is evidence that Steinschneider had already decided that he would be unable to
publish the second Mémoire as a single book even before he submitted it. In that
same year, he published in German a long subsection on “Euclid among the Arabs,”
originally intended for the Mémoire, but which he had omitted at Neubauer’s sug-
gestion; it is unlikely that he would have done this had he planned to publish a single
book. Part of the problem of publishing the second Mémoire as a separate
monograph may have been that the formulation of the Prize question tied the
Mémoire to the Fihrist, a requirement that Steinschneider apparently found con-
straining for a general work on the Arabic translations from the Greek. Although the

7*Neubauer to Steinschneider, March 28, 1885 (rec. March 30). Steinschneider underlined “alle
Briefe und Karten”—but, fortunately for the historian, he did not heed Neubauer’s advice.
""Derenbourg to Neubauer, June 21, 1885 (rec. June 23), JTSA, ARC 108-8.

E.g., “The decision concerning the rejected Question [i.e. the mémoire submitted by the French
orientalist Gustave Dugat] is not yet in the Comptes-rendus; it will apparently be in the next volume,
if a decision is made.” Neubauer to Steinschneider, February 10, 1886 (rec. Feb. 12).

?1bid.
% See Freudenthal 2011, 206-211, for a chronology of the events.
81 Kohut 1896, xi.
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section on philosophy published later in German by Steinschneider closely follows
the Fihrist, the sections on mathematics and medicine are independent bibliographi-
cal essays that use the Fihrist as one source among many. Then there was the issue
of Steinschneider’s advanced age, weakening eyesight, and familiarity with the
manuscript material.

In any event, publication of Die Arabischen Ubersetzungen in specialist journals
had two benefits for HUe: Steinschneider’s use of the articles to advertise the publi-
cation of HUe, and the 3,000 francs that he won for the Prix Brunet to help offset
the printing costs for HUe. When the HUe finally appeared in 1893, Joseph
Derenbourg reported to the Académie, erroneously, that the work was a German
translation of both Mémoires.*” Indeed, Steinschneider had decided to include in
HUe much information about the Arabic translations from the Greek of works that
were subsequently translated into Hebrew.®*

From Les Traductions hébraiques to Die Hebraeischen
Uebersetzungen

The Mémoire that Steinschneider, via Isidore Loeb, submitted to the Secrétariat of
the Académie in December 1884 numbered exactly 1599 pages. After an Avant-
Propos, table of contents, list of translators and commentators, and a preliminary
section on general works (encyclopedias, works on divisions of sciences, and gen-
eral manuals), the main body of the work is divided into three sections (philoso-
phy, mathematics, and medicine), followed by a five-page Résumé of the fourth
section that begins on p. 1594: “Several unforeseen circumstances prevented the
author from elaborating the considerable material that should have formed the
fourth section. The principal subjects are poetry, Hebrew language, and supersti-
tion.” The manuscript ends abruptly on the last line of p. 1599; there is no internal
indication that this is where the Mémoire ends, but it could not have continued
much further, since the résumé is the last item in the Table des Matiéres. The
Mémoire has the appearance of a rush job; there are spaces left blank to be filled
with the appropriate Hebrew or Arabic, and only a specimen of the footnotes are
included, perhaps because Steinschneider ran out of time.3* On the other hand, the
table of contents has more expansive descriptions than its highly condensed and
abbreviated counterpart in HUe.

82 Joseph Derenbourg’s report to the Académie (February 5, 1984), printed in Kohut 1929, 119.
81n a letter to Steinschneider (received 4.3.87), Neubauer asks whether Steinschneider intended to
wait on the publication of HUe until he had heard of the result of the Fihrist competition. “Could
you then combine the two? Arabic and Hebrew translations?”

8]t seems that Steinschneider intended to include all the footnotes but ran out of time, or was
advised to give only a specimen; the entire text has superscripts indicating references, but the sixty
pages of notes (the term “specimen” is writ large, and may be a later addition) reaches only to note
293 of the 297 notes that appear in the section on general works.
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Steinschneider’s Avant-Propos to the Mémoire reflects the author’s intentions
and goals at this stage of the work’s composition. The medieval Hebrew transla-
tions are important, he writes, because they (a) preserve works no longer extant in
the original, or—when the originals have survived—attest to early manuscripts;
(b) provide information about the amount and nature of scientific knowledge
among medieval Jews; (c) serve as a source for technical scientific terms in medi-
eval Hebrew and in various vernaculars. Steinschneider initially intended to
include a separate section for the original works and their authors, but the extent
of the material had led him to disperse it throughout the book. (Of course, such a
section would have made the second Mémoire redundant.) He does not tell us why
he chose to arrange the material topically, but he had an important antecedent for
a model: the Fihrist itself, which arranges its own “international literature”
(Chapters Seven and Eight) into philosophy, mathematics (including astronomy),
medicine, and belles-lettres.

Neubauer, in his review of HUe for the Jewish Quarterly Review gave his own
explanation why Steinschneider had arranged the work according to subjects, rather
than according to translator. Certainly the latter arrangement would have proved
“more convenient for those who look for biographies of authors, for literary history
or for encyclopedic works.” But the arrangement according to subject was neces-
sary because Steinschneider did not limit himself to Hebrew translations, but gave a
minute description of the originals from which the translations were made, com-
plete with biographical and bibliographical data, and including not only translations
but also commentaries, supercommentaries, and glosses—"and all these could only
be made handy by the division into articles.”®

From the Avant-Propos we also learn of plans not carried out and intentions left
unfulfilled not only in the Mémoire but also in HUe. Thus, in the Mémoire the
author promises to publish his principal sources, e.g., the prefaces of the transla-
tors, some epigraphs, and specimens of translations, with the original text, in a
series of appendices. That idea was apparently abandoned, because no such
appendices appear in HUe. Some of the relevant material is contained in the body
of the text or relegated to the footnotes and endnotes; others were published sepa-
rately. Other material, especially in the prefaces, was printed in Renan and
Neubauer’s, Les écrivains juifs francais du XIV* siecle, which appeared in the
same year as HUe. Steinschneider also notes that before the Mémoire is printed, it
would need to undergo “une révision stylistique”®: he clearly refers to the French
version, but had obviously abandoned his intention to publish it. After depositing
the second Mémoire late in 1886, and after hearing numerous criticisms of his
French from Derenbourg, Renan, Loeb, and Neubauer, Steinschneider’s six-year
“affair” with the French language ended; never again would he write a scholarly
work in French.

8 Neubauer 1894.
86 Mémoire, 20.
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In the Avant-Propos Steinschneider also expresses the hope that the prize, if he
wins it, will enable him to study personally the manuscript collections of several
libraries. In fact, Steinschneider did not travel further to manuscript collections
during this period, but depended instead upon other scholars’ answers to his
queries.

Of the latter he relied most upon Neubauer, who now became his “eyes” in
some of Europe’s Hebrew manuscript collections. During the second half of the
decade Neubauer was working on much of the same material as Steinschneider
for Les écrivains juifs francais, but, unlike him, the bachelor librarian from
Oxford traveled extensively. From 1886 onward, Neubauer’s letters to
Steinschneider read like the travelogue of an industrious research assistant who
not only aids his supervisor in response to queries, but also takes his own initia-
tive. A few examples:

If I have a little time I will certainly see in the British Museum if there is anything
new concerning translations; perhaps I can do this around the time of Pentecost in
Cambridge.?’

I ought to travel to Italy at the end of February or the beginning of March... Perhaps you
have completed a list of m7xw for Italy? You ought to give up the school and concentrate
T3P ot

So to be sufficiently early, I'm sending you a portion of the answers, in between your
closely-spaced lines and on the accompanying page... Tomorrow I head for Turin; I don’t
know whether I can examine everything for you, since people won’t be as accommodating
there as they are here [in Paris], and I have a mass of MSS to examine for myself... Write
me at Parma, [but] I ask you to send sheets only to Oxford.*

You presumably received from Parma my letters in which [are answered] your nywip
from Paris and Turin; enclosed is your sheet of paper for Florence and the beginning and
end of the w171 0 of Aquinas from the Casatense manuscript.”

Enclosed are the answers to your m>xw. I thought that your first volume would end with
philosophy, and the second would begin with mathematics? ... It remains for me to send the
translations of Gordon, Arnold, etc., and I will take these with me; in order to make things
easier for me, I asked you to provide me with a list of the Hebrew manuscripts which
contain translations.”'

Neubauer sent similar letters to Steinschneider up to the time of the publication
of HUe, which, as mentioned above, appeared in the same year as Les écrivains
Jjuifs francais du XIVe siecle.> For this outstanding and unstinting assistance,
Steinschneider rendered his deepest thanks and acknowledgement to Neubauer in

87Neubauer to Steinschneider, rec. March 4, 1887.

% Neubauer to Steinschneider, July 25, 1888 (rec. Jul. 27): The following year Steinschneider
tendered his resignation as principal of the Berlin Jiidische Madchen-Schule to devote his time to
writing and research. See Marx 1935.

8 Neubauer to Steinschneider, November 23, 1888 (rec. Nov. 25).

%Neubauer to Steinschneider, January 4, 1889 (rec. Jan. 7).

9 Neubauer to Steinschneider, August 21, 1889 (rec. Aug. 24).

92Neubauer wrote, “Unsere 793 kommt, Sie mit Ubers., ich mit Rabbins Fr.” (At this time,
Neubauer referred to the book as the second volume of Les rabbins frangais. It would eventually
be called, Les écrivains juifs francais du XIVe siécle, etc.)
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the foreword of HUe.”* Neubauer, for his part, could not refrain from referring
obliquely to his own contribution in his review of HUe.**

Despite Steinschneider’s intentions to revise significantly the Mémoire for publi-
cation, roughly 80 % of HUe is a literal translation of the Mémoire, plus notes. The
other 20 % include the fourth and fifth sections, the endnotes, and the indices.”” The
work was published by the Kommissionsverlag des Bibliographischen Bureaus in
Berlin in 1893, and printed by H. Itzkowski in 300 copies. Steinschneider’s own
copy, which contains many marginal glosses and emendations, is now in the
Steinschneider Collection of the Jewish Theological Seminary of America.”

The work garnered a handful of reviews in learned journals by A. Neubauer,
I. Lévi,”” and M. Gaster,”® but none appeared in Germany. Steinschneider empha-
sized repeatedly the importance of the Hebrew translation literature for understand-
ing classical and medieval literature in general; the subtitle of HUe called it “a
contribution to the literary history of the Middle Ages.” Yet the work has pretty
much remained to this day the possession of a few specialists in the field of the
history of Hebrew science and philosophy. The first run of copies was also the last;
no further printing was made until 1956, when a photo-offset reproduction by the
Akademische Druck- und Verlagsanstalt, Graz, appeared.

It is often said that one of Steinschneider’s goals in writing HUe was to empha-
size the contribution of the Jews to Western civilization. Derenbourg, in his afore-
mentioned report to the Académie, implies that Steinschneider’s work on the
Hebrew translations was born of a desire to demonstrate to the scholarly world the
importance of the role of the Jews in transmitting knowledge from the East to the

%3See HUe, xi. “Dr. Ad. Neubauer has contributed to my work more than all those mentioned
above: his are the accounts on a great number of Paris mss. which have been described here more
correctly and accurately than in the catalogue which is partly insufficient. To him I also owe infor-
mation on mss. of Baron von Giinzburg, on some material in Italian libraries, and from mss. in the
Bodleian library, where my own older excerpts presented lacunae or raised doubts, or where new
acquisitions were concerned. He also forwarded a number of kind communications, concerning
Latin mss., of M. Omont at the Bibliothéque Nationale and of the Rev. Macray in Oxford.”

%See Neubauer 1894, 147: “Happily, some friends who visit libraries of various countries from
time to time, as well as owners of private collections, willingly assisted our painstaking and deserv-
ing author.”

% Steinschneider’s completion dates for the various sections of HUe are as follows. Section One
(Philosophy, preceded by Encyclopedias, Classifications of the Sciences, and Primers): Greeks:
January 1889, Arabs, Jews and Christians: July 1889; Section Two (Mathematics): January 1890;
Section Three (Medicine): July 1891; Sections Four and Five (Miscellaneous and Jewish
Translators): October 1892; Preface: November 1892; Additions and Corrigenda: May 1893;
Endnotes and (nine) Indices: May 1893.

“Inspected in microfilm at the Institute for Microfilmed Hebrew Manuscripts of the National
Library of Israel, F 24421. See Berman 1975.

97Lévi 1894. Lévi’s lavish praise was tempered by the following acute reservations: “il serait lois-
ible de critiquer 1’abus des points d’exclamation ironiques motivés par des vétilles, I’apreté de la
censure et le manque de légerté dans la distribution des reproches, 1’exces des références oiseuses,
qui révelent le travers du bibliographe vidant ses cartes de fiches....”

% Gaster 1894.
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West. Solomon Schechter even referred to Die Mathematik bei den Juden by the
title “The Contribution of the Jews to Mathematics”!” Yet, while there is no doubt
that Steinschneider wanted to correct, or rather, to establish accurately the historical
record, and while it is also true that scholarly ignorance of Jewish literature, as well
as anti-Jewish prejudice, irritated him greatly, he certainly had no apologetic motives
in writing HUe. Steinschneider, an ordained rabbi and a committed Jew, detested
any nationalist or religious considerations in scholarship. He dismissed the idea that
HUe could be placed in the service of the struggle for Jewish emancipation and
equal rights, and he upheld the cause of objective scholarship with the memorable
phrase, “Ich schreibe iiber Juden, aber nicht fiir sie, nicht pro domo.”'® Although
the Jewish contribution to Western civilization interested Steinschneider the scholar,
the contribution of Western civilization to the Jews and Judaism, or, to recall his
more precise formulation, the influence of foreign literatures on Jewish literature,
interested him more. In pointing to the fact that more Christian than Muslim (Arab)
authors were translated into Hebrew he remarked, “Fiir den Geist giebt es kein
Ghetto!”!°"! The growing impact of Scholastic philosophy, science, and medicine
on Jews in the fourteenth and fifteenth centuries—at a time when Christian persecu-
tion and discrimination against Jews in Spain and in Italy had increased—is but one
example of the aptness of Steinschneider’s remark.
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The French Mémoire of The Hebrew
Translations of the Middle Ages. Foreword

The Theme and Its Importance

The importance of The Hebrew Translations of the Middle Ages may be considered
from three points of view.

1. They are sources for translated works. We have translations whose originals are
either totally unknown otherwise, lost, or are found only in other translations that
are either inferior or less complete, for example, Arabic works that are found in
Latin translations, etc. Even for works that are published in the original, the
Hebrew translations represent old manuscripts, sometimes going as far back as
the period of the original composition, or are redactions that differ from the pub-
lished version. The excuse frequently made by the translators that the original
was very faulty is not always serious or sincere.

Considering the Hebrew translations thus as a supplementary source for the
history of literature in general—and the extent, number and variety of writings
justify this designation, which may seem exaggerated—our program requires us
to provide information about the works that were translated, their importance,
rarity, authors (concerning whom the translations at times yield information that
is otherwise unknown or insufficiently documented) and to call attention to and
compare the other translations that may exist.

At first we intended to assemble the information concerning the authors and
the translated works in a special section of our Mémoire, which would also have
included the results of some research related to our theme. However, the extent
of indispensable material forced us to resist any such temptation and rather to
distribute the necessary facts in their proper locations, all the while, however,
adding others to the index in order to bring together again the dispersed
materials.

In the course of treating the Hebrew translations, we will also bring into the
picture manuscripts of the translated treatise that are in their original language
but written in Hebrew characters. We propose as well to gather in an appendix

C.H. Manekin et al. (eds.), Moritz Steinschneider. The Hebrew Translations of the Middle 37
Ages and the Jews as Transmitters, Amsterdam Studies in Jewish Philosophy 16,
DOI 10.1007/978-94-007-7314-1_3, © Springer Science+Business Media Dordrecht 2013



38

The French Mémoire of The Hebrew Translations of the Middle Ages. Foreword

other manuscripts that fall into this category, that is to say, works that are found
transcribed into Hebrew characters but not, however, translated into the Hebrew
language.

The Hebrew translations may be divided by subject into two groups. One may be
called national or religious, since in the Middle Ages nationality and religion were
two concepts that, if not identical, were hardly separable. These are works on law
(halakhah), comprising the divine law which extends as well to religious obliga-
tions, approached and regulated from a legal point of view; works of exegesis and
hermeneutics; homilies; popular ethics; and religious poetry. However, there are
very few examples of the last, because liturgy was ordinarily composed in Hebrew
or Aramaic; hymns written in other languages were usually left untranslated.

This class of translations derives almost exclusively from Arabic originals. It
has been deliberately left out of our Mémoire, not only on account of the ques-
tion that was posed, but also because the present author intends to publish a work
dealing with Judaeo-Arabic literature. This is also the reason why he has treated
in less detail translations of Arabic works written by Jewish authors. As for
Hebrew philology (linguistics, grammar, lexicography), by subject and goal, it
belongs to this first class, but by method to the following one.

The second class of Hebrew translations, which one may call international or
general, comprises the sciences. We have divided it into three sections which make
up, so to speak, the body of our Mémoire: philosophy, mathematics, and medicine,
each with its auxiliary disciplines. In addition, it includes poetry and popular tales
from the Orient which, in different periods, made their long way through Jewish
literature. We have set aside for everything that does not, strictly speaking, belong
to any of the three sections mentioned above, a fourth section (varia). We have not
yet introduced a continuous numbering to the paragraphs in all of the sections, since
we expect some insertions on the basis of research that we propose to undertake.

The national studies of the Jews have been down to our time the main subject
of studies on the literary history of that race. One tends to look upon their scien-
tific studies more as a necessary curiosity; as for translations, one has a vague
idea about those that are connected to Arabic literature. It is only in our day that
translations made from Latin originals have been uncovered, and it had been
surprising to learn that in medical science the Jews made use, at the same time
and to the same degree, of western sources as well as Arabic ones.

The fact is, one can prohibit the Jews from anything but science.

Literary exchanges between Jews—we are speaking here of those who
remained Jewish—and Christians is scarcely known. Until they come to light,
we will have even less of a good idea of the Christian literary treasures that the
Jews appropriated. Translations of scientific works must serve as a chief source
for the cultural history of the Jews; in addition, they reflect the culture of
those countries that afforded asylum to the persecuted and mistreated race.
Those countries where the Jews translated nothing had nothing worth translating.
One of the most common motives given for the translations was the accusation
or reproach foisted on Jews that they possessed no scientific writings. One was
not content with the excuse provided by the Exile; one dared to look upon the
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science of other nations as a loan to be reclaimed and which was returned to its
original owner by means of translation. Let us add here another remarkable fact.
Among the flood of alchemical writings from which, baselessly, one wanted to
deduce a Jewish origin, hardly one found a Hebrew translator.

3. The translations are important from the linguistic point of view. This is true not
only on account of the neo-Hebrew language into which they introduced most of
the technical terms they adopted for scientific discussions; here the scientific
style was called by the same word that was used for “astronomy” (711n).

One reads in the translators’ prefaces observations, at times quite subtle, con-
cerning the best method of translating, as well as the differences between the two
languages in question. Often the translators will pair the Hebrew term with a
translation into the local vernacular (15%2). The places par excellence where this
was done are southern France (Provence), Christian Spain, and Italy; we do not
know of even a single translator in Germany and the other barbarian lands of
northern Europe in the two centuries concerning which we have information.
One begins to assemble and to explain the vernacular expressions that one
encounters in the different works of the medieval period as a contribution to the
history of the languages in question; those found in the translations are, in gen-
eral, less corrupt and more intelligible on account of the context.

We have not neglected this third point of view in our Mémoire, as one may see
from the index of Hebrew and foreign words that we propose to include in
the final edition of our Mémoire. In the present edition, only in the first section
have we been able to fulfill our wish to provide important linguistic material. The
remaining two sections require an examination of manuscripts as well as the
cooperation of a learned specialist. For the time being, we have been able to
provide a few examples in the second section as foreign terminology predomi-
nates in medicine owing to the lack of ancient Hebrew works that might have
been able to supply medical terms.

The Present Mémoire

In the preceding exposition we have admitted all the directions that may conceiv-
ably be linked to the question that was proposed. However, no mere Mémoire can
carry this out successfully; that can be accomplished only by a full study. We dare
to present before the august Academy the first version of a book of this sort, in the
hope that one will find there all that could have been hoped for in a Mémoire, and
that its approval would place the author in a position to give this book every possible
perfection, especially by means of a personal inspection of a number of manuscripts
found in European libraries. Indeed, the information that one owes to several
renowned scholars, and which one has not been able to utilize for the present, are no
substitute for one’s own research.

We shall not fatigue our excellent judges with extensive details concerning all
that we have done in order to come close to our goal, both with regard to full
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coverage and to the precision of our information. The table of contents and the index
of translators that follow this introduction may serve to measure the extent of our
research. We have included in our index, but marked with an asterisk, Jewish com-
mentators, some of whom are incidentally found in this Mémoire; for others we
have set aside an appendix.

The period defined by the question is that of the Middle Ages, which are usually
said to end with the fifteenth century. However, we have seen it fit to extend this
somewhat, almost to the middle of the sixteenth century, when the studies of the
Jews began to turn towards other sources.

We have included commentaries along with the translations, following the
example of Wenrich (1842), Fliigel (1841), and others. This group of authors
has extended our project considerably, but not without profit for the history of
translations.

In an introductory section we dealt with a number of works that, in the manner
of encyclopedias, contain abridged versions, or which constitute subsidiary sources
for the history of translations through the information they contain about the litera-
ture. Determining the date of the translations and commentaries is often very dif-
ficult, despite the fact that the translators were in the habit of adding to their name
the date of completion for their work, and at times the place and country as well.
However, copyists did not always take care to reproduce exactly the colophon of
the original, including all the details; and the authors of catalogues have not always
read their texts correctly, nor did they know very well how to account for the
manner of dating.

The date for their work is sometimes given indirectly, by way of the people for
whom it was executed. The Arabs have preserved for us a list of the translators of
the first period and their patrons; neo-Hebrew literature is in general very lacking as
far as exact biographical and bibliographical dates are concerned; modern works
have had to collect details scattered over a vast terrain and, by putting them together,
to fill in the lacunae left by the documents. The dates of the copies throughout offer us
the terminus ad quem, but they leave a great deal of room for the time between the
composition and the copy, and we have very few manuscripts that were copied soon
after their execution. Add to this the difficulty of deciphering the foreign names of the
authors as they were transcribed into Hebrew, as well as identifying them—known
authors in the history of the literature in question—and there will be no cause for
astonishment that, after adopting the results of many studies of others, taking care
always to name our sources in the text as well as in the notes (of which we present here
a specimen), there was plenty of room left for criticism, as well as for entirely new
research. One will be even less surprised by questions and doubts that we have had
to abandon without any satisfactory solution, but rather frankly admitting our igno-
rance, often noting as well the means for achieving our end that were inaccessible for
us. We also confess here that we were not able to correct or complete our Mémoires
throughout on the basis of the most recent publications (1882—1884).

We have not mentioned all the errors found in our secondary sources—even
those of high authority; our list of abbreviations tabulates those most frequently
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cited—it often suffices often simply enough to offer our documented results, but at
times we have had to enter into a minute discussion or to illustrate something
unique that our predecessors misunderstood, for Hebrew literature is full of enig-
mas, allusions (mainly through the employment of biblical or classical phrases),
plays on words, as well as rhetorical amusements behind which one need not seek
anything hidden.

For the translations and commentaries that constitute our main theme, we were
compelled to note all manuscripts of unedited works (and to indicate how complete
they are), on the basis of either inspection or communications from others—we will
have to add a few mentioned in catalogues published in the course of our work on
the Mémoire—but as for the very small number of printed works, we have indicated
the most important editions and commentaries, including the most renowned mod-
ern ones. We propose to prepare an index of the manuscripts that are mentioned,
arranged according to the libraries to which they belong.

It seems to us to be very important to display the incipits and explicits (and
sometimes selections as well) of unedited works. We had begun to do this in the
text; however, the difficulty of a good copy forced us to save this information for
the notes. This explains several lacunae in the copy presented to the distinguished
Academy.

We have had to borrow a good part of our materials from unedited documents.
We would like to publish our principal sources, for example, translators’ prefaces,
some colophons, and some specimens of translations, if possible, facing their origi-
nals, in the appendices to which we have referred on different occasions. The extent
of these additions will depend on the means at our disposal for publishing them.
A number of supplementary notes, too long for the body of the book, have also
been prepared.

The gist of a great number of texts could be rendered into French, but a number
of other passages required a literal translation. In view of the peculiarities of the
aforementioned Hebrew texts, as well as the scholarly goal of our project, we have
been forced, in the first instance, to translate faithfully, often literally. The French
reader, who may be offended by the strange style, will not forget that he is hearing
a Hebrew author of the Middle Ages, and that it is better to offend stylistic feeling
than to falsify history by means of unjustifiable substitutions.

We know that a real Frenchman could have avoided this predicament, and that
he would have been able to give a better choice of words for expressing the sense.
But what is to be done? The author has not written this work under the illusion
that he would pass for a Frenchman. He knows that his work must submit to a
stylistic revision before it can be printed. However, charged with a variety of
duties, he had to concentrate his efforts first of all upon editing the materials, and
he has not been able to write up the last part with the same care as the rest, nor did
he have the time to carefully revise the copy that he dared to present to the distin-
guished Academy.

The transcription of Hebrew names follows the systems of Wolf (1715) and the
Catalogus Librorum hebraeorum in Bibliotheca Bodleiana (1852).
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The Hebrew Translations of the Middle Ages.
Preface

The present work is part of a more comprehensive task that I had in mind half a
century ago and whose basic outlines are before me in the form of a “prospectus”,
dated 1849.! However, the part that has been accomplished here has grown so
substantially that I, in giving account of the subjective and objective aspects of the
solution, for internal and external reasons, even more than in the exposition itself,
have forced myself to be extremely brief. Much can be left, I trust, to the intelligence
of the reader.”

While preparing the article “Jidische Literatur” for the Realencyclopdidie by
Ersch and Gruber (Steinschneider 1844—47), I experienced a lack of sources that
meant more than just a lacuna; it pertained to the impact of foreign literatures on the
Jewish tradition, an impact that constitutes a major aspect of the final judgment on
the latter. The influence of Arabic culture was commonly understood, but blurred by
the popular dichotomy between the “Portuguese” (writers exiled from the Iberian
peninsula) and the “Germans”. It remained to investigate in detail the mutual influ-
ence of Jewish and Arabic learning (Bildung) in writing, language, commerce of
ideas, and customs. The significant role of the Jews as mediators of Arabic scholar-
ship for the Christians had been widely publicized by Jourdain’s famous prize essay.
It was scarcely realized, however, that Jews actually participated in Christian
literature in the fields of philosophy, medicine, mathematics, and popular literature—
pp. 471-73 present no less than five translations of a text on Logic, perhaps by a
future Pope, partly to be used as a basis for disputations.

The “interlinguals,” i.e., the translators, are the principal international mediators of
cultures. Pierre Daniel Huet, with his essay on the translators that is still cited today,?

I'Cf. Steinschneider 1880, p. 1.

2Page numbers in parentheses refer to this present work.

3Huet 1661, new edition Huet 1680 (and The Hague, Huet 1683), p. 127: “Intere Judacorum
Magistros, pauci quidem, sed nonnuli tamen huic interpretandi studio se dediderunt...,” followed
by a two-page enumeration, without proper order, which contains mention of Chanin or Chanan
(Hunayn) with the son Isaac, p. 127. On p. 128 there is a censure of verbatim translations of the
Jews, following the Arab authors. Argelati’s Biblioteca degli volgarizzatori (together with the
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initiated a series of studies, among which Jourdain’s aforementioned Recherches
(1819) turned out to be epoch-making. These gave, in an indirect way, an outline of
the history of the medieval translations of Greek works, particularly those by
Aristotle. Greek Antiquity is indeed, as Renan rightly remarks, at the root of every
stimulus towards free science.* Apart from the Arabic bibliographers whose works
have become recently available—Hajji Khalifa’s Kashf, along with Fliigel’s transla-
tion, not satisfactory throughout (1835-58), Ibn al-Nadim’s Fihrist (1871), now
also Ibn abi Usaybi‘a’s History of Physicians (1884)—several works offered much
helpful material, e.g., Wiistenfeld’s Geschichte der arabischen Arzte (1840), later
his Die Ubersetzungen arabischer Werke ins Lateinische (1877), Fliigel’s Dissertatio
de arabicis scriptorum graecorum interpretibus (1841), particularly Wenrich’s
prize essay De auctorum graecorum versionibus (1842), unfortunately not making
use of any critical method, and finally also Leclerc’s Histoire de la médecine arabe
(1876). The Neo-Hebrew literature was waiting for particular treatment in order to
conclude the chain of transmissions. With ever-growing knowledge of the material,
however, my hopes to get a grasp on it sank. Having to direct the Jewish School for
Girls (1869-90), to give lectures at the Veitel Heine Foundation (since 1859), to
offer help at the Royal Library (since 1869), to edit the Hebraeische Bibliographie
(1859-82) and a supplement to Ben Jacob’s Thesaurus (since 1880, at present hav-
ing reached p. 460), and to see to the duties of a large family I had neither the time
nor the freshness of mind to digest the immense material. No prospect of publica-
tion was acting as an incentive. Then came the initiative from Paris. The Académie
Francaise presented, in 1880, the subject for a prize competition to compile a
complete bibliography of the medieval Hebrew translations. This I undertook, in
1884, in a French Mémoire, treating sections I-III, with a brief survey on section IV,
as well as, in 1886, another survey on the Arabic translations from Greek, on the
basis of the Fihrist.> However, one writes exactly the way one thinks only in one’s
own language, and therefore I decided to produce a German version of sections I-II1,
albeit on the basis of a literal translation that may excuse a number of awkward pas-

supplements, five volumes, quarto, 1767) has only now come to my notice; for Hebrew materials
it offers precious little information. The Ensayo de una biblioteca de traductores esparioles by
D. Juan Ant. Pellicer y Safocada (1778) treats only 37 more recent authors, among them the Jews
Joseph Zemah Arias (p. 112) and Menashe b. Israel (p. 140), following Wolfius. José Joaquin
Lorga intended to treat the older translators (preface, folio 2, p. 1). It is curious that the Spanish
bibliographers claim the late successors of the Jews exiled from Spain as belonging to their litera-
ture. A great deal of partiality, combined with little knowledge of Jewish authors, is shown by
Augusto Llacayo y Santa Marfa 1878; cf., e.g., p. 58/9, 90. 173, 202, 233, 234 (a physician who
first translates Hippocrates, Galen, and Aristotle! perhaps Hunayn?), 236, 238/9, 255, 289. There
are 73 Hebrew mss. (p. 93).

4UICt. Steinschneider 1885 and Steinschneider 1893, §1. [The superscript in the square brackets
refers to Steinschneider’s numbering of the footnotes in the Preface, which begins anew on each page.]
3BIFrom this work, the introduction (“Die arabischen Uebersetzungen aus dem Griechischen)” was
published in the Centralblatt fiir Bibliothekswesen, Beiheft V (Steinschneider 1889) §1-23; the
sequel (section I, Philosophy) has been in the hands of the publisher since Easter 1892. From
section II (Mathematics) is “Euklid bei den Arabern” (cf. p. 503) (Steinschneider 1886); section I1I
was published as “Griechische Aerzte bei den Arabern” (Steinschneider 1891).
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sages, perhaps also some small errors. Studies into the sources to section IV I made
only immediately before the printing.

Next to the moral and material advancement given by the High Academy my
work is very much indebted to friendly help from so many different sides that I can
mention here the names of only those persons who gave assistance on a large scale;
for others, my thanks at this place must suffice. Among the scholars who gave me
information on manuscripts in public or private collections I mention in the first
place my late friend Zunz who as early as 1863 answered a questionnaire in Parma.
From 1857 onwards, Prince B. Boncompagni in Rome has extended his well-known
inexhaustible liberality also to me. To this I owe a great number of traced manu-
script copies, extracts, information on mss. of the Vatican, of the Paris library and of
his own, the compiler of whose catalogue, Cavaliere E. Narducci (secretary to the
Prince) has also given me various independent reports. I am grateful to Prof. Lasinio
in Florence for additional information and corrections of Biscioni (1834-69), and
even more so to the Cavaliere P. Perreau, librarian in Parma (1863-88), whose res-
ignation after failing eyesight ended, to my deep regret, his passionately devoted
work toward supplementing and correcting De Rossi’s catalogue, when the printing
of the present work had reached section III, leaving around 30 queries unanswered.
Prof. Ignazio Guidi in Rome helped me with more than 30 Vatican mss. to deal with
the partly gross mistakes of Assemani, whose catalogue, mostly based on informa-
tion by Bartolocci and by ignorant “scriptores” working in the Vatican (cf. p. 115,
note)—and which fortunately escaped in a few copies from fire, is overdue to be
replaced by a better one. The honorable rabbi in Mantua, Marco Mortara, supple-
mented for me his catalogue of the local congregation’s library. Mr. S. J. Halberstam
informed me about his mss. which, alas, had to go to Ramsgate. Dr. A. Berliner sent
me various notes in the course of his Italian travels. More than all those mentioned
here, Dr. Adolph Neubauer contributed to my work: his are the reports on a great
number of Paris mss., which have been described here more correctly and accu-
rately than in the catalogue which is partly insufficient; to him I owe information on
mss. of Baron von Giinzburg, some material in Italian libraries, and mss. in the
Bodleian library, either where my older excerpts suffered from lacunae or doubts or
where new acquisitions were concerned. He also forwarded a number of kind com-
munications, concerning Latin mss. of M. Omont at the Bibliotheque Nationale and
of the Rev. Macray in Oxford.

In adapting the French version and in compiling the index, I had the indefatiga-
ble help of a school friend of mine, Miss Ida Zucker, and for the reading of the
proofs also the assistance of Miss Dorothea Wormann as well. If in spite of this and
other help, an unfortunately considerable number of mistakes remain, particularly
concerning numbers, diacritical signs, and the Hebrew passages which the printer
did not understand, and if those mistakes are only partly remedied in the supple-
mentary notes (Zusdtze), then the uncommon intricacy of the typesetting, and also
the weakness of my eyes, should be taken into account.

Information on the sources and their use has been made possible by the willing
assistance of the officers of the Royal Library. Closer acquaintance with Valentin
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Rose, the excellent literary connoisseur and critic, has helped to shortcut and
sometimes direct the tiresome investigations.

& ok sk

The medieval translations that form the subject of this work do not exclude any
material, except for possible adaptations of the Halakha from an Aramaic vernacular,
as perhaps the W1 N277; they extend (other than some more recent Karaite ones, see
§561) roughly up to the middle of the sixteenth century, because overcoming the
Middle Ages in Jewish Circles took longer than in Christian ones. Therefore, as a
rule, more recent translators are excluded, as for instance Saadia b. Levi Azankot
(Steinschneider 1852, p. 2227, 1876, p. 62, cf. 1877, p. 120; in Neubauer 1886,
n. 1240 and 1438, not yet everything), Solomon b. Isaac Ibn wwn (1593, London,
Mont. 265). Consequently a chronological arrangement of the material was prohibited
by the fact that many translations, particularly the anonymous ones (over 200, cf.
the index), are of uncertain date; the oldest attempts are perhaps doomed to remain
in obscurity forever (cf. p. 904). To some extent, the chronological index of those
translators whose dates could be ascertained with certainty or high probability
promises compensation. A chronological arrangement of authors, as in Wenrich’s
work (1842), would offer as little use as convenience. Thus, only an arrangement
according to disciplines (sections) remained advisable, and within these, according
to nations, mostly coinciding with the languages spoken there, and to religions
(chapters), whose authors are then listed alphabetically. This can be examined in the
outline, whose details are to be found in the alphabetical index.

The material presented here mainly consists of bio- and bibliographical informa-
tion on the authors on the basis of the best and most recent sources, which are
arranged chronologically, and partly on the basis of my own research. Equivalent
material on the translators could mostly be obtained only from the translations
themselves, only a small part of which has been printed. As to the printed editions
and the corresponding mss., no complete bibliography has been aimed at, whereas
all that has been presented has to do with the history and character, particularly
language and style, of the translations, which means that the index of Hebrew words
offers a substantial contribution to a lexicon of scholarly Hebrew, characterized as a
desideratum already by the father of all translators (p. 374).° The Arabic words that
made their way into the Hebrew translations, and that were garbled partly due to the
lack of attention to their diacritical dots, peculiarities such as the dot above or
beneath the gimel for jim or ghayn, or over the zade for za’, require special investi-
gations that I could not conduct in all places. Therefore the index of Arabic words
has been arranged according to the Hebrew alphabet.—Also concerning the relation
to the European languages some information is hinted at which requires pursuit by
a future expert specialist.

6l Smaller glossaries can be found already in older mss.; e.g., one on logic in Hebrew, Spanish and
Arabic, Paris, BN héb 907/5, on philosophy in Hebrew and Italian, Parma, BP Cod. Parm. 2906/8;
a general glossary, in ms. Schorr-Jellinek (cf. p. 605), fol. 129b—131b, quoting Abraham b. Hiyya
and Maimonides. For the significance of knowing Neo-Hebrew for Arabic philosophy, cf. Munk
1844, in the Dictionnaire des sciences philosophiques, 11, 179.
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My main aim was to indicate as completely as possible the Hebrew mss. in pub-
lic, i.e., stable, and in mobile, i.e., private, libraries or bookshops, an indication also
bearing exterior marking. I have not shunned the painstaking and tiring redaction
and correction of an index of the Hebrew mss., mainly of the translations. This
index, compiled on the basis of the items underlined by the student Sacerdote, was
collated with my lists, partly with the catalogues which made almost universally
possible an arrangement according to the single components and repeated correc-
tion and supplementation. A number of incorrect digits had already been controlled
and corrected in brackets near the page number of the catalogue in question, never-
theless all major mistakes have been corrected in the supplementary notes (Zusditze).
This index is indispensable for the users of the catalogues or the mss. themselves,
since the rectification of information, owing to whose error, ignorance, or deceit
much mishap has resulted, constitutes the main task; an exhaustive account of
all the wrong information removed would have eclipsed the correct information.
In section IV, chapter III, some erroneous assumptions have been taken into consid-
eration and refuted, but not improbable possibilities, such as 01977 X7 in Moscono
(Harkavy 1880, p. 23, note 56). As to alleged Jewish authors who are obviously
fictitious, I intend to deal with them in a small monograph.

My original plan was to treat authors and translators in separate sections, but that
would have led far beyond the subject. Many authors, especially Arabic ones, I have
treated in the meanwhile in other places; much material remains unattended to in
special preliminary collections (“Christians,” “Arabs”). I had already prepared the
Arabic literature of the Jews for printing in 1845, so therefore for this work the
Jewish authors have been dealt with less extensively. Some material is discussed or
briefly hinted at here which would justify, in a broader sense, the title “Contribution
to the Literary History of the Middle Ages.” The translators are usually evaluated
upon their first mention, or in connection with a prominent work, in regard to their
overall position and achievement.

The translations lead by necessity on to further adaptations of all kinds: compen-
dia, commentaries (or super-commentaries) and such parts of which that contain the
texts in complete translation; Narboni, in his commentaries, has even preserved for
us wholesale translations and procured the analysis of a lost work by Ibn Bajja.
These bridges to the introduction of foreign ideas constitute what leads to the
mediation and amalgamation of foreign material with what was considered to be the
heritage. The interpretation that introduces so much, or even more, into the text
rather than exposing it is, generally speaking, of the utmost importance in Jewish
literature; it is the ground upon which the living individuality and the longed-for
future comes to terms with the dead past. Already at an early stage “commentary”
and “work” needed sharp differentiation (p. 52, 769), and for this reason the adapta-
tions have been given the same degree of diligent treatment as the translations. The
old Arabic commentaries to the Bible compiled by Jewish authors were very lengthy’;
they offered occasions for the most diverse discussions. The scholarly commentaries

7MAbraham Ibn Ezra, Introduction to the Pentateuch; Ben Asher 1846, p. 75; below p. 399.
A striking pun by Dukes (Rev. Et. XIII, 34 [?]) calls the “texte” a prétexte for the commentary.
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mostly stick to their specific subject, even the prolix ones by Narboni and Joseph
Shem Tov; sometimes they are quite brief and present good readings, variant read-
ings, dates concerning the bibliography and for dating the translations. Here also,
certain scholastic phrases of disputation survive (cf., e.g., p. 121); as an introduction
to a given commentary we often find the “principal questions” (cf. index, s.v. kepha-
laia). Following the example of Averroes (also in Elijah Delmedigo, Latin;
Steinschneider 1881, p. 64) even Paulus de Burgos begins his Scrutinium (Wolf 1715
III, p. 902) with the words “intentio huius tractatus,” whereas Hasdai Crescas begins
his Spanish polemical work with a phrase from al-Ghazalt (p. 462).

After treatment of monographs there follow encyclopedias, some of which derive
their material directly from foreign sources. The general works are treated in the
introductory section; several medical works are treated in the supplement to section
III, p. 842. T would have done so similarly with section II, were the mathematical
encyclopedia by Abraham bar Hiyya extant (p. 502). Abraham Ibn Ezra’s astrologi-
cal writings (1148), on the basis of Arabic sources, require a monograph [see recently
Sela 1999]. Encyclopedic intimations are also presented by Isaac b. Solomon Ibn Abi
Sahula (1490, fol. 15 bff., medicine fol. 37b, psychology, chapter 32).

The notes were meant in the first place to contain indications of the sources and
short texts, or quotations. The lack of contemporary literature, particularly of jour-
nalistic provenience, of which even the best products remain almost totally unknown
to me, will be regretted by some; in the last two years I was sufficiently occupied by
the editorship of section IV. I have not been able to treat sufficiently the second part
of the “Rabbins,” (Renan and Neubauer 1893) having to confine myself to go over
the galley proofs. The notes contain some brief occasional references which are
easy to trace via the index rerum. Because they are so numerous, they were divided
into columns the second (p. 42 ff.) of which unfortunately remained without a head-
ing, as in pp. 906-32 with number 12 instead of 13. The superscript after A. refers
to the series, and elsewhere mostly to columns or lines. With so many cross-
occurrences, it was not easy to avoid repetitions.

The reasons for some peculiarities will soon be understood by the reader; choosing
Hebrew instead of Arabic characters for Arabic stemmed from financial reasons.
The incorrect orthography in Latin quotations is no surprise to someone who is
familiar with mss. and old printed works, therefore I have rarely added a “sic”. I
represent Arabic jim by dj [j], ha’ by ‘h [h], kha’ by kh, ta’ and ta’ by t, tha’ by th,
sad by ‘s, za’ by ts[s], short fatha by a. However, the commonly used orthography,
as in Alfargani, belongs to those inconsequent usages which one admits without
apologies. Quotations retain their original orthography. Diacritical dots have been
omitted in well-known names, like Ahmed, but observed in the respective principal
occurrence. German orthography follows the shorter form (e.g., -iren, not —ieren);
Greek names have been written with a K. Since the sources are so diverse certain
inconsequent spellings could easily creep in.—Abbreviations which cannot be read-
ily completed are given above, p. III. For references to the sources I presuppose a
certain familiarity on the reader’s part. [We have omitted macrons for the sake of unifor-
mity between Arabic and Hebrew transliteration. ]



References 49

The parts gradually growing and adding to the bulk of this book have forced me
to stack some of the material in the “endnotes” and the supplements, particularly
because the printing of section IV (as well as of the indexes in two printing houses,
involving tedious proof reading) took, against all expectations, all of the months
February through November. So several endnotes and all supplements® will be pub-
lished in the Monatsschrift, continued by Brann and Kaufmann. A supplement
which I have in mind, containing the authors and works not translated, but quoted in
Hebrew literature, is planned, if time allows; also to be published elsewhere.

Section V represents a supplement, hardly exhaustive, on a subject that deserves
a separate treatment.

Berlin, November 1892
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General Remarks

Jews and Languages

Jews as mediators of literature and scholarship have been, and still are, the object of a
great deal of incorrect and imprecise representation, apart from often-repeated com-
monplaces, without the basis of precise research.! There are numerous instances of
supposed Hebrew texts and adaptations which do not fit into the frame of those identi-
fied here. K. Sprengel (1792, III, pt. 2, p. 266) talks about Arabic translations from
Hebrew (cf., however, Steinschneider 1857b, §22 no. 22); Camus (1800, cf. p. 478)
collects general information from Nicolas Antonio, Brucker, and Reinaudot (also in
Wolf 1715, I p. 138), coming to the conclusion (p. 427) that the Hebrew translations
of Aristotle from Arabic “ne peuvent étre que trés mauvaises, vu les préjugés des Juifs
al’égard d’Aristote”! When it comes to Jewish matters, one can dispense with logic!
On the other hand, Bunsen (1857, p. 282) detects Hebraisms in the Arabic transla-
tions, which are simply derived from Syriac,” indicating that they are the product of
learned Jews. The Hebraisms are an anachronism; certainly no Jewish author is known
to be a transmitter from Syriac into Arabic. Masarjis, or Masarjawaih, who has been
mixed up with the Syriac author Sergius, has probably merely added Arabic material
to the pandects of Aaron. Reinaud (Abt 1-Fida’ 1848 I, p. LVIII) and Benfey (1859 I)
have pointed out the phenomenon of the Jews as “experts in languages”.

What has made the Jews in particular become the people of languages? A nation
without a country, but with a Holy Scripture—which was more than any other
elevated to the status of a “polyglotte”—is driven gradually to produce translations
whose first cause and origin is clouded in legend. The Septuagint is definitely the first
positive instance of a translation (Geiger 1865, p. 80). The Hebrew Book of Books
itself already contains elements of another language, Chaldaean, spoken by Jews at

'Libri 1838, 11, p. 153, stresses the commercial factor.

2Steinschneider 1878, p. 443; Ibn abi Usaybi‘a 1884, I, 163. On the Almagest and the Geography
by Ptolemy, cf. p. 522.
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that time. So also did they gradually come to speak the languages of Europe, although
in Christian countries they kept to Hebrew when conversing with Jewish foreigners
(Steinschneider 1867, p. 8). The complaints about the neglect of Hebrew, voiced by
the older philologists and poets, may be understood as referring to literary apprecia-
tion and written practice; there can be no doubt about the use of the vernacular at an
early stage. Among the Arabs (remarks Abraham Abulafia around 1290; Neubauer
1884, p. 149), the Jews talk Arabic, Greek among the Greeks, Romance vernaculars
(1v9) among the Romans, German among the Germans, Turkish among the Turks
(%m0, here Tatars?), and so forth. It is very surprising, then, that in Sicily they talk
not only the vernacular, and Greek, like the local population, but have retained Arabic
from the earlier period of Arab rule. Soon thereafter Mordecai Kimhi (Neubauer
1885, p. 82) issues this complaint: Alas, in our times the majority of our sons and
daughters talk Edomite (the language of the Christians), Arabic and Greek, indeed,
the language of every people, but even most men do not understand “Jewish” (Il Kings
18, 26); so how should women understand the terms of the Gemara?

The names of the various languages (cf. index s.v. W) are important for the
original texts from which the translations were made (cf. p. 970): 1% means non-
Hebrew, especially the local dialect® 27w, >3, *Yynw» and also 11p, all refer to
Arabic (Steinschneider 1877b, p. 254). Hagar and Ishmael lead to designations that
disparage the nation and religion: “maid-servant” etc. “Should the son of the maid-
servant inherit?” writes Ibn Aderet to Jacob (p. 924, cf. 950).* Ever since the time
of Maimonides, Arabic is characterized as a degenerate form of Hebrew, though its
linguistic richness is acknowledged (§4).

The Prefaces of the Translators

The material of interest for the origin and nature of the translations presents itself
primarily, as has been said, in the prefaces. These became increasingly stereotypical
in form and contents, even where they do not refer back to a classical predecessor,
particularly to the “father” of the translators, Judah Ibn Tibbon on Bahya, and the
son Samuel on the Moreh [Maimonides’ Guide].> A beginning is made already with
Moses Gikatilia on Hayyug, and in the course of the thirteenth century translating
develops into an art in its own right and with its own principles; Judah al-Harizi,
Abraham Ibn Hisdai (on al-Ghazali, p. XXX), Shem Tov b. Isaac on De anima,
Todros on the Rhetoric, the translators of Maimonides’ commentary to the Mishna,
later on Kalonymos on Iggeret Baalei Hayyim, and others all discuss this subject.

3111 Joseph b. Todros (Halberstam and Steinschneider 1875f, p. 20) designates with 0°3%v7 013197
MR those countries in which Arabic is not understood (cf. Maimonides p. 417).

4121 Agobard, however, puts forward the ancestry from Abraham. Cf. Steinschneider 1857b, p. 345
n. 1b; cf. 11 v p. 680.

3B Tdentical prefaces to different translation are already encountered in Gundisalvi, certainly in
Johannes of Capua, perhaps also in Abraham Abigedor (p. 797).
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Maimonides, too, in his response to Samuel’s letter, and Judah Ibn Bulat (p. 29)
[page references are to HUe] give instructions to the translator.

Along with the development of the discipline emerges the technical term for
translating (P°nyi); before this, the terms for composing and translating had the
status of shaky synonyms.¢ In addition to the plain designation, metaphors too are
used, in which the “sacred” language is set opposite the “impure garment”; hence
forms derived from w7p (index s.v. [Not included in this volume]). In one original
metaphor, which can be put to use in various senses, [the original is likened to] money
from the purse of the nations (below, p. 485). It reminds one of Gibbon’s remark
(II1, chapter 21, [1955, vol. 1, p. 307]): The national pride of the Alexandrian Jews
caused them to designate the gold and the jewels that they had stolen so late in his-
tory from their Egyptian masters as a sacred heritage of their ancestors.’

The Causes and Motives for the Translations

The causes for the translations were quite diverse, for instance the initiative of
Jewish sponsors, who are frequently named, the earliest being perhaps Meshullam
in Lunel (twelfth century), the most renowned Benveniste b. Lavi (around 1400),
but also Christian rulers such as Alfonso (the Spanish interpreters were not unfaith-
ful), Frederic II, Robert of Anjou, Don Pedro III (IV). The last motive for translating
serious writings was to attain a new understanding or to disseminate knowledge
among coreligionists who did not understand the original texts, taken together with
national vindication, for example when confronted by Christian derision of the
ignorance of the Jews and their not possessing a literature. In order to combat the
pious zeal against “foreign monstrosities” (Isaiah 2:6), one invented the theory,
smuggled in and current as early as the twelfth century, of an ancient Israelite wis-
dom that was supposedly being restored, just as stolen or lost goods are returned to
their original owner (below, p. 505, 680, 1003 n. 38; cf. Favre 1856, II, 17, on poetic
images, moral lessons p. 851, 885). It is highly probable that this art, too, served as
a means of gaining a livelihood. Translators by training supposedly were working
as professionals; however, no reference to a honorarium has been found so far
(cf. p. 924), whereas it is part of the business of copyists of all kinds of Hebrew
manuscripts to acknowledge receipt of their “fee”. Ritter, the great historian of phi-
losophy (1844, p. 6), had no right at all to deny the Latin translators of Averroes the
“proper love for this work,” a statement which perhaps he scarcely would have dared
to make so unhesitatingly about a modern mechanical translator—a simple categorical
judgment. But about Jews anything may be said that makes them contemptible.
Assertions of this sort slap the face of history; they must be confronted with the
testimonies of, for instance, Abraham de Balmes, Moses Alatino, and the unselfish

¢4 Cf. in the index s.v. 797, 7171 Zunz 1871, p. 435; Zunz 1876, II1, 50.

7131 Gibbon, too, knows of Jews only “national pride”, even for the period of their struggle against
oppression.
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devotion of Elijah Delmedigo (Steinschneider 1881, p. 62), to name just a few.
Renan intimates that the Latin editors of Averroes’ works could buy from Jewish
translators “per alcuni danari,” and so also the authorship: one must ask, who, in a
transaction of this kind, was really doing the dealing (cf. p. 971)?

Requirements and Apologies

The prefaces frequently open with a declaration that can be traced back to Samuel
Ibn Tibbon, and that states that it is not the translator’s self-conceit that has led
him to this undertaking (p. 705 n. 347 etc., p. 752 n. 616b, and p. 904, also in
the Anonymus p. 951c, Vatican BA Cod. ebr. 241/3, Kaspi?); Solomon Avigdor
(p. 783 n. 141) parodies: “not for foolishness or lack of critical sense.”

In translations from Arabic, the motive for translation leads into an inquiry as to
how Hebrew has become impoverished on account of the Exile—an idea also
stressed by encyclopaedists like Nathan Falaquera (p. 482, Steinschneider 1880,
p.18)—whereas Arabic is said to dispose of a great [lexical] wealth, and how, then,
Arabic, Chaldaean (Talmudic), or newly coined expressions are unavoidable. The
requirements of a good translator are discussed, and the first among them is knowl-
edge of both languages as well as of the discipline in question—Joseph b. Todros
raises these requirements in connection with Harizi’s translation (p. 431 n. 433).
Particular practical instructions are issued in their proper places (cf. §2). According
to Samuel b. Hofni the translator must pay attention to 81 (?) things (p. 48).8 A few
of the translators’ reports concerning original texts, their authors or translators, have
some historical interest, more or less; here we call attention only to the information
provided by Ibn Ezra concerning translations from Sanskrit (p. 372).

The diligence that is urged upon the translator from all sides secures him a posi-
tion in the literature which is higher than one might expect. He is (according to
Maimonides, p. 417) the companion of the author. Renan’s disparaging verdict
(Renan 1861, p. 161,° p. 204): “L’orient et le moyen age n’ont jamais concu la
traduction que comme un mécanisme superficiel,’ etc., should not be seen as applying
to the rule but as an exception, and this not only with regard to Jewish writers.
Closer to the truth is Gaspary (1885, I, 187): “The scholarship of the translators
was defective; in these (Italian) versions one should not expect a high fidelity in
the transmission. The Middle Ages never were able to do this with complete objec-
tivity, and the ancient authors, too, when they appear here in the vernacular, appear
travestied to a certain degree.” In addition, the Jewish translators were not always
sufficiently prepared for whatever discipline they encountered, and they admitted as
much, but without underrating themselves. When, for instance, the translator of
al-Farabt’s Sophistics maintains that there are translators from Arabic who cannot
read the words properly, let alone grasp their meaning, this statement should be
understood as being due to a lack of knowledge of the subject more than that of the

8111 He has treated the principles of the translator in the introduction to the Pentateuch, according
to Harkavy 1880, p. 4, 24 n. 50 a.
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language. In the seventeenth century Joseph Delmedigo (1840, p. 92) speaks very
disparagingly of the translations from Arabic; he had refused to study Arabic because
everything that is beautiful in it, with only a few exceptions, was taken from Greek
writings (ibid., p. 34). On the other hand, Zerachiah ben Isaac accuses his contem-
porary Hillel of obtaining his knowledge only from translations of Arabic writings
(Steinschneider 1857a 1, p. 129). Falaquera (p. 6) reproves translators for distorting
their texts, and the Karaite Aaron b. Joseph (in Wolf 1715, vol. 4, p. 1114), for the
same reason, apologizes for his borrowing from others. Another author, Elijah
Bashyazi (1835, Art. 6, fol. 49b) traces the doubts concerning the opinions of
the Greek philosophers to the Arabic and Hebrew translations, and Leon Joseph
(p- 795) does the same in regard of knowledge of the secular sciences in general.

The translators themselves assiduously produce admissions and apologies.
Frequently, they say, an incorrect text is responsible for an unsatisfactory translation;
this is not just a pretext used by incompetent translators, as an anonymous author
sarcastically remarks (p. 770 n. 85, cf., however, p. 795). Rarely was more than one
manuscript available. Most of the Arabic texts were written in Hebrew script, and
thus they may serve for identification, e.g., the Meteorology in Vatican, BA ebr. 378/1
(p. 134). I have registered Hebrew mss. of Arabic translations of Greek authors in
Steinschneider 1877a; the sequel dealing with Muslim authors will appear in
Steinschneider 1893. Sometimes the original texts to be translated were hard to come
by, and they had to be procured from afar, even writings of Jewish authors, such as
Maimonides’ Book of Commandments from Egypt (p. 927). Certain sections of the
commentary to the Mishna whose translation was done by an emissary from Rome
in the Provence were hard to find (p. 927). In the fourteenth century, the University
of Montpellier, on the occasion of whose jubilee the merits of the Jewish scholars
were also brought to light recently, prohibited the sale of medical writings to Jews
(p. 795). Ibn al-Fawwal explains errors of Hebrew with the pertinent remark (p. 923)
that the language of the original exerts a power of attraction upon the translator—one
might find in this an analogy to the grammatical [concept of] “attraction”.

Quality of the Translations

Generally speaking, the Jewish translators should not fear comparison with any
others; on an average they have read or understood their Arabic texts more correctly
than Professors Eichhorn (p. 263), Schmolders (p. 296), not to mention Paulus
(who translated the commentary on Isaiah of Saadia), and others. In popular literature
(§529) one finds deviations from the extant sources which may be explained in
opposite directions: on the one hand, we lack the actual original texts used for some
of the Hebrew versions, for example, Barlaam (§532), Sendebar (§538), and others,
so that the latter display versions whose original texts are unknown, but on the other
hand it is conceivable that the adapters of the Hebrew versions, moving over
unclaimed ground, allowed themselves the same liberty that their predecessors did
for themselves. In scholarly literature, fidelity is sometimes pushed to the extreme
of slavish imitation at the cost of meaning; the epigoni see their ideal in the service
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of literalness—the same phenomenon everywhere! Solomon Ibn Ayyub (middle of
the thirteenth century, p. 928) already sketches the two methods of translation:
capturing the meaning, or translating literally.

Deviation from the Original

Intentional alterations made by the translators are difficult to subsume in neat
categories; here it should suffice to name just a few and to give some examples.
Omissions are prompted by religious or moral offense, by textual strangeness,
difficulty, prolixity; Judah Ibn Tibbon omits the Arabic poems, quoted in Gabirol’s
Ethics, which he wanted to replace by Hebrew ones (p. 382); Abraham Ibn Hisdai,
in [his version of] al-Ghazali’s Ethics (p. 343), has by his substitutions preserved
sayings of Samuel ha-Nagid. Apart from conscious suppression of Muhammad® and
the Qur’an (cf. index), as well as specific Christian expressions, [terms like] “the
Prophet” (e.g., p. 341) and “the Book™ have crept in, perhaps inadvertently, a trini-
tarian prayer is translated (p. 795); Caspar etc., the three Magi, make their way
incognito by way of Christian surgical texts into Jewish amulets, to be administered
in the place of the traditional phylacteries.

Special mention must be made of book titles which in their various translations
do not always allow the identification of the original text (e.g., §476); various rela-
tions, personal and objective reasons for preferring biblical usage are at work here.
Even for those books of Aristotle that were well-known by way of Averroes, a fixed
title emerged only at a late stage, although only extremely few different versions
existed (p. 51). Only very few Arabic and Latin titles are simply transcribed in
Hebrew letters, such as Kanon, Arjuza, lkrabadsin (Gerabadin etc.), Chirurgia
(Cirugia etc.), and relatively few are simply translated. A special investigation is
required into the question whether certain titles of original works in Hebrew consti-
tute a direct borrowing, or whether they go back to translations, particularly in cases
of fabrications or pseudepigraphical writings.

The translators from Arabic looked around for tools, and already Samuel Tibbon
took pains to obtain a renowned dictionary which was used, along with other Arabic
writings, by Todros (p. 64, 294).

Hebraisms

The usage of the translators constitutes a significant era in the history of the Neo-
Hebrew [i.e., post-Biblical Hebrew] language, much more important for the devel-
opment of ideas and expressions than the peculiar linguistic excrescences of the
Paytanim (liturgical composers), masterfully treated by Zunz. The two genres
will occasionally employ identical means; they are only partially comparable to

ol The copyist of ms. Paris 1298 [?] writes “Moses” in the khutba instead of “Muhammad.” Jews
have avoided, both from self-consciousness and fear, to call themselves Muhammad.
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medieval Latin. As early as the thirteenth century, attention is paid to the meaning
and usage of Hebrew words on the part of the translators (Nahmanides to Numbers
11:17 m?xR), i.e., by indicating “the language (expression) of the translators” (Isaac
Albalag, p. 304; Schorr 1861, 87). The philosopher-Kabbalist Isaac Latif refers
repeatedly to words of this sort, which also serve as a source for his own expres-
sions.!® Commenting on a remark of al-Ghazalt (Kavvanot I) on an Arabic techni-
cal term (Hebrew >maxon), Narboni refers to the translators who coin such terms.
The translators from Arabic deserve credit for pre-modern Hebrew style, especially
scientific usage. Derenbourg, as related in I. Loeb (1884, p. 302) cautions against
“d’attribuer aux Arabes tout ce qui s’est fait de scientifique chez les Juifs du moyen
age,” enumerating some Hebrew words which, as “scientific and philosophical”
expressions, were created before the beginning of Arabic influence. It all depends,
however, upon the meaning; a striking example is Derenbourg’s remark that “7720 is
older than 779¥;” both words have received the abstract meaning of “cause” (cf. Levy
1876, 111, 465) only on account of their Arabic homonyms.

The Arabic or Latin word is retained when there is no Hebrew equivalent, espe-
cially in the medical literature, and not just for materia medica; this is particularly
true for the names of simple drugs from all domains of nature, knowledge of which
led towards the literature of the so-called synonyma (p. 838), and, to a lesser degree,
for the forms of the compound drugs in the antidotaria (p. 837) and pharmacopoea,
not to mention those drugs which are named after their discoverer, author, main
ingredient, or effect (for instance, theriac, faruq, soter, translated as ¥>w, p. 371);
even 2xpnn, for a weight, gained currency, according to the testimony of Estori
Farhi (Edelmann 1852, fol. 63b bottom: instead of n°277 read n*12yb), in medical
translation. To this category also belongs the word “recipe” (commonly 1p). As is
well known, comparable phenomena could and still can be observed in scien-
tific works written in other languages. To this category belong the plant names in
Maimonides’ commentary to the Mishna (p. 926). The Arabic or otherwise for-
eign word is frequently positioned before, or after, a Hebrew word that is synonymous
or designates the genus, e.g., D077 0>7179077 (Moreh 1, 73; in the Arabic, one
finds only “Andalusian”); Jacob b. Makhir presents the text of a whole verse in
al-Ghazal1 (p. 341). Words more easily receive the indigenous form when they are
leading terms; some are naturalized to such a degree that they receive a Hebrew
plural form, such as wp ,117 ,20p (cf. the Arabic index); others occur only in special
cases, as Y1 (“genus”), perhaps only in Nahum, o°13?, “riddles”.

Historical Implications

It is too early to utilize the huge mass of the translations for the pragmatic purposes
of a history that employs chronology and geography as its “eyes.” A few observa-
tions must suffice here. In Europe, the translations naturally turn towards Jewish

0 Sha‘ar ha-Shamayim, end of preface in Jellinek 1871, and chapter 46, ms. Mn. 46 f. 18;
cf. Jellinek, 1862-1867, p. 3, 4.
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works in Arabic language; this current began to be exhausted after the epoch-making
writings of Maimonides (Munk 1843, p. 8). At first, the fanaticism of the Almohads in
Spain drove the heads of Jewish clans, the likes of Josef Kimhi, Judah Ibn Tibbon,
Abraham Ibn Ezra, into neighboring countries then under Christian rule, where they
transmitted the Arabic literature of their co-religionists. But as early as the year
1160, Ibn Ezra, roaming the Christian parts of Europe, translated an astronomical
work by a Muslim author (p. 572), after he had done work on oriental astrology in
1146-48; he probably wrote on geomancy as well (p. 857). Thus it is readily con-
ceivable how Judah Ibn Tibbon translated logical titles by al-Farab1 (p. 47); Isaac
(Crispin), Samuel Ibn Tibbon and al-Harizi translated scholarly and popular titles of
Muslim authors; and Jacob b. Eleazar adapted at the same time (around 1200) the
fables of Bidpai.

To all appearances the adaptations of Christian works, at first from the Latin, also
begins at the end of the twelfth century, with nothing less than 24 medical transla-
tions by an anonymous author (1197-99, cf. index); however, this highly unusual
case is probably to be explained by the conversion and relapse of the translator
(p. 712). Soon thereafter (cf. p. 961), Berachia adapted the Quaestiones by Adelard
of Bath, and according to unreliable sources, some fables and a lapidarium. We do
not have any clue as to his motives. If he ever put his foot on English soil, he still
could have not received his inspiration there, given that the local Jews obtained what
little learning they had from Northern France until they were expelled. As for some
small writings of the Salernitans, one is inclined to date them to the period before
the great Arabic physicians, clad in Hebrew garments, dominated the scene.
However, one cannot decide here on substantive grounds alone. Jewish translations
sometimes blow, like Miinchhausen’s trumpet, outdated sounds; the dates of the
manuscripts remain to be determined. Only after the culmination of the Arabic
period, at the seam between the thirteenth and fourteenth centuries, did Christian
texts (or translations), composed in Latin, Spanish, French, and Italian, enter into
the circle of attractive implants on Hebrew soil. Judah Romano felt compelled to
instruct his co-religionists that scholarship is “also” to be found among the Christians
(p. 490). He produced short treatises, of which one was later to be translated back
into Latin, by Aegidius de Columna! At the end of the fourteenth century some Jews
study at Christian universities; Leon Josef encounters there Talmudic methods of
disputation, complains about the lack of knowledge of secular science[s] among the
Jews and the materialism of the physicians, and finds the Hebrew translations of
scientific writings of the Greeks, the Arabs and the Christians deficient. The only
known translator from both Arabic and Latin, Judah Natan, belongs to the middle of
the fourteenth century. With few exceptions, the translators from Latin are found in
southwestern Europe and Italy; Moses b. Mazliah and Samuel b. Jacob (thirteenth
century (?7), p. 718), as well as the baptized John, are from Capua, and some transla-
tors into Latin, Faraj and Moses, are from Sicily and Palermo.

There is some uncertainty concerning the few texts whose original language may
be Spanish, French or Italian, in part because the translators do not indicate the lan-
guage, and in part because the Romance words display vernacular forms that depend
upon the homeland of the translator, or even that of the copyist. The Neo-Greek
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literature is probably represented by one work only (p. 630, cf. 536), and so also
Persian literature (p. 754)'!; there are no direct translations from Syriac (p. 844).

“The most cherished comes last” (2221 17nX)—this is what some readers may
think at this point, readers who have impatiently roamed with us through various
languages and nations, expecting to find at least something from Germany, whose
language and scholarship the Jews have served well for a century—more than for
Arabic [studies] in its time—repeatedly slighted, [enjoying] formal legal equality
status by law, but also a preferential hostility that was not what they hoped for;
Germany, whose classical authors have been, in the course of this century, adapted
to Hebrew poetry and prose (Steinschneider 1871, p. 21 and 1852) in the interest
of entertaining and instructing German and German-speaking Jews of all countries
in Europe. The German Middle Ages presented the Jews with tortures, the burning
of people and of books, double tariff for Emperor and feudal lord at the toll-bar
and at the cemetery, amnesty and awards for deserting the ancestral creed and law,
superstition for all risks of life, compassion and mercy, too; for some individuals,
all that there was in the southern lands, but no scholarship, nor any enlightenment.
The duty of the historian is not to keep silent about this surprising fact because it
hurts him, but rather to explain it. The literature of translations offers irrefutable tes-
timony; it attests to a widespread zeal that surmounted all obstacles, so that it saved
authors from disappearance and oblivion. What [this literature] has to tell about
Germany fills, from 1,000 printed pages, not even half a page: logical quaestiones
by a professor in Heidelberg (died 1394), translated one century later from Latin
by a Spanish Jew (p. 469), Old-German names of herbs (p. 339), magical precepts,
most likely not by Arnold of Saxony (p. 957); the anonymous author of a philosoph-
ical work was in Saxony (p. 140); Solomon b. Judah (from where?) taught for two
years (1368) in Germany (p. 426, mentioned here for the first time); excerpts from
Jo. Miiller’s (Regiomontanus’) Ephemerides (p. 641) appear towards the end of our
era in Italy; the “great” Albertus is German by origin only, and his Hebrew adapta-
tions are not even that. Even in Slavic countries it is the fruits of Italian culture that
arise in the sixteenth century. German Jews in the Middle Ages shine as students of
the northern French [scholars] by means of their erudition in the discipline of the
Law, for whose tremulous observation no martyrdom is hard enough. This piety,
however, is a sad and gloomy one, without the light of science,'? like that of their
milieu. Asher b. Yehiel, fleeing from Germany and elected to be a rabbi in Toledo,
felt his need to gain knowledge about astronomy, important for the religious rites,
and was instrumental in the production of Isaac Israeli’s work (1310) which also
contains interesting historical information: at this time, a Christian in Brandenburg
who calculated future eclipses had to die at the stake.

1111 Gaffarell’s “exorbitant curiosities” indulge in fables about a Hebrew translation of one Homer
from the Persian of one Hamehalzel (Wolf 1715 I, p. 363); Carmoly (1839 I, 191, cf. Lb. 1V, 667

[?]) associates him with Hammai Gaon, an equally fabricated figure!

12I0 Even from the extremely small scientific material registered by Zunz 1875, p. 166: cf.
Steinschneider 1889, some items must be omitted.
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The history of the individual sciences in Germany fills the gap of the Middle Ages
with long introductions from other countries. Valentin Rose (1874, p. 43), it is true,
has stressed the fact that Germans of the sixth-seventh centuries were transmitters of
medical literature, producing numerous translations from Greek into Latin'®; informa-
tion about Jewish scholars in Europe, however, does not go nearly that far back into
the past. German folk literature, Nordic knighthood, the literature of meister- and
minne-sang, were far from Jewish thought (p. 968),* although one Jewish minne-
singer exists, Siisskind of Trimburg, a cherished subject of articles and lectures since
1840, but without substantial gain of information. S. Gelbhaus finds Jewish elements
everywhere.!® T have discovered in Oxford an old German adaptation of the King
Arthur saga, printed with Hebrew letters, and some songs may have been preserved by
Jews in their script,'S in a time where, after all, it was only this script that distinguished
Jewish German from Christian German. The large field, however, of Judaeo-German,
which has been deemed worthy of scholarly treatment only recently, is outside our
field of research. Regarding the literary history, it may be added that Judah “the
Pious” (died 1217 or 1213) forbids to wrap books in paper on which romances
(yaxmn?) are written. Someone wrapped a humash [Pentateuch] in parchment where-
upon futilities, quarrels of the kings of peoples were written in the vernacular
(o1v9), and there came a pious person, tore up the parchment and threw it away
(Sefer ha-Hasidim, n. 141). A curious detail is the translation back into Hebrew of
two Hebrew (§383) and one Arabic (p. 884) texts; also the translation of their own
works by Judah ben Salomo Kohen'!” and Jacob Carsono are rare phenomena.

Historical Matters

We should not draw any hasty conclusions concerning the contents of the translations,
since the individuality of the translators and diverse incidental factors determine the
choice of subject. We also ought not to infer from the extent of our coverage; due to
the poor state of our knowledge, as well as the lesser interest in the subject matter,
sections II and III go into detail only in some places. Eventually, in fact, it becomes
clear that Jewish thinkers were interested in the main in Averroes’ treatments of
Aristotle, and that it is they to whom the preservation of those works is mainly
due. Opposing him stands al-Ghazali. In medicine, Avicenna’s Canon dominates
Hippocrates and Galen; no single Christian author has such a prominent position.

132 When Rose designates the Germans as “barbarians,” he does so from the standpoint of the
Latin authors.

1481 Cf. Gottschall’s verdict on that poetry; cf. further Steinschneider 1871.

1514 Gelbhaus 1887, cf. p. 73-83; 1889.

1On the lullaby, fabricated by Zappert himself, cf. Zunz 1876, III, 107 (cf. ibid. 266: “jiidisch und
deutsch”); Steinschneider 1863, p. 148.

"Delitzsch ad ms. Lp. 26° recognized that this is not a translation (in the normal sense).
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Mathematics was hardly represented up to the middle of the thirteenth century
(p- 505). The relation of the Jews to foreign poetry can only be exhaustively treated
in a large-scale monograph; here only a few brief remarks must suffice. Jewish poets
living in Arabia before Muhammad’s time, occasionally treated by Noldeke (1864)
and in a monograph (1874) by Delitzsch,'® can hardly be distinguished from the
pagan Arabic authors. Later Arabic poetry (cf. the rich anthology compiled by von
Hammer in seven volumes) knows precious little about the Jews, who are ridiculed.
Abraham Ibn al-Fakhkhar (Steinschneider 1874a, p. 40) and Abraham Ibn Sahl,
whose conversion to Islam was not deemed sincere, were writing poetry in Spain
in the thirteenth century; the extract from the latter’s divan, available in print since
1875 (55 pp.) remain unnoticed [see Ibn Sahl 1875, recently translated into English
1981] (cf. Landberg 1883, n. 178 [?]); another author is the poetess Kasmuna (?
Steinschneider 1879, p. 14). Lebrecht (1841), following Gayangos, has brought
these poets to light. Philologians and exegetes writing in Arabic from the tenth
century onward, Judah Ibn Quraysh, Jonah, Tanhum, quote Arabic poets, and even
the Qur’an, just as Geonim before them do, for linguistic purposes; teachers of
morals cite from poems and (ethical) sayings (see above, §V). A Hebrew meter is
borrowed from Arabic, probably in the Maghrib, in the tenth century (cf. p. 911).
Moses Ibn Ezra writes on the history of Hebrew poetry and rhetoric following the
model of Arabic adab writings, presupposing the superiority of the Arabic art etc.
(Schreiner 1888). The world view of the Jews and their thoughts about life had
become very serious; their education had become a scholarly one. Being averse to
products of fancy, they allowed for meter and rhyme [only] for the sake of scholar-
ship and admonition, apart from the divine service that was overgrown with hymns.
The psalms versified in Arabic by Hefez (p. 382), however, were hardly meant for
the liturgy. Maimonides is not interested in the language of the wedding songs, but
in their contents; frivolous elements in the holy language add profanation to sin (ad
Abot I, 17). Similar views on songs are quoted already by Alfasi in the name of a
gaon (Goldziher 1881, p. 180), and without naming a source also in Elijah di Vidas
(chapter 40, fol. 104 b). The favorite student of Maimonides (p. 33) interdicts poetry
no less than satire, panegyrics, and love [poems], which are exactly the principal
themes of the Arabs. Only the self-appointed translator of the Moreh, using Hariri
(p. 851), transplants, by means of a witty parody, a piece of frivolity onto Hebrew
soil, a frivolity that reached its apogee in Immanuel and lived on despite all the
indignation of the rigorists. I am in possession of a number of such very frivolous
versets from the hands of L. Dukes, recently deceased, who has written the vita
of Harizi and taken him as a model in many aspects. In the fourteenth century,
the Spaniard Abu 1-Rabi‘(Solomon) Ibn Ya‘ish compiled a dictionary of the dif-
ficult expressions in the works of Arabic poets. Still later, individual serious Arabic
poems find their Hebrew translators, as al-Ghazali’s by Gavison (1575 p. 347), an
anonymous 22X 7w by Moses b. Isaac Ibn w>wn (above, p. XI).

'8 Steinschneider 1865, p. 17; 1874b, p. 28, cf. 1876, p. 90. French translation of poems in
Hirschfeld 1883, p. 173 ff.



62 General Remarks

The great majority by far of the translators worked along the borders of Arabic
and Romance cultures, in the Provence and in northern Spain, in southern Italy, and,
towards the end of the thirteenth century in Rome. Curiously, it was in the Provence
and Sicily during the thirteenth century that the new mysticism, disguised as “tradi-
tion” (kabbala), transformed the ten separate intellects of the religious philosophers
into aeons (sefirot), installed at their top a triad, borrowed from Christianity, and
decorated itself with the false luster of ancient mysticism (numbers and letters mys-
ticism), so as to subjugate the hair-splitting casuistry as well as the world wisdom
longing for some outlet, thus darkening the last centuries of the Middle Ages
inwardly as well.

Statistics

It is also worthwhile to survey the translations statistically, in round numbers. So
far, they consist of the writings of 30 Greek authors, known by their names (almost
all of them by way of the Arabic), 70 Arabic authors, apart from 15 anonymous
ones, 50 Jewish authors, among them 10 Karaites, 100 Christian authors, apart
from 15 anonymous ones (in section II and IV), and texts that are difficult to clas-
sify (in III p. 835). The number of texts, not yet counted, is bound to reach several
hundred, and the number of extant works in manuscript form would exceed, tak-
ing into account multiple copies,” a thousand. If it is then a small exaggeration
when Helfferich (R. Lull p. 98) counts in the libraries Hebrew translations of Latin
writings, particularly scholastic ones, “in the hundreds,” it is in fact surprising that
far more Christian authors of the Middle Ages are translated than Arabic authors
together with their Greek sources. There is no ghetto for the human mind! After all,
the canonical law had to take extreme pains to sever the social ties between Jews
and Christians (according to a good authority that I have read). Translating was just
one branch of the learning as such whose one-sided superior position among Jews,
Arabs, and Christians was transferred from the investigation of the Holy Scriptures
to that of the secular ones. Under the papal regime in the Provence, there existed a
special tax for those Jews who had not trained their children either for scholarship or
for commerce (Maulde 1883, 1884, p. 99). The only nobility Jews ever knew, other
than that of conviction, was that of scholarship, to which everyone could elevate
himself and his children. Ever since antiquity, rabbis have been called “kings,” i.e.,
teachers (Gross 1883, 1884, p. 167). A noble knight was allowed to boast of his
inability to read and write: the Jewish illiterate was part of the mob (yx7 av).
When, however, the dignity lowered itself to a paid office of the congregation, and

The enormous number of 90 is curiously to be found for Averroes’ Middle Commentary to the
Logic (p. 59), despite the predominant hermeneutics which is peculiarly Talmudic. In view of the
greater number of manuscripts of the Canon of Avicenna various translations are conceivable; the
printed edition belongs in the [immediate] neighborhood of our period.
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the practitioner no longer had another source of income (formerly often that of a
physician, cf. Schechter 1892, p. 128), and when the predominant occupation with
ritual practice and unrestrained sermonizing took over the office of the rabbi, then
rabbis and preachers were portrayed with fine irony (Kaspi, Testament) or noble
disdain by men of philosophical culture.?

The translation of the works of Maimonides led to a struggle, frequently told,
for which the zealots paid, literally, with their tongues, the well-known punish-
ment for slander, the Jews generally with the autodafé of the Talmud (1240); the
quarrel was terminated by the French expulsion (1306). In its fight against the mix-
ture of the old absolute and unreflected faith with Aristotelianism, colored by the
Arabic Neoplatonism, orthodoxy had history on its side; it might be asked, how-
ever, whether the past must be acknowledged as supreme judge over the future.
Conservatism in its unconditional form is fortunately a rare phenomenon; its limits
are manifest everywhere. Have ritual and legal studies consistently closed them-
selves off against foreign and scholarly influences? After all, candidates for the
office of the rabbi in our most recent schools still have to be examined on sexual
problems according to Josef Karo! But is it not superstition and heresy to impart
emanationist intentions to the prayers? Are not the sefirot themselves a parody of the
spheres? In spite of this, the casuist Nahmanides pays homage to the new Kabbala.
Or are not the ever-more cumbersome casuistry and asceticism the consequence of
an exalted past? The most recent period has thrown a light of historical criticism on
that. On the other hand, it has, to my knowledge, not yet been investigated whether
the Halakha was touched by Arabic science and its views on natural science. For
this, only a few indications can be given here. As is well known, Maimonides gave
offense by placing the essence of his philosophizing faith at the beginning of his
book of Law. But even in the tenth century Saadia Gaon calculated the partition of
the inheritance, in a monograph whose fragment I have retrieved, according to the
method of the Muslim scholars which came to be a special branch of Islamic law,
called ‘ilm al-fara’id, and furnished its representatives with a surname, al-Faradr,
which probably also became a family name.?' Casuists were occupied by the prob-
lem whether birds living in trees*? have to be ritually slaughtered; whether using
the astrolabe was allowed on Sabbath; someone finalized the interdiction with the
wordplay X2 MoK (astrolabium is not allowed). Jewish mothers were allowed to
conduct a hunt on the heads of their children in the afternoon of the Sabbath on the
ground [of the theory] that the killed animals allegedly do not procreate their own
kind (Shibbolei ha-Leget §126, Zidkiyahu 1886, fol. 48); this is the theory of gener-
atio aequivoca, used by Aristotle for mice, by Ibn Tufayl even for Hayy ibn Yagzan.
In the middle of our century, a German rabbi debated in all seriousness the direction

2Moses b. Joshua of Narbonne 1852, ad Moreh, fol. 2, 17b, 38; Hanokh al-Konstantini in
Steinschneider 1872, p. 109; but cf. Zerahiah ha-Levi’s sermon in Schorr 1865, 96, and Abravanel
1739, ch. 7 fol. 9b, against the philosophical preachers.

2 Comparable to this would be the polemics of a Karaite in ms. Brit. Mus. 2575.
22Perhaps in connection with the tree maidens (Clouston 1887, 1, 182)?
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of the Lulab at our antipodes. There is no lack of matching phenomena in our filial
religions, e.g., the excommunication of rats which were quite formally given a
counsel for the defense.”> The canonical trial (1649) against a man who went a
short way on Sunday to visit his sick mother (Lea 1869, p. 502) destroys the basis
for the popular derision of the “Sabbath way.” In many things a careful investiga-
tion will be needed to decide where one is entitled to speak of “rabbinical ideas,”
about whose influence the usually thorough Giinther speaks (1884, I, 150, referring
to the uncritical Bergel). Most difficult is the question of originality in the realm of
superstition and the occult sciences. Jews have believed and practiced more than
enough of this, but as to the literature, they were in any case not the teachers of the
Christians. By giving the devil the standing of a principle, they established a real
foundation for superstition; cf. the exceedingly learned “Traité des superstitions,”
furnished with all authorities, by J. B. Thiers (third edition, Paris 1712), where
superstition (I, Chapter 9) is defined as that which cannot be attributed to nature, or
God, or the church (!). Yet volumes II-IV treat of superstition that is connected with
the sacraments. “Superstitio” is not used, however, exclusively by Christian theolo-
gians talking about the Jewish Law (Thiers I, 101) and Jewish religion on the whole.
According to Gibbon (IV, 79), the blind superstition and the despicable slavery of
the miserable exiled Jews were bound to provoke the disdain of the philosophical
emperor Julian; it was soon thereafter, writes Gibbon (p. 81), that the clergy in
Jerusalem identified, “by unquestionable tradition,” the scenes of all memorable
events! “Double measure and double weight” are still to be found among historians,
when they report about Jews.

Why does it seem to be a “peculiarity” of the Jews, so often emphasized, that
literature and life of foreign origin surfaces again and again? In fact this peculiarity
often is only a product of ignorance. The fundamental ideas of the Jews—unity and
spirituality of the universal principle, equal rights, and charity—have admitted, and
assimilated, many foreign elements, even poisonous elements, much to the confu-
sion of the incessant funeral sermonizers [of the Jewry].

How many and how manifold the subjects are, to whose discussion the transla-
tion literature could lead, is shown by the index rerum.

The Author’s Position

Finally, a word about the orientation of this book. I have conducted my research in
the first place for myself; there have always been men who counted scholarship
among the activities undertaken for their own sake, much as other people do for
other pleasures. Again, in the first place, I am writing for readers of this sort, that is,

B Lea 1869, p. 427-30; cf. Moed Qatan 17 in Landau 1884, p. 242.

2 Gibbon 18541855, 111, p. 243 (ch. 25 n. 46) talks about a Jewish and a Christian system of the
infernal demons, without furnishing a reference for the former.



References 65

those who will look up single details, whom I may call “hit and run” readers; this
book is not planned for a continuous reading, nor for many buyers, indication of
which is the small number of copies, printed at my own expense. Additamenta and
corrections should be communicated to me publicly, not privatim; I am too old to
utilize them or to take offense with reprimand. I decline any responsibility for even-
tual extracts from and adaptations [of my work] which aim at “popularizing” my
research; there are fields which never will become popular, because understanding
them supposes a certain training, and having an interest in them requires a special
intellectual orientation. This is part of literary history: what is served to the “people”
is often a meager bone on which water is poured. Certain perceptions are neither a
natural gift nor something produced; whoever does not cultivate them will not gain
anything, nor does he deserve anything.

I am writing about Jews, but not for them, not pro domo. Enemies of the Jews
will not be instructed, least by history; events of the year 1892 show this quite
impressively. The “Manneken Pis” in Brussels is waiting for a worthy companion.
Taking into account the culture of the old Jews in the interest of the rights of the
contemporary ones would mean to betray the inalienable human right which, for
reasons of alleged expediency, may be violated by a majority, but never be removed
by law. Not even impartial history can prevent injustice, and who writes this his-
tory? The history of the filial religions is one of incessant attempts of matricide; if
ever one of them succeeds, then the perpetrators fall together with their deed.

I have here indicated my own position; the unprejudiced reader will not miss it
anywhere in the book.

Saying farewell to this book which has demanded the greater half of a long life,
is in a way saying farewell to life itself, and every ending reminds us how tiny the
individual human being is compared with the universe; but it is precisely this idea
that makes us explore the relation between the One and the Universe, a relation that
teaches us that the finite becomes part of the infinite, without losing its identity.
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Part One. Philosophy. Chapter Three. Jews

Charles H. Manekin, Y. Tzvi Langermann,
and Hans Hinrich Biesterfeldt

13681 §211. [Abraham ben David ha-Levi (Ibn Daud)] In this chapter we deal with a
number of treatises that cannot be called philosophical or scientific in the strict
sense. Abraham ben David (Arabic: Da’ad, in corrupted form, Dior!) ha-Levi from
Toledo, suffered a martyr’s death (shortly after 1180?).? 1369 [For his milieu and a
possible reconstruction of his life, see Gerson Cohen’s introductory essay to his edition and
translation of Ibn Daud’s popular Sefer ha-Qabbalah (Book of Tradition) Ibn Daud 1967, esp.
xvi—xlii; on the possible identification of Ibn Daud with the translator Avendauth, see M. Th.
d’Alverny 1954; for the oppposing view, see the literature quoted in A. Eran 1998, 301, n. 1
and 4. The misidentification of Avendauth with Johannes Hispalensis is discussed in

'7x7 in Hasdai Crescas’s ‘7 MK, treatise 1 (Crescas 1555, fol. 1a; spelled correctly in the Vienna
edition, Crescas 1860, fol 4a, last line and Joseph ben Shem Tov’s commentary to Prophiat Duran’s
Al tehi ke-avotekha (“Do not be like your fathers”) Duran 1844, fol.11b. Cf. Dukes 1843d, 802):
nn AR, p. 82. «Cf. 672 below.>

237737 in @°anon Mxap (see Halberstam and Steinschneider 1875); according to Isaac Israeli
1846 091w 70>, fol. 86a and Zacuto in the edition of Pony in Krakow 1580, fol. 162b): 372 awi wip XM
[See ed. Filipowski and Freimann 1924, 220] and 217971 in Joseph ben Shem Tov, 1. c. For the year 1180
(for his astronomical work), see older sources in Wolf 1715, 35, 49; Steinschneider 1852, 676;
Guttmann 1879, 1, starts with Yehiel Heilprin. [Seder ha-dorot 1882]. Nothing is known to me about
a generally considered birth year “around 1110.” It occurs first with Graetz 1875, VI, 190, as usual
with such dates; Schmiedl 1869, 146 (cf. 232 n. 1, “long before Maimonides”), presumably takes
his 1110 date from there (without a source).
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Robinson 2003.] Abraham wrote for a friend who had asked him about the problem
of free will (1160) the book 3¥°079R AT°PY9R (The Exalted Creed),’ one of the first
attempts to achieve a compromise between Jewish belief and the Arabic peripatetic
philosophy.* <On the title cf. Bacher 1892a.> It contains, for instance, an explanation
of the ten categories, which are said to be alluded to in Psalm 139 (ed. Ibn Daud
1852, 8), explicitly mentioning the book of Aristotle with the Greek name w>MiR0pP
as well as an explanation for the meaning of the term, doubtlessly n&?1p» in the
Arabic text, for which the translator coins the Hebrew term nmnxn (p. 3).° In the
introduction the author states that Saadia’s Book of Beliefs and Opinions is the only
book that he can recommend to his coreligionists who are interested in theoretical
philosophy® and who require serious guidance in their attempts to verify their
creed.” But, he adds, Saadia’s book is not sufficient for this purpose, and Ibn
Gabirol’s Fountain of Life does not specifically take the Jewish nation into account,

3Tsaac Israeli has the Arabic title (the bracketed title 757 79X, which is not in PonY, is presum-
ably due to the editor); so does Motot; see Schiller-Szinessy’s catalogue 1876, vol. 1, 138, 140).

400 MR, p. 2; (cf. 83, 1. 9; Steinschneider 1887b, 194); cf. 82 and the comparison of Torah
and philosophy with two masters, as well as the comparison on 2 with two lights; see the parallels
with Dukes, 7m1 (1853, 51); Steinschneider 1883a, 94. — For the work, see Gugenheimer 1850, see
also Gugenheimer 1851, 506; Munk 1859, 268 and 458; Kaufmann 1877a, 241 ff (see n. 6);
Guttmann 1879 (Foreward and Table of Contents, 1-8; the book is a reprint of MGWJ 1877-78, a
fact not mentioned to the reader). A biography of the author as Pinsker’s introduction in his ms. 56. —
The aforementioned edition of the text (Ibn Daud 1852, 21), where the parts of the soul are men-
tioned, runs as follows: (1) What is the soul and why do we admit its existence? (2) Is it a substance
or an accident? (3) The powers or faculties (p. 23), the vegetative soul (p. 28), the animal soul
(p. 26), touch and taste, smell and hearing (p. 27), the common sense (p. 28), %17, 2w, 77 (p. 29),
1y77, 077, (p. 30). These then are the ten faculties of perception (nawn), five external, five
internal, then the motive power (¥°1»), that of the the voluntary movement [reading pnyni for
?n177] and that of the natural movement, like pulse and breathing, with the result that there are 19
powers (including the 7 vegetative.) Next follows (p. 30) the proof for the existence of the powers
and their specific functions; the rational power (727177 17577 and the intellect. Questions: Whether
the soul is eternal or originated; whether there is one or many souls (p. 33, cf. p. 36); The rational
power is incorporeal, etc., and is imperishable (pp. 34—41). — On polemics against Islam (pp. 77 {f.)
see Steinschneider 1877c, 353 (in the Index, on p. 428, detach the reference “p. 368 Pseudo-
Abraham ben David”). Kaufmann (1885b, 252) finds relations to the aXno& of Samuel Ibn Abbas.
Cf. Schreiner 1888, 628 ff. On the audacious interpretation of ay, see n. 525 below.

3 See Steinschneider 1869a, 168; Steinschneider 1870a, 75 n. 2 and n. 410 [sic]. Cf. 1937 °9v2 nwd,
in opposition to M7 NMM *9¥3, i.e., mutakallimun, on 75 and, on the same page, 2727 2°01017°01;
instead of “Sokrates” in 11 read “Hippokrates”, see 21, where he is called the greatest of the
0»y2av, “Naturforscher,” according to Guttmann 1879, 15 n. 2, 3; therefore he associates (p. 58) the
o»yav (p. 15) with the physicians in opposition to the philosophers; however, the term “a»yav”
denotes also natural philosophers (p. 41). Guttmann endeavored to demonstrate Abraham’s
sources. That of the “eminently striking simile” (23), namely al-Ghazali (see note *212), is recog-
nized only on 117.

6712712 M does not mean “has established a system,” as Kaufmann 1877a, 250, translates; hence
the relationship to al-Ghazali and Judah ha-Levi, 252, is to be modified.

"myTm is in the printed text; but Pinsker 1851, 749, cites mn7m (perhaps a typographical error?),
and following this Kaufmann 1877a, 251, without consulting the book itself; in the 1852 edition:
nn2om.
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etc.® The 13701 work consists of three treatises: (1) the basic principles of physics
and metaphysics, (2) the principles of the Law (or religion), (3) the “medicine of the
soul,” i.e., practical philosophy, which leads to felicity: ethics, economics, and
politics.'0

A copy of the work in the original Judaeo-Arabic was still extant between 1485
and 1520."" [No portions of the original have been discovered in modern scholarship. An
attempt to reconstruct the Judaeo-Arabic terminology underlying the Hebrew translations is
part of Eran 1990.]

Jacob Guttmann 1879, 6-7, says about the work: “The often excessive brevity
and conciseness of expression, the lack of animation, and the strictly logical presen-
tation, the dry and highly terminological language make, more often than not, even
for a trained scholar, difficult reading. For a person less trained in philosophy or
logic, looking for light and entertaining reading, it is utterly unsuitable. The scarce
attention the book receives in later Jewish literature is at least partly due to that
literary peculiarity and the strictly scholarly character of the book.” [For two recent
monographs on the Exalted Faith, see Fontaine 1990 and Eran 1998.]

§212. Samuel Ibn Motot translated (in 1392) the work of Abraham for the renowned
Rabbi Isaac ben Sheshet!? under the title Axw»1 72X, Its only extant manuscript,
Mantua, CI 81, was first recognized by Luzzatto.'* This unedited translation is gen-
erally less reliable,'* but may serve to correct some mistakes of the edited version.
Motot displays here the same elegance of expression and generally the same style
as in his translation of part of Batalyawst."

§213. Another translation was made at the same time, perhaps some years earlier or
later; its title is slightly different: 7777 720K,

$Munk 1859, 269, explains 772173 77170 927w 717 as NXNOXR “se mettre au dessus de quelque chose.”
Motot (cited in Luzzatto 1863, 35) translates 2173 xvw: mywn. Kaufmann 1877a, 243 n. 238, misses
the variants; cf. 07 7277 v of the Karaites in 772p71 '0, fol. 46b, line 12.

O Pwoan IR0 see note 31193 in §147.

0The nowyni X°01W017°0 attains 7n2x7 through MM PN, N°27 73mn, and 0»17) 0011 (p. 98) or
N M (p. 101). — The Torah instructs in a better way than nni 190 *r°an. In the Pinsker
manuscript, the third treatise is divided into two parts.

"'n the list brought in Steinschneider 1858, 346 n. 4 (referring to 347), [where there is a reference to
an extant Arabic copy of the Emunah Rabbah,] the printed edition of the 2>7p¥ is mentioned.

12Tsaac bar Sheshet was rabbi in Barcelona from 1391 to 1395, and then in Algeria, where he died
soon after 1406 (Steinschneider 1852, 1155; cf. Steinschneider 1852, 74; 1874e, 82; 18751, 111).
Motot was in Guadalajara in 1370. Was he in Barca in 13927 Did he perhaps accompany Isaac to
Algiers? “In Mauritania” (Steinschneider 1852, 2455) is based upon citations. Schiller-Szinessy
(1876, 138) concludes from the mention of the Arabic title of the Emunah Rabbah in the unedited
recension of 2no N3 that Motot had not yet translated our book at the time.

13 Gugenheimer 1851, 506.

14Luzzatto, loc. cit.; Mortara 1878, 62.

SKaufmann 1880, 17, 19 (§156). Apparently his translation was soon replaced by another; no
explicit quotation is known and no substantial part of it has been published so far. [An annotated
edition of the translation was published as a two-volume appendix to Eran 1990.]
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Manuscripts: Oxford, Bodl. Ms. Mich. 57 (copied according to London, Mon.
274/2); Munich, BS Cod. hebr. 201/8; St. Petersburg, RNL Evr. I 470, cf. Geiger
1837b, 447 n. 45; chs. 1-5 are lacking, according to the ms. catalogue); Turin,
BN 156 A V [no longer extant], cf. Peyron 1880, 156;!° Vatican BA Cod. ebr. 259
(4 folios missing from the middle); Vatican BA Cod. ebr. 341;!7 Vienna, Pinsker 238
(still not identified); London, Mon. 274/2 «(= Ghirondi n. 14 of the printed cata-
logue [written 1478])>.° [Cincinnati, HUC 922; London, BL Or. 1069>; Oxford, Bodl.
Ms. Hunt. Don. 19/2 Moscow, RSL Giinz. 270/2; Moscow, RSL Giinz. 678/1 New York, JTS
Ms. 2237; New York, JTS Ms. 2238/1; New York, JTS Ms. 2239; New York, JTS Ms. 2243;
St. Petersburg, IOS B 451; <St. Petersburg, RNL Evr. I 468>] 13711

This translation was published on the basis of Munich, BS Cod. hebr. 201/8
alone, with German translation, as 7n771 71K7 “Das Buch Emunah Ramah ... ver-
fasst im J(ahre) 4820 (7”nn sic!)® nach E(rschaffung) d(er) W(elt) (1160) mit
fortlauf(enden) hebr(dischen) Anmerkungen, und ins Deutsche iibersetzt von
Simson Weil,” Frankf(urt) a.M. 1852, Selbstverlag (104 Hebrew text, V and 134
German), 1852. This edition, which offers brief explanatory notes, but reveals a lack
of proper information about the literature and the linguistic background, does not
always exhibit an accurate text. An example of an arbitrary substitution is 2°5Mw2
in the section title on p. 81 for mw12a (177X ms. f. 184b, see Munich, BS Cod. hebr.
201/8). The typographical errors are not abundant, but there remain a number of
sufficiently problematic places so that inspection of the manuscripts retains some
value. A lacuna (41), indicated in the margin of the ms. (f. 145), goes back to the
original, cf. Vatican BA Cod. ebr. 259.2! [An edition and English translation based on
Oxford, Bodl. Ms. Mich. 57, and collated primarily with Vatican BA Cod. ebr. 259 and
Vatican BA Cod. ebr. 341, with New York, JTS Ms. 2239, was published by N. Samuelson
and G. Weiss in Ibn Daud 1986.]

None of the known manuscripts names the translator, except for London, Mon.
274/2 (and the copy, Oxford, Bodl. Ms. Mich. 57, and Vatican BA Cod. ebr. 259),

1691X7 12 in the ms.? fil. Arcotis in the old catalogue, cited in Wolf 1715, vol. 4, 760 (the reference
is missing in Peyron 1880 [because it is noted in Steinschneider 1852, 2086, under “Pasinus”] under 237).
'7Gugenheimer 1850, v (following the communication of the rabbi and well-known author
I. M. Hazan = 1177); he distinguishes, 5, between manuscripts in Portuguese script and in Rashi
script (!); Assemani has “rabbin.” for both. Assemani confuses this work with an anti-Karaite
(Arabic?).

18This is apparently not a copy of the St. Petersburg ms. (Gugenheimer 1850, 506; Steinschneider
1852, 2361) since it is complete. So it is copied only with variant readings from the St. Petersburg
manuscript.

YLuzzatto 1841, 24, n. 1, referring to Bedersi 1865, 16. Cf. Neubauer 1886, no. 1227, and the
Additions and Corrections, 1156, where we read “Revision?”

20The Hebrew title has 7pnn for 7pnn; the passage is on 78 (where one should read >097 for (p>50n
2,472 years after the giving of the Torah; see Gugenheimer 1850, 2; Guttmann 1879, 1).

2 Gugenheimer 1850, 2. The editor indicates this by periods [...]. On p. 82 of the edition, the fifth
example is omitted only perhaps in Munich BS 201. Guttmann thinks he notices several lacunae,
especially in chapter 2 towards the end. (Guttmann 1879, 8, 125; see also 29 for the survey, text 3;
107 referring to the text 107). A discussion of the matter would lead too far here.
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which begins with an unedited little poem.?? The epigram runs as follows: “I have
done it (sc. the translation) from the Arabic, I, Solomon ben Lavi,> but it needs
improvement (7777 712°7%), for I had only one copy of the Arabic original at my dis-
posal which was full of errors;?* but in order to fulfill your wish, I am sending it to
you, imperfect as it is.”>® The last phrase can only be that of Solomon Ibn Lavi who
without doubt lived towards the end of the fourteenth century in Ixar (Aragonia).?®

This translation contains some Arabic words with their explanations: oxXon (25),
I82¥ (22) which should be read 2% (28), 820 (28, 35), 27 bRIRIAW (sic)?® PR (28)
P79 PR™MIN (49), 2 719Kw (read 779n 55), o8 (87 opium, German 110 “aphion”),
7Y (ibid. “Viridit”);*® peculiar terms are: My, mwuwsna, nwwani (dimen-
sion, 5, 10), 79°XW (27).% Some of the material is dubious.*

London, Mon. 274/2 and the copy, Oxford, Bodl. Ms. Mich. 57 (for part 1),
give, alongside the text 1372l, an anonymous commentary which (according to
Guttmann) confines itself to a paraphrase of the passages “presented” (?), but pre-
fers “to keep silent at passages which in fact would require information.” Guttmann
takes the date 1673 of the ms. straightforwardly as that of the composition.

[Krisztina Szildgyi has found among the Cairo Genizah collections a few pages from a
commentary to Aristotle’s Physics by Ibn Daud, written in Judaeo-Arabic, with Ibn Daud’s
name clearly displayed. Decades ago, Manuel Alonso 1943, 186, reprinted in Sezgin 2000,
noted that Albertus Magnus refers to a work on the Physics by Ibn Daud. Thus there may
have been a Latin version of the text, though it has not been located so far. There is no record
of a Hebrew translation.]

22Eight strophes, beginning N7 My 7¥7 NnMon 1¥2; a defense of the book, perhaps from the
copyist Eliezer Parnas?

B Lavi is not "?="1x? Levi, as Mortara has in his catalogue 1878, 62; see Steinschneider 1852,
2361 and the citations in Halberstam and Steinschneider 1875, 55.

%The stereotypical phrase; for which cf. the Introduction.

25 Cf. Neubauer 1886, no. 1227.

26 Responsa of Isaac bar Sheshet after no. 435, also already in no. 395; Isaac would certainly have
been quite old.

2 Thus also Falaquera in w31 Falaquera 1881, fol. 13b, for the Arabic J8»%’; cf. Kaufmann 1884a,
127.

B Translated on 36 as N7, hollow vessels made out of *1°X nwni, most apparently for nxM21w,
zithers (or: drum, cylinder).

2p179 or P1XD is the Syriac translation of cwti|p, cwtelpd, hebr. ¥ wm; see Steinschneider 1867b,
102; 1867b, 110; 1871a, 477 n. 67; 1873d, 116 n. 15 cf. 1870g, 82.

30927971 in Gershon ben Solomon 1801, vol. 2, 2.

3 Gershon ben Solomon 1801, 2, 26, 31; see n. 4.

2amwi is the usual term; cf. Ibn Gabirol, M2 1PN, Introduction (Ibn Gabirol 1807, fol. 3b);
ARwINT etc. Falaquera, woim, ch. 2 (Falaquera 1984, 78); ch 9 (291) axwn, ch. 18 (310); Duran,
M2ax a1 (Duran 1785, fol. 56b).

3379730 °9v2, does Briill 1883a, 204, emend to 77312 The complement by Guttmann (1879, 74, n. 1)
is unnecessary.

3 Gugenheimer 1851, 507; Luzzatto 1868 overlooked the contents of Oxford, Bodl. Ms. Mich. 34
listed in 1848f and in 1852, 2361. Guttmann 1879, 8, cites the Michaels catalogue “von
Steinschneider und Zunz”!
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Trans. Solomon Motot
Moscow, Mantua Comunita Israelitica Ms. ebr. 81 Abraham ben David Ha-Levi, fols. 1-213.

Trans. Solomon b. Lavi

Cincinnati, Hebrew Union College Ms. 922 (IMHM F 40275), fols. 1-46.

London, British Library Or. 1069 [Margoliouth 900](IMHM F 5940), fols. 1-130.

London, Montefiore 274/2 (Halb. 222) (IMHM F 5238), fols. 1b—68a.

Moscow, Russian State Library Ms. Guenzburg 270/2 (IMHM F 19031), fols. 19a—122b.

Moscow, Russian State Library Ms. Guenzburg 678/1 (IMHM F 43938, F 18562, F 18477),
fols. 1a—71b.

Munich, Bayerische Staatsbibliothek Cod. hebr. 201/8 (IMHM F 1137), fols. 108b—205b.

New York, Jewish Theological Seminary of America Ms. 2237 (Halb. 452) IMHM F 28490),
fols. 1-129.

New York, Jewish Theological Seminary of America Ms. 2238/1 (JTSA Acc. 1920) (IMHM
F 28491), fols. 1b-116a.

New York, Jewish Theological Seminary of America Ms. 2239 (IMHM 28492), fols.
142a-63b.

New York, Jewish Theological Seminary of America Ms. 2243 (IMHM F 28496), fols. 1-50.

Oxford, Bodleian Library Huntingdon Don. 19/2 (Uri 328) [Neubauer 1283/2](IMHM
F 22097), 161a (margin).

Oxford, Bodleian Library Ms. Mich. 57 (Mich. 52.) [Neubauer 1227] (IMHM F 22041),
fols. 1-223.

St. Petersburg, Russian National Library Evr. I 468 (IMHM F 52724), fols. 1-128.

St. Petersburg, Russian National Library Evr. 1470 (IMHM F 51318, CD 1018), fols. 1a—51b.

St. Petersburg, Institute of Oriental Studies of the Russian Academy B 451 (IMHM 53730),
fols. 1-101.

Turin, Biblioteca Nazionale Cod. hebr. 156 AV, fols. 42—-105.

Vatican, Biblioteca Apostolica 259 (IMHM F 307), fols. 1-60.
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§214. Bahya Ibn Paquda. “Behai” is the usual, though erroneous, form of the name
which, in the absence of anything certainly better, I have assumed. Some recent
authors use “Bahya,” a version that is less justified® than “Bahyé”; the latter is preferred
by recent Spanish authors, and for that reason, it is used by Munk?® as well. Bahiel
is also used.’” [Notwithstanding Steinschneider’s preference for “Bahai,” (in his German

transliteration: “Bechai”) we observe present scholarly convention and use “Bahya.”]

S Fiirst 1846, 651, conjectures »1° 12 (= Abu Yahya), which has no analogy anywhere. Kaufmann
1874, 1, relies on an analogy with >, which is itself an anomaly. — For sources see Steinschneider
1852, 780 ff.; Steinschneider 1862a, 91, and further below.

3Munk 1859, 482.

¥ Steinschneider 1862a, 91; Steinschneider’s Additamenta et Corrigenda to 1852, 780; Rapoport
1871, 34 combines »na with »&;3. Cf. Plantavitius <who calls him >r>, cited in Wolf 1715.1:237;
cf. Steinschneider 1879b, 65.
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Bahyab. Joseph Ibn Bakuda or Paquda, the judge, probably lived in Saragossa®®
in the second half of the eleventh century, perhaps shortly after Ibn Gabirol, if
one of the two knew the work of the other.?* [Attempts by Yahuda and Goldziher
1913 to place Bahya in the early twelfth century, because of inter alia an alleged depen-
dence on al-Ghazali, were conclusively refuted by Kokowzow 1927 and Baneth 1938.]
Bahya composed a work, almost unique of its kind, representing a complete
theory of Jewish ethics, showing a certain inclination towards asceticism, and
introducing it with a philosophical proof of monotheism. However, this intro-
duction evinces a bias against that type of philosophy which sees speculation as
humanity’s highest calling. Nevertheless, it also takes a stand against a strict
and formal observance of the law without regard to intention. According to
Bahya, the latter should act as a motive for the former. Bahya therefore called
his work TPRn'¥9R OIRY? DY 772I09K1 PPOR XKD 9R RTAOR (“Instruction for
the duties of the heart and admonition for the obligations of the soul, or, for the
obligatory intentions™).*® This complete title is found in Paris, BN Ms. héb. 756,
which is one more reason to presume this manuscript to be the first redaction,
quite different from the Hebrew translation. Oxford, Bodl. Ms. Poc. 96, written
in 1191 by Abraham bar Tahor,*® has only the first part of the title. Probably the
book was called simply “1°X779%74! and only later the Book of the Duties of the
Heart.** [A full discussion of the Paris and Oxford manuscripts, as well as many (but not
all) of the Judaeo-Arabic manuscripts stored in the library at St. Petersburg, can be found
in the introduction to the critical edition of the Judaeo-Arabic version by A. S. Yahuda in
Bahya 1912, 1-18; see also Yahuda 1904. In conformance with the scholarly convention
of his day, Yahuda transcribed the text (but not the biblical quotations) into the Arabic
alphabet; however, all known copies of the original are in Hebrew letters. The recent edi-
tion of Rabbi Yosef Qafih in Bahya 1972 is based on the Paris and the Oxford manuscripts
as well as Rabbi Qafih’s own manuscript.]

One Hebrew manuscript® as well as the title of the edition of 1548 indicate that
the author of the Arabic book is unknown and that Bahya (b. Asher, in the 1548
edition) is one of the two translators (see §215). This led D’Herbelot to confuse it

38 Steinschneider 1895, 64, n. 1; Kaufmann 1874, 4.

¥ Briill 1883b, 73, collects parallel passages (against Kaufmann 1874, 9 <n. 2>); [Kaufmann claimed
that Ibn Gabirol borrowed f rom Bahya; Briill argued for the inverse relationship; Kaufmann cites Dukes, 11:42,
n. 24 to the effect that Bahya is referring to Isaac ben Levi Ibn Saul, an early twelfth century Spanish poet, in
Hovot 6:7. To this Steinschneider remarks that] Issac ben Levi, mentioned also by Zunz 1865, 187
(cf. Steinschneider 1873e, 107), is still dubious (see Zunz 1865, 216); Steinschneider 1852, 1739,
and note 45 below. — Saragossa as Bahya’s birthplace is considered to be a demonstrated fact by
Zunz 1865, 201, but not by Kaufmann 1874, 4.

“0For the word Rn X cf. Slutzki 1877, xv=2%1 mawnn.

4 Uri 1787-1835 does not name the copyist [but Neubauer does]; the owner, Mevorakh ha-Kohen
ben Abraham is called 7>70%X, which indicates the East. [According to the Supplement to the Neubauer
Bodleian catalogue 1994, 199, the composition of its quires may indicate a Persian origin.]

41 See Steinschneider 1858, 346.

277 ‘o in Vatican Biblioteca Apostolica heb. Ms. 231/1 is really the first treatise (“Gate”) of our work.

43 Paris ancien fonds [ms.] 233 (mentioned in Steinschneider 1852, 780)=Paris BN Ms. héb. 672
(according to the catalogue Zotenberg 1866 there are only “varr. curieuses.”).
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with [the Sufi work of Abd Talib al-Makki], Qi al-Qulib but this is unfounded.*
St. Petersburg, RNL Evr. I 742% contains an Arabic compendium of the Karaite
physician Daniel b. Moses ([ms. dated] 1681, 22 Tevet 442). <For Bahya and
al-Ghazali, see Bacher 1892b, 56, n. 45; Steinschneider 1862b, 51, 18791, 72.>

[Daniel ben Moses Fayruz, who also bears the name Yerushalmi, is the author of a
treatise entitled PDIRYIR 7°RTM DIDIZR AIRYAT 29POK 7RI TWINDR AN, The manuscript
noted by Steinschneider is in Fayruz’s own hand. Another copy is found in the same
library, listed as St. Petersburg, RNL Evr. I 1684. Fayruz’s treatise is divided into ten
books (abwab) bearing the same titles as those of Bahya’s Duties. However, the subdivi-
sion of each book into chapters (fusii/) differs significantly. The texts must be compared
closely. Fayruz appears to depend very heavily upon Bahya, but he has not simply copied
anything word for word. Nowhere does Fayruz mention Bahya by name. In the proemium
(f. 2a in St. Petersburg, RNL Evr. I 742), he states that he has compiled his treatise
LM 2N D°°WNT NI P'SRORDR RnPYoR OX?D 1. The passages from the book
open with 7719 9Xp, but, according to Arabic usage, that could be Fayruz speaking about
himself in the third person. However, the two devotional poems placed at the end of the
book are also attributed to 721%%, and here it seems clear that Fayruz is referring to
Bahya, especially since he has included a poem of his own, with his name indicated in the
acrostic, at the beginning of the treatise. The first of these poems, *277n 1v *wd1, is found
at the end of Bahya’s Duties. The second, however, Taw 72781 178 71 720K, is not. It is
relatively rare, but it does display the name Bahya in the acrostic; see I. Davidson 1924,
no. 7524 . Fayruz’s treatise poses some challenging questions concerning late medieval
notions of authorship, as well as the place of Sufi-type piety within the Karaite communi-
ties of the late seventeenth century.] 1373|

§215. The first translation of The Duties of the Heart is in fact one of the oldest
translations from the Arabic because the first part may have been translated already
in 1161, one year after Ibn Ezra had translated an astronomical treatise (see §357).%
The translator Judah b. Saul Ibn Tibbon (or Tabbon?)*’ of Granada (7190 1> 1) had
perhaps left his native country in 1150, a year that saw catastrophic persecutions.
Around 1160 he is mentioned by Benjamin of Tudela as a physician in Lunel where
the renowned rabbi Meshullam b. Jacob and his equally renowned son Asher had
him translate, first of all, the first part of our book and A Vintage of Pearls (§221).
The translation of our book represents, in a sense, an epochal event in the history of
Hebrew literature. From now on, the history of the translations can be traced along
more or less certain dates in the century following this translation and even within the

# Steinschneider 1852, 780, and the Additamenta et Corrigenda, 1852, xciii; Steinschneider 1862a,
91; Gottlober 1865, 65, repeats the faulty references.

“Fiirst 1845, 737, in Geiger 1837b, 442 n. 3, on biblical subjects around the year 4610 (= 850),
thus read v°w! — whether abbreviation for wwn? — On Daniel see Steinschneider 1879d 72; 1881e,
84, 85, Steinschneider 1882, 326; not to be pursued here.

46 Steinschneider 1852, Additamenta to 1497 (2332); Geiger 1856b, 113 — Masha’allah’s n117p2
translated by Abraham Ibn Ezra [the attribution to Ibn Ezra has been questioned by Shlomo Sela 1999,
378] appears to be older; an older dated one is not known, nor is an undated one probably to be
considered as older, except perhaps for writings on language? See note 51 and Part IV.

470n him see Steinschneider 1852, 1374 ff.
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Tibbon family itself. In contrast, earlier translations show isolated or less coherent,
uncertain, and obscure features. Judah, whom his son (in his prologue to the transla-
tion of Maimonides’ Guide) calls “father of the translators,” while later authors call
him “head of the translators,”® deserves some more of our attention, not to give
information about his not very remarkable life,* but rather to analyze the prologue
to his first work. This was left untranslated in the most recent German translation
(1854), although it came to serve as the model for all translators’ introductions.
Of course we shall, in this brief analysis, not stray from our particular subject.

In a short survey of the vicissitudes of the Jewish literature, Judah stresses the
fact that the heads of the Oriental academies (the Geonim) and their contemporaries
living under Arab rule made wide use of the Arabic language. Its terminology, in
contrast to Hebrew, is rich, and moreover, Arabic is familiar to the general reading
public, which does not know Hebrew. In Christian countries scholars have restricted
themselves to the study of the Bible and the Talmud because other sciences do not
exist there. Meshullam b. Jacob, however, has combined the study of the Law with
that of the sciences.” He collected, copied [or: translated] (or had copied [or: had
translated] p°nyi) works on the sciences of the Law, language, and belief (7171K7),
etc. Since he had heard that Bahya had written a work on the theory of the duties of
the heart (N122%7 M2 NN — so reads the complete title in the author’s foreword,;
the editions leave out the first word), founded on monotheism, he ordered Judah to
translate its first book. Judah had previously been asked to translate some 1374l
works of the Geonim, but he had not let himself be persuaded to do so in view of
the demands of an undertaking of this sort, some of which he explains. Not one of
the books translated from Arabic into Hebrew has escaped injury at the hands of the
translators, he says, and for three reasons:>! either the translators do not know Arabic
thoroughly,*? or they have not mastered Hebrew, or they do not understand the
author. Their translations thus reflect their opinion, and for two reasons: they are not
familiar with the particular discipline, and they did not read> the book under the
guidance of its author or someone who had read it with him. Thus they arrived at an
understanding different from that of the author or even found inconsistencies result-
ing from not reading a work according to its proper arrangement. This, Judah says,
has been a pitfall even of great scholars. Finally, Arabic cannot be rendered into
Hebrew succinctly, because — as he maintains — Arabic is a comprehensive and clear
(7nx) language. In the course of these arguments he remarks, among other things,

“ppanynn wrI, according to Gedaliah Ibn Yahya; Wolf 1715, 1:455 cites this incorrectly as
DPIPTAN UK.

4“*What is known about his life is presented in the preliminary report to the testament Steinschneider
1852, especially viii, where something is found from our preface.

S0 mAnR Mom, previously NPX°T Ao =7137, see note 55.

S Kaufmann 1883a, 231, speaks of a “Kette von Vorgiingern”; he knows only of some halakhic
writings (he neglects philology); cf. notes 46, 56.

S2np29wn NWwD2 0N¥Y OR°PA. X in connection with a person is uncommon usage (see n. 521), under 2.
only 2°X°p3, probably unintentionally.

33IMIR 93P X9...79077 can mean here only the tradition of the contents.
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that the translator becomes the father and author of the translated work. He should
strive to translate literally, without adding or omitting anything, avoiding, however,
formulations that are difficult to understand, etc. This is in fact a piece of instruction
to any translator, informed by common sense and linguistic sensitivity. — One of the
examples he gives is the translation of Onkelos. The Bible, Mishna and Torah, how-
ever, were commented upon, translated into other languages, and given different
interpretations. But since we possess both the original texts and the commentaries
and translations, the latter have proven to be useful, in their own right and without
detriment. The translator assumes responsibility for the author. Bahya b. Joseph
hesitated to compose his book because he felt insufficiently equipped for writing in
Arabic.>* How much more restraint, then, should the translator show when approach-
ing his task! Judah goes on to say that most of his contemporaries tend to criticize
and reproach (92107771 Y7wnin) anybody who creates something new, be it a transla-
tion or an original work, a liturgical poem (v1°9) or any other product of a man of
reason. He talks about all this in order to let his readers know that he has taken upon
himself this translation — and any possible criticism of it — only in obeisance to the
order he had received. He endeavored, he says, not to distort the words of the author,
translating literally even phrases with which he felt uncomfortable. When he was
unable to translate, he pondered over the proper understanding of the passage, then
translated to the best of his ability. When he had doubts, he consulted other works
of this particular discipline. In this context, Judah regrets the absence of a (special
tool) for the translated work, namely a glossary of 1375 terms of the external sci-
ences (NP11%°1 Non)> according to the usage of the scholars involved. In the end
Judah asks the reader’s forbearance with the novel constructions (2°1°12) from verbs
and nouns that he has coined, due to the limitations of the Hebrew language. Earlier
colleagues had done much the same,* following the Arabic. Finally, he apologizes for
introducing rabbinical formulations (1>M27 wY) into biblical Hebrew, making use of
the former even where he might have found an appropriate biblical formulation.

The translation of the second book of this treatise also has a short prologue. After
Judah had translated the first book, Joseph Kimhi translated the remaining books; he

*Bahya’s introduction 1846, 25; 1854, fol. 12.

33 Judah procures for his son Samuel a teacher of that subject from afar. See Steinschneider 1852,
4. If, as it appears, the word and concept are formed by analogy with 0»1x1 0190 (not in the
Biblical books: Geiger 1845, 40, Geiger 1857b, 200, Dukes 1846a, 1; cf. Benjacob 1880, 125 no.
523; along with its usage in the singular in Abraham bar Hiyya 1851, 6, 13), then the plural form
(usually N 11%°1 but also M%) is the original. In Judah ben Barzillai 1885, 103 the phrase denotes
sorcery and such; in Ibn Ezra it interchanges with n1"21; later it comes to signify Greek philosophy
in particular. It is contrasted with the 7771 '17 as early as 1232 (m73& of Maimonides, Maimonides
1712, 31). Saadiah in particular is praised for having knowledge of it (Meiri and Lattes 1878, 69;
ed. Buber 1885, 32; cf. Berliner 1877b, 227), but also criticized (Moses Taku 1860, 64.) The
doubtful author of the commentary on Sefer Yezirah (§227; Fiirst 1845, 563) already wants to
examine Saadiah’s rank 7°21017°977 'n R°7W N°1X°NT Anon3, after questions of his had reached
Isaac Israeli from the Fayyum on mnx°n M. In the end he designates him as incomparable
in DN NS NPINANT MNa (ms. [17). More on this elsewhere.

36 mmny non cf. notes 46, 51.
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then translated the first one as well. Later on, Abraham b. David®’ asked Judah to
translate the other books too. Judah hesitated to do so for personal reasons, namely,
a delicate deference to his rival. However, he later disregarded these, because his
earlier scruples were no longer valid after he had translated the first book. — We have
thus three different versions of the translated book: one contains the translation
of the first book by Ibn Tibbon and the rest by Kimhi, and two other versions, in
which the book in its entirety is the work of one of the translators alone. Judah asks
the copyists to indicate, in the beginning, the name of the translator, so that one
translator not be held responsible for the mistakes of the other.>®

§216. Before continuing our discussion of Ibn Tibbon’s translation we would like to
supply the meager extant information that we have about the translation of his rival
and to which we shall return, under Ibn Gabirol (§221). This translation was less suc-
cessful and was forgotten later on. We would know only the little that Judah relays had
not Zunz (1838, 318) by chance recognized a fragment of the seventh treatise in
Leipzig, UBL B. H. 39. This was edited, with comparative notes, by Jellinek in his
edition of Bahya 1846, xiv—xxvi.* [Kimhi’s name does not appear to be on the fragment
in the Leipzig ms., and so the identification is far from certain. This is also true for New York,
JTS Ms. 1912, which includes an excerpt from the first treatise and which Alexander Marx
identified as belonging to Kimhi.] The fragment, without the notes, is also edited in
the supplement to the edition of 1871 1376l [and in Tsifroni (Bahya 1948), 627-37.]
Some variant readings in the margin of Tibbon’s translation in the earlier editions go
back, according to Jellinek, apparently to Kimhi’s translation. [Some of these go back,
according to Yahuda in his edition, to variants in the Arabic.]

Judah informs us about the character of his own work. Fully aware of the difficulty
of his task, he studied the relevant disciplines by himself, then strove to render the
meaning faithfully by (morphological) imitation of a given term, even though this
meant subjugating the special character of the Hebrew language to that of the Arabic.
Arabic words which he retains as such are only few, and they are accompanied by a
translation, viz. T9RIR YIRMDR, VauhR 29Y9R, (read: 2, ed. 1846a; f. 4, ed. 1854c¢),
579K (read: 28, 18464, resp; f. 13, 1854c). We do not know how much of the technical
terminology (especially that of the first treatise), which is otherwise unknown before
the twelfth century, goes back to his predecessors. The same applies to the Arabicizing
syntax which, however, is not as stilted and obvious as in the school which follows his
procedure. There, as in all imitations, it borders upon caricature. [For more on the transla-
tion technique of Judah Ibn Tibbon, see M. Sister 1937.]

Kimbhi is a professional philologist and interpreter, possessing a sense of the
subtlety of the Sacred Word. He does no more than to render the meaning of his
Arabic author in elegant, chosen words, easy to comprehend. Perhaps it was the
serious scholarly milieu, formed by Samuel Ibn Tibbon’s translation of Maimonides’
Guide and gradually having grown accustomed to the new arabicized Hebrew,

S70Of Posquieres, died 1198.
B Geiger 1856b, 114, interpreting it partially as blame.
% A brief characterization in Jellinek in Bahya 1846, xxi and Geiger, l.c.
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which gave preference to Judah’s translation, while the edifying and ascetic
character of the work secured for it a cherished place in the general public. The
Book of the Duties of the Heart became a work of devotion; it was copied and
edited, printed repeatedly, commented upon and translated. Contemporary scholar-
ship has devoted philological and historical studies to it. The next paragraph lists
the most important of these. I shall mention here a compendium (71¥°p), probably
by a grandson of the same Meshullam who commissioned the translation. This
compendium, in which the philosophical part is almost entirely left out, has been
ascribed so far to its second editor Jacob da Fano (1614). The first edition remains
unknown until today.*

[The ascription by Benjacob to “Jacob da Fano™ is an error, perhaps because the editor of
the 1614 Prague edition, which differs from the 1520 Constantinople edition, was Jacob b.
Abraham Katz, confused with Jacob b. Joab Elijah da Fano. Several abridged versions of the
Hebrew translation are known. Steinschneider refers here to the one that was by far the most
popular, judging from the large number of manuscript copies and printings. It has recently
been studied by I. Ta-Shema 1982, who identified the author as Asher ben Shelamiah, an
important Provencal talmudist whose mother was the daughter of the same Meshullam who
commissioned Ibn Tibbon’s translation. Ta-Shema (14 n. 5) lists nineteen manuscripts and
mentions the abridgements by Menahem ben Aaron Ibn Zerah (Spain, 14th? cent.), and by
Jacob Zahalon, the latter called, mamw n1?m; to these we may add an abridgement by
Immanuel ben Joshua Serero of Fez, bearing the title 2> 1?12 (New York, JTS Ms. 2290);
portions of the Duties of the Heart were incorporated by Aaron ben Gabriel of Trebic in his
lengthy ethical compilation, in Hebrew and Yiddish, °r1 rnX, written in 1756 (Moscow, RSL
Giinz. 545).]

§217. The Book of the Duties of the Heart in Ibn Tibbon’s translation was first
printed, without title-page, at Naples® in 1489. Other editions worthy of mention
are ed. [sak Benjacob with an introduction by Ad. Jellinek (Leipzig 1846); ed.
R. Fiirstenthal, with commentary and German translation (Breslau 1835; ed. Em.
(Mendel) Baumgarten (German translation) and Abraham Geiger (introduction:
“The Ethical Foundation of the Book of the Duties of the Heart”) (Vienna 1854); a
second edition with a different German translation (paraphrase) (Vienna 1856); and
David Slutzki (Warsaw 1870), whose installments 7 and 8 contain 13771 a collection
of philosophical writings, under the title of X > nnan, with an appendix containing
the [extant] fragment of Kimhi’s translation as well as some corrections on the basis
of the Arabic text of B. Goldberg. These, however, should not be accepted without

%0 See Steinschneider 1852, 782 and Additamenta, xciii; Steinschneider 1863e, 12; Steinschneider
1872b, 83. Berliner 1874a, 17; Munich, BS Cod. hebr. 327/1 (following a copy dated 1307),
London, BL Add. 26899b, Paris, BN héb 674/1 (Munk 1859, 168 note: “un abrégé”), Paris, BN
héb 773/2 (The old Paris catalogue had Eliah b. Samuel for Judah b. Saul; see Steinschneider
1852, xiv.) This should be corrected in the index, 250. Menahem Ibn Zerah (1374) interpolated in
his Zedah la-Derekh (treatise 4, five chapters [chapter 5] 8 ff.; see the Warsaw edition 1880, 233-56),
an extract in ten brief chapters for the ten penitential days.

I'Editions are mentioned in Benjacob, the Bahya 1846 edition, XLI; and Steinschneider 1852, 780
and Additamenta to 1852 (also no. 2555); Benjacob 1880, 169 nos. 129 — 148; Zedner 1867, 72:
Bachye. [See A. M. Habermann 1951 for a complete bibliography of editions through 1950.]
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exacting control.®? Generally, the editions have not made use of the manuscripts,
which are numerous. We mention in particular Paris, BN Ms. héb. 671/1, which,
according to the catalogue, offers a great number of variant readings.5 [Steinschneider’s
emphasis on the importance of this Paris ms. is based upon the enthusiastic description in
Zotenberg’s catalogue 1866, 105. However, Zotenberg remarks only that this manuscript
exhibits many variants from the editio princeps (Naples 1489). In the absence of a critical
edition, it is impossible to state how significant these may be. Zotenberg further notes that
this manuscript has invocations in rhymed prose not found in any manuscript or printed
edition; however, it is unlikely that he actually consulted all or even the majority of the
numerous manuscripts.]

In the interest of textual criticism people have begun to consult the Arabic text. In
addition to B. Goldberg’s publication and some other references, published here and
there,% Jehiel Judah b. Joseph Moses Levenson has begun to compare the Arabic
original with all editions in a Hebrew booklet called m23% 1.5 «Cf. Levinsohn 1885,
not available to me.» The author does not indicate the Arabic ms. used by him, but he
mentions in his foreword a part of the book (Arabic or Hebrew?) in the library of Cairo.
We call attention to the fact that the Paris ms. presents an [Arabic] recension different
from the one translated by Judah Ibn Tibbon, and there is no justification for always
preferring it.%* [The mystery concerning the manuscript utilized by Jehiel Judah Levinsohn
can be cleared up, thanks to New York, JTSA Ms. 2240, which contains two separate items
bound together: a copy of the Venice 1506 edition, with Hebrew and Judaeo-Arabic margina-
lia in Levinsohn’s hand, and a large fragment of books two and three in Judaeo-Arabic, again
with marginalia of Levinsohn. On f. 10 of the Judaeo-Arabic manuscript, Levinsohn writes that
he received the Judaeo-Arabic manuscript in Alexandria as a gift from Faraj Hayyim Mizrahi,
who had obtained it from the Genizah: v>77 *nm 01 319 71 w2 277 7200 PAnph manna
0°%7 (?) °Y2 ATINT DIPHN 1772 RENI W XO1TI007K1)]

Ibn Tibbon’s text served as the basis for more recent translations into various
languages, viz., into Portuguese 1670, Ladino (not Latin) 1712a, Spanish 1610, in
Hebrew letters 1713, Italian 1847, Judaeo-German 1716. Already in 1765 a German
translation was begun. This is the first attempt by a Jew to make a Jewish text

2 According to Goldberg, xxiv, in Slutzki 1877, the Zohar borrowed from Tibbon’s translation the
motif of the ass carrying books. Goldberg wanted to read 7xhn, and denies the proverb! Qur’an 62,
5, see Dukes 1851, 12, 64, 91; Fiirst 1850, 720; Rapoport 1873 on Emden, 30. Steinschneider
1873a, 89; Geiger 1875b, 50.

®Among the “Invocations” in the beginning of the treatise, the first starts out
with N1201 NY%Y 11501 72 WX T, acrostic of 7R aN P Yv*w?; the others are shorter. On the alleged
“Jehudah ben Tabohi” in the Escorial manuscript according to de Castro 1781, 1:171, see
Steinschneider 1852, 1375.

%The beginning of this manuscript appears in Munk 1838, 45. Baer Goldberg communicates a
parable from V, 5 (Hamaggid 1852, 255) which also does not figure in the manuscripts. Kaufmann
1874, 5, presents excerpts from the Paris Hebrew ms.

0 Geiger 1875c¢, 207.

64 Jacob Reifmann’s article 1888 offers remarks and textual emendations (some of them unneces-
sary), a reference to the quotations from Hebrew literature, an index of the authors and writings
quoted, and mention of our book in later literature. I could not conduct a close examination of the
matter so far.
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available in German, if we do not take into account paraphrases of a German narra-
tive in Hebrew letters.® Jo. Ge. Chr. Adler seems to have begun a German
translation,® and Jakob Roman, in 1643, in collaboration with the Flandrian physi-
cian Leon Sia, wanted to publish the Arabic text in Arabic letters with a Latin trans-
lation, based upon the Arabic text.®’ [A nineteenth century translation of part of the book
into Dutch is found in New York, JTS Ms. 3702. The original Arabic text has been translated
into French (Bahya 1925), Spanish (Bahya 1994), and English (Bahya 1973); other transla-
tions are generally based on the Hebrew versions.]

From among the Hebrew commentaries two were especially popular: the one by
Manoah Haendel 1596, a scholar versed in a great number of various disciplines,
and the other, read until our day, by Israel Zamosch (Bahya 1809.)

Bahya’s work was also discussed in the introductions to some of the editions
mentioned here, as well as in histories of literature. David Kaufmann has prepared
a monograph, accepted by the Viennese Academy,®® in which he 1378I presents the
basic ideas of the work and looks into some problems of textual sources. This is not
the place to enter into details.

For an annotated list of the Hebrew versions of Hovot ha-Levavot and their translations
through 1950, see A. M. Habermann 1951. Habermann comments on the Hebrew (and the
emendations made on the basis of the Arabic version) based on the 1550 Constantinople
edition, which he feels to be of great significance. The principal editions and scholarly
translations of Bahya’s work since Steinschneider’s day are the following:

1912. Edited by A. S. Yahuda. Leiden.

1948. Edited by A. Tsifroni. Tel-Aviv.

1950. Les Devoirs du coeur. Translated by André Chouraqui. Paris.

1972. Edited by Yosef Qafih. Jerusalem. (Judaeo-Arabic with Hebrew translation).
1973. The Book of Direction to the Duties of the Heart. Translated by M. Mansoor.

§218. David (Dawud) Ibn Marwan b. Marwan 17 (from Ragqa?),% the Babylonian,
called ynpnox or yXnpnoX (usually al-’Mukammaz”’, according to Fleischer
“Mikma‘s”), is probably the earliest Jewish theologian to write a philosophical
work after the manner of the mutakallimiin. Not much is known about this person.”
An author of the eleventh century says that Saadia Gaon (died 941) did know some-
thing of David (personally?), but the matter is, according to our source, not proven

95 yxvo (Prague 1762); Wolf 1865, 56; Steinschneider 1875c¢, 64.

% Steinschneider 1852, 781 n. 9.

S"Extracts from a letter in Carmoly 1842, 347, where we find “Sceau”, and Carmoly 1844, 189,
where we find “Siah” (“Sia” in Wiistenfeld 1840, 3:657 n. 7355f).

®Kaufmann 1874. An analysis is found in Eisler 1870-83, 43-57.

%S0, too, Munk 1859, 474. There is also a Raqqa in Egypt; cf. §48. Since al-Raqqi refers only to
the origin it bears no importance in relation to Saadiah. On *222 see Steinschneider 1864d, 14.
*379X found in an anonymous writer (Harkavy 1887, 32) is probably a scribal error.

70Sources: Steinschneider 1852, 880; Steinschneider 1877¢, 68, 103, 314, 340; Weiss 1871, 61-62
(missing from the index, 358) knows it too little.
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or established (7112).”! He is praised for his knowledge of non-Jewish literature,
especially of medicine. Perhaps he is to be identified with the Jewish Mutakallim
Abt‘I-Khayr Da’ud b. Mushaj (corrupted from Marwan, or Mugammas?) whom the
Christian Ibn Zur‘a (died 1008) mentions, or David al-Karamsi (°on1p7x, died
945/6) mentioned by al-Mas‘tdi.”> The Karaites considered him as belonging to
their sect, because the two Josephs, in particular Hadassi, quote him.”®

[There is now a book-length study of al-Mugammis, including an edition of the surviving
portions of the Arabic text of the Twenty Chapters, with English translation and analysis by
Sarah Stroumsa 1989. Stroumsa argues that there is no textual evidence linking him to the
Karaites. We shall take note here only of those publications pertaining to the Hebrew translation
that are not included in Stroumsa’s study; for fragments of the Hebrew translations Stroumsa
relies upon Halberstam’s edition of Judah ben Barzillai’s commentary on Sefer Yezira, Judah
ben Barzillai 1885, on material brought by I. Ginzburg 1930 and by G. Vajda 1956, 311.]

David composed an Arabic work, cited according to the title NR?Xpn WY
(Twenty Chapters),”™ in which he proves the unity of God and defends the Jewish
law against its adversaries. [Stroumsa 1989, 22 and esp. n. 56, establishes that the title
cited is actually ‘Ishrin Magala and not ‘Ishrin Magalat]. He also supplies information
about some sects and schools. Only small portions of the work were translated into
Hebrew. Judah ben Barzillai al-Barzeloni (around 1130, probably in Provence)
included some snippets in his commentary to the Sefer Yezira (Judah ben Barzillai
1885) “as they are translated from Arabic.” [Stroumsa 1989, 39, observes that some of
the passages cited in translation are not found in the extant portions of the original.]
Halberstam’s edition of this extremely important text was based upon a transcrip-
tion of the only known manuscript, whose present status, or whereabouts if it exists,
remains unknown. Another short passage belongs to an unidentified treatise.
[Steinschneider must be referring here to the passage cited by Judah ben Barzillai 1885, 66;
unlike the other citations brought by the latter, the name of the book is not specified here. For
a list of other writings attributed to this author, see Stroumsa 1989, 20-23.] This citation
along with the ninth treatise [of al-Mugammis’ compilation] was published by S. D.
Luzzatto 1846, 72-78. Half of the tenth treatise was added to this by Fiirst 1847.7
A fragment of the sixteenth chapter was unknown (151).

71 [See Judah ben Barzillai’s commentary to the Sefer Yezirah 1885, 50.] Kaufmann 1877a, 24 (a contempo-
rary of Saadiah’s) see Munk 1859, 474. In Goitein 1890, as Karaite. <Cf. also Renan 1893, 380.>
2Maimonides 1856, I, 337, commenting on Guide 1, 71 (conjecture of Frankl’s). On Zer‘a see
Steinschneider 1877c, 147. —*on7p is indeed reminiscent of *0mp or *0np (Steinschneider 1877c,
340, 1885c, 528); but a direct connection between y»p» and *0mp has little probability.

72> Steinschneider 1857a, 312 and n. 72¢. Harkavy 1878a, 16—17. He does not figure in the
so-called “chain of tradition” of the Karaites. See Steinschneider 1858, 388.

72The identification of a “Gaon” in Ibn Ezra with T11°7'0 (already in Sachs 1854a, 71) is also not
established by David Kahana 1888, 187-197; on an obscure title nX1¥?x a8n> see Harkavy 1880,
42-43,

31 am quoting from Fiirst 1847, 620 (= Judah ben Barzillai 1885, 65 and 77); Fiirst 1847, 631
(= Judah ben Barzillai 1885, 80 1. 3); Fiirst 1847, 642 (= Judah ben Barzillai 1885, 82). Cf. n. 520
in §258 below. On Judah b. Barzillai see Steinschneider 1867a, 6, where we find the end of
Abraham b. Hiyya’s letter (missing from Sachs’s edition 1866a, 315); Renan 1877, 158, should be
supplemented accordingly.



84 C.H. Manekin et al.

These fragments are important for us because they were translated no later than
the beginning of the twelfth century. Also their subject matters are of interest, for
example, the mention of Aristotle, “the philosopher” in Fiirst 1847 (632, 633), the
Dualists (2%1wn >2v3, 7va 632, 633), the Christians (622, 632-43), the classification
of the sciences, beginning with 13791 theology (620).”* We name a few particular
terms, for instance, the nomina departiculativa: 13, MR, N1IR (629, 643, 643),
later "X171 127 and its opposite 1M1 (631), M119d, 11793 (622, 633); the Arabic
word 170717 (explained on 629); for mw nan M7 n (632, 647), or mwnon (Judah ben
Barzillai 1885, 80) read m7n?7*® 93371 02w (Judah ben Barzillai 1885, 151).

§219. Solomon ben Judah Ibn Gabirol (Gabriel), Arabic: Abii Ayyub’”> Sulayman
Ibn Yahya, Ibn Jabirtl; Latin: Avi-Gebrol, Avicebrol, Avicebron, Albenzubrun,
Jubeyzol’ from Cérdova (living around 1040-50 in Malaga), is the most original
philosophical author of both Arabic and Jewish literatures, although he is better
known as a Hebrew poet.”” He is the author of the following:

1. Fons vitae, a philosophical work that develops Plotinian theory’ — he probably
knew the work of Plotinus through the pseudo-Aristotelian Theology of Aristotle
(§128) — towards an original system in which the human will has almost the same
function as in Schopenhauer’s philosophy.” It should be stressed that Ibn Gabirol

7#Kaufmann 1877a, 38, calls David a Jewish mu ‘atazil. On placing the Metaphysics at the fore-
front, see Steinschneider and 1869b, 170 and 1870a, 73.

74 In Kaufmann, l.c., this enigmatic expression, not attested to otherwise, is left unnoticed; he also
leaves it uncontested in Kaufmann 1874, 77.

752PR 12K is an accompanying name of Solomon’s (Steinschneider 1852, 2316). Sources: cf.
Steinschneider 1852, 2313 and the Additamenta, cxxiv; cf. Dukes 1860 and the book 217723 12 75w 9
begun upon by S. Sachs («48>) 1866b. On 44 ff. we read that the writings that were spuriously
attributed [by Arab writers like Ibn Aflah] to King Solomon (Steinschneider 1852, 2296; 1866a, 116,
125) should be attributed to Ibn Gabirol; on 48>, that >??Xn>X [from Malaga] has changed to
IRDNDR, TPRNOR, TN (‘the king”!); and on 47, that the Book of the Five Substances by [pseudo-]
Empedocles, the 7111 of Boethius, and even maybe the Jup° 12 °11 are claimed for him! See below,
§522, n. '232. [See Scholem’s further refutation of Sachs’s hypothesis in his edition of Ibn Aflah’s Sefer
ha-Tamar 1926-27, p. 185 n. 2.]

75Cf. Steinschneider 1852, 2649; his date (< “Steinschneider 1864a, 96”? », in relation to Bahya,
Kaufmann 1884a, 29) is fairly well established by Sa‘id (c. 1070), who praises Ibn Gabirol as a
logician, and lets him die before attaining his 30th year in 450 H. (beginning 28 February 1058).
See Neubauer 1887a, 500. The connection between the MR and the poems of a 16-year old Ibn
Gabirol is dubious; cf. Briill 1889, 109.

77Steinschneider 1852, 2327; Dukes 1837 and Ibn Gabirol 1858; Geiger 1867b; Steinschneider 1852,
2314 line 1. Sachs 1868 (after Sachs, Senior. 1866b. Rabbi Shelomoh ben Gevirol u-qezat benei
doro). Zunz 1867, 187-194, 411. 588, Zunz 1867, 7; Steinschneider 1877c, 189 (where quite some
information has to be supplemented; see Steinschneider 1879b, 130); on the M 7R purportedly writ-
ten in Arabic, see Steinschneider 1879b, 23 no. 44 [Collections of poems of Ibn Gabirol have been edited
by Bialik and Ravnitzky 1924-32, Brody, Schirmann, and Ben David 1975, and Yarden 1971-73; 1975-76.]

8Jogl 1857, 1858, 1859a. Concerning Ibn Gabirol’s philosophy and its influence, see also Eisler
1870-83, 57 ff.; Stoessel 1881 (Myer 1888 is fat in volume, meager in critical sense). [For a more
recent bibliography of Ibn Gabirol as philosopher see Schlanger 1968 and 1980.] — On Abraham ben David,
see Gutmann 1879, 47, 51.

See the article on Ibn Gabirol and Schopenhauer by D. Ascher 1863; cf. Steinschneider
1869b, 170.
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does not refer to an explicitly Jewish tradition and its sources, an omission that
earns for him the reproach of Abraham ben David (§211).%° This was no doubt the
main reason why the Jews neglected the philosophy of their first poet and that
Christians authors who did not suspect a Jew under the garbled form of his name
were attracted to him, right down to our own day, when Munk ‘“has rendered the
history of the human mind an excellent service by showing that this Avicebron who
plays such a great 1380l role in medieval Christian philosophy was none else but the
Jew Solomon Ibn Gabirol from Malaga.”8! As a matter of fact, we owe to Munk
almost everything that we know of this work, and it will suffice to refer for details
to Munk’s Mélanges de philosophie juive et arabe 1859. [See now Roberto Gatti’s
edition 2001, which includes a new edition of Shem Tov b. Joseph Falaquera’s extracts,
concerning which see below. For an English translation of Falaquera extracts, see Manekin
2007.]

According to Munk (152), the Arabic original is not extant; its title was probably
IRTTOR Y922, [Not a few quotations from the original (though not always, as it appears,
exactly word for word) have been recovered from Moses Ibn Ezra’s Kitab al-Hadiga; see
Pines 1957/8, 218-33; Fenton 1976.] However, some extant manuscripts have a Latin
translation from the Arabic by Johannes Hispalensis with the help of Dominicus
Gundisalvus®?; two Paris manuscripts, (Bibliothéque Nationale, ancien fonds 6552
and Mazarin 510) were discovered by Munk and Dr. Seyerlein (of Ulm), who gives
areport in an article in the Theologische Jahrbiicher, ed. by Bauer and Zeller, vols.
15 and 16; a third ms. is in the Colombina in Sevilla, and I found a fourth in Erfurt.®
[These four manuscripts were edited by Clemens Baumker in his critical edition of the Latin
text 1892. Schlanger 1970, 16, cites two others: Vatican, Biblioteca Apostolica, Urb. Lat.
1427, and Madrid, Biblioteca Nacional, oriental ms. 95-21, as well as two Latin epitomes
(which are very close), the first of which was edited by Baumker as the Epitome Campiliensis
(on which see Sturlese 1979.) Translations of the Latin have been made into English, French,
German, Italian, and Hebrew.]

Shem Tov b. Joseph Falaquera in his Moreh ha-Moreh displays 15 quotations
under the name of Ibn Gabirol. Only in one of them (1837, 96) does he supply as
well the title of the book 211 M. [Shiffman’s conjecture in 2001, 259, was anticipated
by Steinschneider.] Nowhere, however, does he refer to a translation proper.

Munk detected in Paris, BN héb ms. 700 extracts conforming to the citations in
that commentary, probably translated by Falaquera later on, which he, under the
title of >>n 7pn 'o 2 ovIPY, edited along with a French translation, an introduction,

8015 he 17K 113Pn HOONAM MW [cited in] Abraham b. David 1852, 917 cf. Guttmann 1879, 32.
See also Munk 1859, 273.

81Renan 1861, 76 *100.

82Munk 1859, preface, v; Leclerc 1876, II, 380, but not Wiistenfeld 1840, 25 ff. In the Mazarin
manuscript: Transtulit Hyspanis (sic) interpres lingua Johannis. Tunc ex arabico, non absque
juvante Domingo.

8 Menéndez y Pelayo 1880, I, 398; Kaufmann 1883b, 312 — Ms. Amplon, fol. 331, Schum 1887:
Metaphysicor. sive de fonte vitae libri V.

% Dukes 1837, 306 ff. presents all passages except 63 (Steinschneider 1852, 2543). According to
Munk 1859, 274, the first does not figure in the 207 .
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etc., in his Mélanges 1859. [Another copy has since been identified in Parma, Biblioteca
Palatina 2626 (De Rossi 1283), ff. 90a—107a, and this was utilized by Gatti in his critical edi-
tion 2001.] In his very brief preface the translator says that, in his study of the text,
he has discovered that the author adopts the ideas of ancient thinkers® as they are
found in the book of Empedocles on the “five substances” (or rather “the fifth sub-
stance,” according to Munk).% [This is a reference to the pseudo-Empedoclean work that
is no longer extant in Arabic; a medieval Hebrew translation of excerpts was published in
Kaufmann 1899, 18-51. For a different hypothesis see de Smet 1998. Its relationship to Fons
Vitae is examined in Schlanger 1968.]

We have already had occasion (§2 and §12) to deal with the terminology of
Falaquera. We shall limit ourselves here to a few expressions. He often uses w199
and derivations for “penetrate,”®” 1111 for »X7; he forms MY instead of N2, accord-
ing to Arabic 1% (par. 17, f. 28b of Munk’s edition);3® max1 (f. 10b, par. 7; cf. his
commentary on the Guide, f. 66) for “Categories™; 111771 (f. 14a, par. 27 from 11177!);
MR M2 M (f. 14b, par. 30, see Munk 1859, 55); ...2 nopwiin (f. 26b, par. 20),
1M D°P7on “abstract,” “abstracted” (Arabic:p9nn), 7R (f. 33 par. 56 and 35b par. 71)
77 pann (f. 36a, line 6 from the bottom). The Arabic words 7777 (f. 10b and f. 13),%
7% and mo (f. 25, par. 12) occur for F0ix'3 (Munk 1859, 95, cf. 69); the Greek
genos has found its way into Aramaic.”® [Schlanger 1968 is a comprehensive monograph
on Fons Vitae, its doctrines and its sources; it was translated into Hebrew 1980.]

Principal Editions and Translations

1892. Avencebrolis (Ibn Gebirol) Fons vitae ex arabico in latinum translatus ab Iohanne
Hispano et Dominico Gundissalino ex codicibus Parisinis, Amploniano, Columbino.
Edited by C. Baeumker. Monasterii: Aschendorff.

1970. Livre de la source de vie (Fons vitae). Translated by J. Schlanger. Paris: Aubier Montaigne.

2001. Fons vitae=Meqor hayyim. Translated by R. Gatti, Testi e studi di filosofia ebraica
medioevale; 21. Genova: Il melangolo.

§220. 2. PRYIRDR NRY¥X 28N, “The Refinement of Character Traits” (= Ethics),”!
which correlates the virtues 13811 with the five senses. The author affirms that this
is his original idea,’? representing it at the end of his introduction by drawing a

85 9pman mann 01nTRa ; to what does 1mR2 refer? To my7a?

% Johanan Allemano speaks of 2°017*% of Shem Tov from the book of 9977 12 (Steinschneider 1852,
2319). This should be added to R. Samuel Sarsa’s reference to the work by Falaquera cited in
Munk 1859, 303. For more on 0977 12 see above §3, n. 84.

87See above, §5, n. 50.

88 For o0 £veko or dioti (Munk 1859, 109), quaritas, see Steinschneider 1857h, 299, Steinschneider
1860h, 11 (Kaufmann 1877f, 279), together with m>n (791 anitas) in the translation of the Book
of Definitions by Israeli, below §224, n. 144.

8 See above §95, n. 3587; §190 n. #538.

% Levy>|, Fleischer, and Wiinsche] 1876, I, 348. [Sokoloff 1990, 297]

I'mTn npn is commonly: Ethics (see §110); Steinschneider 1852, 2325 (generally, for everything
that follows).

“2In the analysis found in Munk 1859, 168: “L’ensemble [du sujet] est traité d’une maniére assez
originale”; Geiger 1867b, 86: with a peculiarly playful adaptation, corrected already in Hebrdische
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table or diagram, similar to the square of opposition that can also be found in
books on logic. The Hebrew poem on the four elements, inserted after the table
in the edition of 1562, exhibits the acrostic 77°7&** but it does not appear in one of
the old manuscripts or in the edition of 1550. [The incipit of this poem is: 1227 TR 2 WK].
Ibn Gabirol apologizes (1562, f. 5) for not being able to furnish either intellectual
(090w) proofs, i.e., those based on formal logic (1277 n»on?) or biblical analo-
gies (Mwpnn), although he had meant to do so, since “the power of the flesh is weak™
PO NAW LW () A0IPAT 207 12 PIRW 77 2083 WK WIRY WD wOn w3 13 3. This
means that he did not intend to write a wholly popular treatise. Nevertheless,
neither his language nor his method is strictly scholarly. He has, however,
inserted quite a number of biblical passages that the editors have not always
indicated as such. Part 3, chapter 3 on trust in God is not much more than a col-
lection of Biblical verses; sayings (from Hunayn Ibn Ishaq’s Maxims of the
Philosophers (see §200)) are also inserted, and what is particularly noteworthy,
many verses from Arabic poetry. I promised to publish these, but I have since
given my transcriptions to a student of mine. [The student remains unidentified;
perhaps it was A. Lowenthal, who in 1896 published Harizi’s translation of Hunayn’s
Maxims, with a German translation and with comparisons to Ibn Gabirol’s Ethics.]

Oxford, Bodl. Ms. Hunt. 382 probably gives the date of composition as [4]828
(1068), but the first letter of the number has become illegible. The earliest Hebrew
sources for the most part point to Saragossa, [4]805 (1045).°* [Another fairly
complete Judaeo-Arabic ms. is New York, JTSA ENA 4038 (identified by Y. Tobi; see his
description in 1993, 291-318.)] A few fragments from late manuscripts have also come
to light. [The Judaeo-Arabic original was published, along with an English translation, by
S. Wise 1901.]

This small treatise was translated under the title w237 m7» 1120 by Judah Ibn
Tibbon (between 1161 and 1167?) and was published, together with Bahya’s book
on ethics, in Constantinople (around 1550),% then in Riva di Trento in 1562 in
quarto format, together with Hunayn’s Maxims of the Philosophers and the pseudo-
Aristotelian De pomo, having a title page with the words 1131 7712 (Exodus 2:6) in the
top line — a scholarly pun of the editor which was taken up in the reprint of this col-
lection, Lunéville (Ibn Gabirol 1807), in quarto format. S. Silbermann published the
book of ethics on its own in Lyck (Ibn Gabirol 1859a), in duodecimo format under
the inappropriate title W17 N1TA 1PN X1 7121 7773 '0, based upon a copy of the edition
of 1807. B. Goldenberg and L. Dukes furnished Silbermann’s edition with some

Bibliographie in some place; Levi b. Abraham follows the arrangment in [2*wn?m] w17 °n1 (see
Steinschneider 1852, loc. cit.).

93 Steinschneider 1852, 2326; 1860b. In Steinschneider 1875b, no. 201 2’»1 WX is a scribal error for
m7n any ; see n. 100. [This is corrected in Steinschneider 1895, 89.]

% Steinschneider 1852, loc. cit., also clearly ' in London, BL Add. 26899; ‘n in the later
Constantinople ed. (also the Lyck ed.) — One passage is provided by Kaufmann 1884a, 37, in
Arabic letters.

% Munk 1859, 167, considers the Constantinople ed. to be the more recent one. — Composition
according to the editio princeps, 1, 827; see Steinschneider 1852, loc. cit — the title mwo17 M7 is
found in Dukes 1860. Should it read n1wsii?
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corrections, on the basis of the original and one manuscript [of Ibn Gabirol’s book],
but [consulted] two manuscripts of Hunayn’s collection of sayings.”® Added to it is
a letter of the translator to Asher, son of Meshullam [see the reference in §215 to the
study of 1. Ta-Shema in the supplementary note ad loc.], which I published first in the
Michael Catalogue (Steinschneider 1848), 336 — Munk (1859, 168) knows only
the Paris copy®” — which may be regarded as a dedication to our book, and which at
the same time completes the foreword of the translator I382] to Bahya’s work (§215).
When Judah read the first treatise of Bahya together with Asher, he, Asher, told
Judah that a small treatise of Ibn Gabirol already contains the subject matter of the
other nine treatises of Bahya; and the praise that Judah heaps upon the little book [of
Ibn Gabirol] is remarkable. The designation of the sources as 0°91017°977 *01 has
already been stressed. Asher hoped that a translation of Ibn Gabirol’s little treatise
would replace the treatises of Bahya. Judah endeavoured to fulfill the wish of both
the father and the son by translating according to the same principles. [The “father
and son” refer to Meshullam, who commissioned the translation of Bahya’s Duties of the
Heart, and Asher, according to Steinschneider’s supposition of their relationship; see the
article of Ta-Shema cited above.] Those places, however, where Ibn Gabirol quotes
Arabic verses, Judah left blank, intending to fill them with analogous Hebrew verses
by Ibn Gabirol, [Samuel] ha-Nagid, or other poets, or else to compose appropriate
verses on his own. He had hoped to put them in the margin when he would find the
time. Apparently Judah never found the opportunity to keep this promise. The editors
have obscured the gaps that necessarily appear wherever the quoted verse of the
poet (A"Mwni) does not follow.

Among the names of the sages who are quoted we encounter one which is cor-
rupt in all editions and manuscripts, but which I could establish, namely Buzurjmihr
I, 2).® The book *vIp77, mentioned also in I, 2, is an Arabic versification of the
Psalms by Hefez al-Quti, still extant.”® [This has now been edited with a French transla-
tion by Marie-Thérese Urvoy Ibn Albar al-Quti 1994.]

In the editio princeps and in several manuscripts the translation starts with a
poem!® which, in the other editions, is placed at the end. In the editio princeps, the
poem is ascribed to the translator.

%Cf. Steinschneider 1860b — The tables of contents of the 1562 edition in the margin figure here
in the text as small print notes, always appearing at the beginning of the chapter; also parallel pas-
sages from 0°012°077 "0,

°TParis, BN héb 674/1 [at the beginning is the introdution by Judah Ibn Tibbon], Paris, BN héb 839/8, in
the index, 255 to the translation; cf Steinschneider 1852, 1376; also London, BL Add. 26899 and
the manuscript owned by Joshua Heschel Schorr, mentioned by Geiger 1857a, 98. The letter can-
not immediately be labeled as a prologue.

%8 Steinschneider 1879b, 106 n. 5; “Bazregamhar” in Bar Hebraeus 1886, 411. — 2wk cf. n. 139;
ORXW in Tigqun ha-Middot 111, 1 at the end; cf. 0°9°072°577 70w II, 19 DIRAIX.

% Steinschneider 1870b, 26; Steinschneider 1877c, 414 to 125, no. 1. Does PR refer to the
Arabic name for Goths? Cf. Harkavy and Kaufmann 1878, 132; Loeb 1885, 248.

10 Beginning M7n 2y (as in the imitation found in Schiller-Szinessy 1876, I, 54) and line 3 mir for
the false nom 21y — mp? Cf. Joseph Kimchi w7pi1 %pw in Ben Asher, Aaron b. Moses and Jacob
ben Nissim 1846, 731 n. 25.
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Concerning subject matter and style, the book on the whole offers
few difficulties, but we find a number of peculiar words, such as fvIPH
(see HUe, 381), 037977 (:12999KX) as it has to be indubitably read,'®' n>17277 woin
(1807b, f. 7, line 1) , usually (3puR1>X) n1a7a7. The Arabic words p%n (V, 3) and
X370 (towards the end) are corrupted from ...? [The text in HUe is blank; from Wise’s
edition of the Arabic we can supply ¥pm] and X31°3? oowni 0»9n (towards the end,
missing in the Lyck edition), perhaps ought to be read 0»w1oy7?

One encounters, however, terms that are specifically coined — we do not know
by whom first — to denote the virtues, e.g., n12230 (I, 2 f. 10 b), that, in Choice of
Pearls (chapter 10; §221 ff.) are rendered 720; nMip>X, synonymous with N>
stinginess (V, 2).1%

§221. 3. (A Choice of Pearls). We meet here with a delicate literary problem, feeling
like a traveler who takes a road with the conviction that he will face 1383 insur-
mountable obstacles, but who cannot and will not stay behind. Let me first of all
confess that I do not wholeheartedly consider the book that I shall review next to be
an authentic work of Ibn Gabirol. The reasons for and against [its attribution to him]
will soon become evident. The structure of this paragraph will necessarily deviate
somewhat from that of others.!®

[The current consensus appears to reject the attribution of the Choice of Pearls (Mivhar
ha-Peninim) to Ibn Gabirol and, though the matter is difficult to assess, it seems that
Steinschneider’s detailed and forceful arguments here had a telling effect. A. M. Habermann
1944, in his very full bibliographical survey of the Choice, its printings, recensions, additions
to the text, and translations, cautiously notes that he does not see sufficient evidence to justify
the attribution to Ibn Gabirol. More recently Yehudah Ratzaby 1988 denies Ibn Gabirol’s
authorship of the text with a new argument: his own study reveals that the Siraj al-Mulik of
Abt Bakr al-Turtushi (d. 1126) is a major source for the Choice and, on chronological
grounds, it is very doubtful that Ibn Gabirol could have made use of that work. (Note
Ratzaby’s additions to Haberman’s bibliography on 98 n. 9.) In a dissenting article in the
same journal 1989, Sarah Katz speculates that al-Turtushi may have used Ibn Gabirol’s work.
The latest scholarship moves away from the question of authorship: H. Ben-Shammai takes
no stand in 1991, going so far as to declare that the question of Ibn Gabirol’s authorship is not
the important one in investigating the book.]

A collection of aphorisms, almost all of them anonymous, arranged in 64 chapters
(“gates”) according to subject matter, is extant in a great number of manuscripts too

101 Beginning of the Introduction, 039577 0731 and 05957 072777

1220n a spurious appendix in the 77071 790 in London, BL Ms. Harley 5686 (Steinschneider 1852,
2327), see Dukes 1860, 122., also Frankfurt, SUB Oct. 22. Oldest citations of the book are
~0171 9v2 found in Joseph Kimhi on Proverbs 15:10 (Kimhi 1867), 21[ed. Talmage, 1990, 76-7] and
maybe 077 K 191, on 18:12, 257 [ed. Talmage, 92, which reads 10127 1902 91K 191, which Talmage takes
to refer to 27w *%wn, see n. 12]. Cf. 2°70mM7 mentioned by Jonah Gerundi on Prov. 12:9 in Dukes
1850c, 356, which is taken by Dukes for 0°91017°57 *7012.

1% Mainly following Steinschneider 1852, 2319 and Additamenta, cf. 1376. See Steinschneider
1859b, 62 [Steinschneider’s review of B. Ascher’s edition]. Munk 1859, 169, talks about this book
very briefly.
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many to be enumerated here, and in many editions, some of them accompanied by
explanatory notes or a translation.'®

The first edition was published by Soncino (in Italy) in 1484, with a short
commentary, probably by Samson Munay <from Joigny? See below, §575, n. 144>
[The commentator is indeed Samson of Joighny, according to Richler 2001, 194] called
M7 ! in Parma, BP Cod. Parm. 2908, fols. 199a-240b; the ms. was copied in
1338 and also includes the additions (mo01n).1% This edition is, by the way, the first
product of the press of the renowned Soncino family. The second edition of Ibn
Gabirol’s work, 1739 and 1767, covers the Hebrew text with a Judaco-German
translation. There follow printings with a German translation (Ibn Gabirol 1842), a
plagiarized version of which appeared in 1844; a Latin version of 299 aphorisms,
published by Jo. Drusius in the third part of his Apophthegmata 1591 and 1612; and
a collection of 750 aphorisms, fully vocalized, with a Latin translation done by
Jacob Ebertus and his son Theodor, published in Frankfurt a.0. 1630. H. Filipowski
edited the Hebrew text on the basis of one manuscript, without the additions Ibn
Gabirol 1851). B. H. Ascher produced an edition of 652 paragraphs or aphorisms
(Ibn Gabirol 1859b) — their arrangement not wholly correct'°® — on the basis of five
manuscripts, again without the additions, but with an English translation, an intro-
duction and many instructive notes, particularly concerning parallel passages (part
of them due to L. Dukes).!” — T have presented a sample of rhymed translations with
notes in my book Manna (Steinschneider 1847), nos. 87—125. I shall skip the com-
mentaries and the Hebrew compendia.

There is neither an old manuscript nor any edition up to the nineteenth century
that names an author or translator. The conjecture of Gaulmyn pointing to Jedaiah
ha-Penini (thirteenth century, see Wolf 1715, I, 440) as author was accepted by a
recent edition (Ibn Gabirol 1842) and its plagiarized version; it does not merit a
refutation. L. Rosenthal 1875, 178, no. 927, strongly rebukes this error and, before
presenting an idea to be mentioned presently, says: “All this is wrong. It is Solomon
Ibn Gabirol who collected the sayings of the Arabs and translated them into Hebrew,

104 Steinschneider 1852, 1.c.; Zedner 1867, 537, 724; Benjacob 1880, 288 no. 329; Rosenthal 1875,
1002, Hebrew appendix, 178.

105 Steinschneider 1852, 2323 and 2638 (the title is missing in Benjacob 1880, L.c. and 603);
Steinschneider 1859b, 63, we find 1392 instead of the correct 1338. Dukes 1860 does not mention
the author.

106 “This collection (!) is scattered over the old commentary (!)... Many are taken from the nw%° 72
[compiled by Isaac Ibn Crispin].” Dukes 1860, 87. [The view that Ibn Crispin was the compiler was rejected
by Schirmann 1960, II, 60-66.]

106t Thus, for example, the following dicta belong together: 8, nos. 36-37 (Steinschneider
1847, 92), page 10, nos. 56-57 (Kimhi on Proverbs XI, 25 1867, 16 [ed. Talmage, 1990, 54-55], Y51 ™27,
ed. Edelman, 1853, 30), nos. 24243 (see above, 258), nos. 383-89, nos. 414-45 (Dukes 1842,
no. 8); whereas 69 consists of two sayings. (Dukes 1842, 3, wrongly has 71577 2ww; cf. n. 117
below). However, it is very difficult to establish a consistent criterion.

107 A Choice of Pearls Embracing a Collection of the Most Genuine Ethical Sentences, Maxims and
Salutary Reflections, B. H. Ascher ed., London 1859b; cf. Steinschneider 1859b, 61; the parallels in
Manna are not made use of everywhere.
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as every discerning person is aware of.” This contention, however, is merely a false
conjecture of Filipowski (1851) and has already been rejected in Steinschneider
1852, 2321.

Just as Judah Ibn Tibbon preserved for us the memory of his rival Joseph Kimhi
in his translation of the Duties of the Heart, so, too, the latter has 1384/ preserved the
name of the author and the translator of the Choice of Pearls — if the foreword is
authentic and [textually] correct. This is the next point to be discussed.

Joseph Kimhi (or Kamhi?)!® b. Isaac, father of the two famous grammarians
David and Moses, alias “Maestro Petit,” a name which probably remained within
the family,'® [originally] from Spain, [but living] in Narbonne (perhaps also in
Liinel?), was well-versed in Arabic.!'® He composed a Hebrew grammar,''! com-
mentaries to some books of the Bible, etc. We have mentioned him already as trans-
lator of the Duties of the Heart. He put the sayings of the Choice of Pearls in verse
form under the title wpn %pw (The Holy Shekel). [The book is extant in eleven manu-
scripts: Basel, UB R III 2; Budapest, MTA Ms. Kaufmann 291/4; Budapest, MTA Ms.
Kaufmann 528/4; Cambridge, UL Add. 377/8; New York, JTS Ms. 1495/2; Oxford, Bodl.
Ms. Mich. 146 ; Oxford, Bodl. Ms. Opp. 639; Oxford, Bodl. Ms. Poc. 50; Paris, BN héb
983/3b; <Parma, BP Cod. Parm. 2620>, and St. Petersburg RNL Ms. Evr. II 104/9.
Steinschneider lists six of these, including Parma, BP Cod. Parm. 2620] (according to
1872d, 31, Perreau 1889, 23, deficient);!!> and Rabinowitz Supplement 1887 under
120, now Kaufmann.!'?* Is the copy, which Buxtorf obtained from Jacob Roman in
Basel? [ Itis.]

The importance of the problems relating to this book as well as the absence of a
complete edition, a scholarly desideratum, gives us reason to indicate here the extant
extracts in detail. [In 1919 Hermann Gollancz edited the text on the basis of Oxford Bodl.
ms. Pococke 50, with reference also to Oxford Bodl. ms. Oppenheim 639, and provided an
English translation in Kimhi 1919. Gollancz raised the possibility that Kimhi was familiar
with the Arabic version of the Mivhar ha-Peninim and that he consciously adapated its
maxims to his own style.]

There are twenty-seven numbered aphorisms from Oxford, Bodleian Library
Mich. 146, of which no. 16 combines two which we call a. and b. [(= ed. Gollancz,
nos. 193 and 194)] which were printed by Dukes in 1842, 99, called here “Dz.” [The ms.
is a nineteenth-century copy of aphorisms of Shekel ha-Kodesh, made perhaps by Dukes in

1% 0n the pronunciation see Steinschneider 1871b, 133. On the author, cf. Steinschneider 1852,
1497 ff, where it should be read Literaturblatt des Orients 11, 490 [In fact, the references there seem
correct, and the correction here, mistaken.] and Additamenta to Steinschneider 1852. (Geiger 1856b,
1858); Berliner 1874b, 22; Neubauer 1876-77b, 178; Frankl 1819-1889, 54.

19 Geiger 1856b, 97; cf. 119% %p19, ed. Straschun 1841, T, 47.

1100n his relationship to Ibn Janah, cf. Bacher 1883, 209. On a passage in 11271 'o (1137) see above,
§12, n. 273. H. J. Mathews edited ™23 '0 in Kimhi 1887.

1190177 'o, see Steinschneider 1879, 16, no. 35/3.

2Ending in 19077 7w; cf. Ben Asher, Aaron b. Moses and Jacob ben Nissim 1846, 731.

120 Written by Yehiel ben Moses 719X in 1358 (?) in Monte Pulciano 5178x1, wrongly 912° in
Vatican BAV ebr. Ms. 46 [actually, the manuscript has '919%, which would be a correct abbrevia-
tion: see Freimann 1950, 433;] cf. Dukes 1848a, 309; Zunz 1863, 22 [?].
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Hamburg, from transcriptions of M. H. Bresslau — see letter d below — that were in turn made
from the Oppenheim ms.]

(a) Foreword, introductory poem and 33 numbered aphorisms (The final homonym
of chapter one is XII!), in their entirety from Paris, BN ms. héb 983 in Ben
Asher, Aaron b. Moses and Jacob ben Nissim 1846=DI.

(b) 8 unnumbered aphorisms in a little article dealing with our book by Dukes
1850c, 507, 508, 521, 522=DII.

(c) 33 unnumbered aphorisms in a small collection, edited by H. Edelmann 1852,
also with an English paraphrase by M. H. Bresslau, 51 {f; there is no indication
which Bodley manuscript was used in this edition (12 aphorisms thereof already
in Dz. and DI.)=ED.

(d) Joseph Kimhi inserted more than 30 sayings in his commentary on Proverbs,
incompletely edited under the ridiculous title 7P 790 (Breslau 1867). = Pr.
(with numbering of the chapters and verses which the ignorant editor had not
indicated). [The title comes from the last words of the introductory poem of the
commentary; the butt of Steinschneider’s scorn here is Dov Ber of Dubrove 1867.
The commentary was critically edited on the basis of the extant manuscripts by Ephraim
Talmage 1990.]

A few of these items were published by Dukes in an article on the last-named
book 1850a, 358, 378, 389, 391. Seven of them appear in a and b as well. There is
not a single saying quoted in the various works that does not belong to one of these
series.

All manuscripts of the Shekel ha-Kodesh begin with a foreword. 13851 We had the
unusually good chance to be able to make use of five sources from which the fore-
word was printed,'!® but this embarras de richesse does not make things easier, nor
does it furnish us with any conclusive evidence. On the contrary, every manuscript
presents us with a different picture and, apart from a short passage where Kimhi
speaks in first person, they are all different from one another. When we discuss the
main points we notice that the most complete recension (R=Rabinowitz [now
Budapest, MTA Ms. Kaufmann 528/4]) lacks the Hebrew book title which occurs in the
next recension and even in the abbreviated recension (B=Uri ms. [now Oxford, Bodl.
Ms. Poc. 507).

(a) The author’s name, Solomon ben Judah 91127 12 (Gibrol), occurs only in R. and
in Buxtorf [now Basel, UB R III 2, in fact, it appears in Oxford, Bodleian Library
Oppenheim 693 as well.]

(b) The Arabic title, corrupt almost everywhere, is in R. 9m"3%X 9'on1n, probably
for 2ARYA2X 'on1n; in Mich. 846 it appears corrupted as TXpan ;27ann in Opp.

3 From the Mich. manuscript (Dukes 1842, 97, the heading is on the whole worthless; cf. Ben
Asher, Aaron b. Moses and Jacob ben Nissim 1846, 728, where we have a wrong conclusion!
But see below, b.), Uri manuscript (= B, in Wolf 1715, III, 424), Oppenheimer (= O., in Ascher
1859b, xii), P. (Ben Asher, Aaron b. Moses and Jacob ben Nissim 1846, 728), R. (in Steinschneider
1875g, 68).
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©

(d)

(e)

[= Oppenheim 683? But the reading there is I%n'2n] is indubitably to be read, with
Buxtorf, 9&n'>n (and consequently 2m2wa, “chosen’). !4

The name of the Hebrew translator of the 0°1°1577 9172n is given, in O. and R, as
Judah b. Saul b. Tibbon “from Sevilla” (7°2°2wx). This note is very suspect and
perhaps an addition on the part of the copyist. [A. Marx 1927, 436-37, argued on
the basis of another manuscript that the note is indeed by Kimhi. The manuscripts that
mention Ibn Gabirol as author of the Mivhar ha-Peninim and Judah Ibn Tibbon as its
translator represent a later version of Shekel ha-Kodesh made by the author, which was
partly rearranged according to the order of Mivhar ha-Peninim.]

All manuscripts have the passage: “I, Joseph b. Isaac (ben, in R.) Kimhi, have
translated it into (or, from) the Hebrew language.” This could well mean that
Kimbhi has versified the Hebrew translation, done in prose, by Tibbon. In Paris,
BN héb 983, we find after this passage: “I found (the sayings) in prose (oratione
soluta 07197, or scattered? «cf. 885>), partly in Arabic, partly in Hebrew.” R.
has: “I have added sayings from other books.”!'> One thereby understands better
what follows.

Kimbhi collects sayings that are related to each other, i.e., those that treat the
same subject; or else he arranged his additions according to the base text. He
divided everything into 22 chapters, according to the number of the Hebrew
letters, and concluded every chapter with a distich in homonyms (instead of
rhymes) that indicates both the contents and the number of sayings — perhaps an
imitation of the Tarshish of Moses b. Ezra (according to Dukes 1850a, 728,
n. 3). E. Carmoly, who published a list of 22 chapters, dared to state that Kimhi’s
book has nothing to do with the Choice of Pearls and that all those who identify
the two books speak so only from hearsay!!' Has he done more than copy the
table of contents? Unfortunately, we have before us only the extracts, noted
above, whose second series alone indicates the titles of Kimhi’s chapters. The
first series indicates the titles of the printed book (with two errors)!!’; the others
do not have anything like this. We would understand even if a scholar more
punctilious than Carmoly, after having read the foreword of the Paris manu-
script, without comparing carefully 1386 and having perused the printed book,
would have doubted that the latter is reproduced in the former.

The published portions and quotations from Kimhi’s version contain, not count-

ing identical passages, only approximately 100 sayings; one must spend several
hours in order to identify even less than half of the sayings in both books.!'¥ [Gollancz
published a table comparing the aphorisms of the Shekel (in his edition) to similar ones in the
Choice (in Asher’s edition), see 1919, 126-29; see, however, Marx 1927, who argues that

"4Thus in the commentary, beginning of the second chapter, Steinschneider 1852, 2321:
017197 2N R.

115See Steinschneider 1852, 1498.

16 Carmoly 1839, 188, and corrections, 312; from there Benjacob 1880, 609-610 no. 1248.
""No. 3 115771 should read monn (Ibn Gabirol 1859b, no. 69) and no. 10 the reverse (no. 208).
18 More detailed information on the mutual relation in an endnote.
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there are two recensions of Shekel]. This, however, is sufficient proof of the fact that
Kimhi made use of the Choice by including, in his divergent arrangement, at least
part of the titles not only of the chapters but also of individual sayings. This is not
prima facie evident to someone studying the arrangement of the Choice, where the
arrangement of the sayings under rubrics that are ethical terms is very vague. For
example in the Choice we find chapter headings such as “commendable habits” (in
Asher’s English, urbanity!) (ch. 38), “guidance to the good path” (ch. 42), “rules
(testaments?) of the wise man for his son” (ch. 43), etc. The author has not paired
contrary terms, and the identical aphorism is listed as no. 116 in chapter 5 and as no.
648 in chapter 64. Perhaps Kimhi thought (cf. the end of the foreword) that he had
grouped together the material which, to him, seemed to belong to the same subject.
All the more, then, must we assume that he did not compile his work in full inde-
pendence [of the Choice], since, even in the extracts, many sayings have the same
order of arrangement as in the Choice of Pearls, e.g., DI. 7-9=Vint. 15-17. On the
other hand, the conflation of various chapters and the re-arrangement of individual
aphorisms do not allow us to indicate the exact relationship between the parts of the
Choice and those parts that have been added from other sources. For instance,
Kimhi counts, in the distich at the end of chapter one, 140" lines whereas the
Choice has 75; perhaps, though, part of this chapter has been taken from others.
Another question cannot be answered: Is the redaction of the Shekel ha-Kodesh
based on the Arabic original or on the only Hebrew translation? Dukes corrects the
reading of one aphorism of the Choice on the basis of the Shekel,'” but that does
not prove dependence: Kimhi could well use the same Hebrew word as the transla-
tor of the Choice. The same applies to the similarity between the few aphorisms
that we could compare. (The reading nrw n°21 in Kimhi [DIl. No. 8, 522] seems to
be, however, a variant reading of N *22n no. 544, Choice, 108, and not "X, as on
176.)Kimhi may have known, and made use of, the prose translation, as the fore-
word to R. seems to indicate; but that does not at all mean that he did not know the
Arabic text. On the other hand, the mutual divergences in the known identical
aphorisms of both books are not proof of their origin from an Arabic text, for
Kimbhi, like any versifier, could and had to work in almost boundless freedom.
Finally, his source might be another Arabic or Hebrew text: Nos. 36 and 37, for
instance, dealing with the wise and the rich, are attributed in Hunayn’s Apophthegms
to Diogenes'?!; Kimhi (Dz. no. 8) applies, so it seems, the [rule] omnia mea mecum
porto. On his commentary to Proverbs 22:1 (ed. Dubrov, Kimhi 1867, 30, [ed.
Talmage, Kimhi 1990, 111] Kimhi adduces no. 540 of 1387l the prose version of the
Choice, in a slightly different version'??; and that in a way confirms the argumen-

119915 Ben Asher, Aaron b. Moses and Jacob ben Nissim 1846, 729 (should be indicated as XII).
120Edelmann 1852, 12, whence Ibn Gabirol 1859b, 66 and 160.

121 Steinschneider 1847, 89 n. xcvi (thus should read 1873h, 133) and 107; also Weiner 1855, 13 on
merchants. — Dukes remarks a propos Dz. "11w1 vyn.

122171 is presumably n“>n and in Ibn Gabirol 1859b, one should read naw for 80,000 o°1mw dinars
for agricultural land is presumably too much.
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tum a silentio that this commentary was composed before the Shekel, which is
never mentioned in it. The Shekel is at any rate not a translation proper but a
strongly paraphrasing versification. One example may show this: The simple say-
ing no. 202 “Covetousness is the companion of blindness (delusion)” becomes in
Kimhi (ed. Edelmann 1852, no. 3, [ed. Gollancz, no. 144, 1919] a distich four times
as long.!?

We have analyzed the relation between the Shekel and the Choice from a histori-
cal perspective without trying to characterize the former, either philologically or
aesthetically, on the basis of the extracts. Nevertheless, we cannot refrain from
remarking that pithy sayings generally lose more than they gain when versified and
amplified.!** Now we have to return to the Choice.

Mss of Shekel ha-Qodesh

Basel, Universititsbibliothek R III 2 (Basel 37 (Cat. Allony & Kupfer)) (IMHM F 2569, F
8857), 1a-37b.

Budapest, Magyar tudoményos akadémia 291 (IMHM Fiche 78), 256-63.

Budapest, Magyar tudomanyos akadémia 528 (IMHM Fiche 32), 139-76.

Cambridge, University Library 377 (SCR 774) IMHM F 16296), 662-91.

New York, Jewish Theological Seminary Ms. 1495 (Ms. 6322/Ms. Acc. 1134) (IMHM F
39179), 61b-75b

Oxford, Bodleian Library Ms. Mich. 146 (Ms. Mich. 846) (Neubauer 1180) (IMHM F
16639), 116a—19a.

Oxford, Bodleian Library Ms. Opp. 639 (Ms. Opp. 1404) (Neubauer 1180) IMHM F 19137),
18 fols.

Oxford, Bodleian Library Ms. Pococke 50 (Uri 497) (Neubauer 1976) IMHM F 19138),
1b-32b.

Paris, Bibliotheque Nationale héb 983 (a. f. héb 245) (IMHM F 30343), 10a-21b.

Parma, Biblioteca Palatina Cod. Parm. 2620 (De Rossi 1393) (IMHM F 13536), 29a—35b.

St. Petersburg, Russian National Library Evr. II A 104 (IMHM F 64120), 8 fols.

§222. People have grown accustomed to attributing the lost Arabic original of the
Choice to Ibn Gabirol'® without taking into proper account the fact that we have no
other testimony than the passage of Kimbhi. That passage remained unknown to all
Jewish scholars who used the Choice, expressly or tacitly, and their number is great,
their authority, considerable.!? They are led by Judah Ibn Tibbon, who knows the

1Z3See n. 126. Dukes 1860, 79 compares the w1 2pw with the Italian poems of Robert of Anjou.
124This can easily verified in the endnote indicated in note 118.

125 Also Geiger 1867b, 86, 114, 143; Dukes 1860, 51 etc. (Additamenta to Steinschneider 1852,
2321).

126 Quotations in Dukes at various places, finally Dukes 1860, 80. Cf. also the notes to Ibn Gabirol
1859b, — where we find, 151 no. 202, i.e., Berahya’s 11217 ‘0 as “work treating of the art of
Memory!” cf. p. 138 n. 25 0°5°0177 190 (Steinschneider 1852, 2322), according to Dukes now 2w
1858 I, supplement, ix, is only fictitious. — Simon Duran cites 71127 in his commentary to Avot IV,
20 (Duran 1855, fol. 72b), and to V, 12 (fol. 87), but to IV, 24, fol. 74, it is a memory lapse (see
Steinschneider 1873e, 563; the commentary to IV, 4 (fol. 60b) includes no. 624, without a refer-
ence to the title (Ibn Gabirol 1859b, 183.); cf. Kimhi, Commentary to Proverbs 12:9 1867, 17 [ed.
Talmage 1990, 58] (also DIl no. 2); — earlier mentioned by Judah Abbas in Dukes 1860, 82.
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book and quotes some of its sayings without referring to either the author or the
translator.'”’ Falaquera mentions the Choice as an example of those books that were
composed by the “wise men of the nations,” an expression that must be understood
to refer to the origin of the aphorisms. That expression proves at least that Falaquera
did not think of Ibn Gabirol as the compiler. We have to admit that all this is strange
and requires an explanation, if one believes the — not unsuspect — note in Kimbhi’s
foreword according to the unique ms. R. to be correct. [The note appears in several
manuscripts. |

This is not all. Ibn Gabirol’s Ethics contains a number of sayings from the Choice
of Pearls without any indication of their source,'?® nor do they always exhibit the
same wording — and this is of importance for [clarifying] the problem of the transla-
tor. Sometimes one can correct the text on the basis of these quotations.'” In the
interpretation of the word 7aX7 there is a contradiction between no. 140 and Ibn
Gabirol II1, 2. In the whole text of the Choice of Pearls no actual author’s name or
book title is to be found 1388I (for no. 242 Aristotle, see above 258; no. 637 “a book
on medicine”), while there is no dearth of names and titles in the Ethics. We empha-
size four sayings in which Ibn Gabirol names his authorities twice, as does Hunayn
in his Apophthegms (which apparently are used in the Ethics): 118 (III, 2 Socrates),
617 (II, 4 Plato), 170 (I, 2 Buzurjmihr, cf. 382), 538 an Indian king (I, 1 Azdashir
instead of Ardashir which may easily be explained by the similitude of the Arabic
letters).!*® Even if Ibn Gabirol had compiled the Choice of Pearls in his youth for his
own use, as has been maintained, no reason for the omission of the names can be
adduced. Furthermore, the arrangement of the aphorisms, already mentioned, does
not fit with the systematic nature of Ibn Gabirol.

It is equally strange that the name of Judah Ibn Tibbon can be found only in that
passage of Kimhi, which makes him an inhabitant of Sevilla, while everywhere else,
including the epigraphs of his son Samuel and his grandson Moses, we read from
Granada (7790 1'm7%). The language — one can hardly speak of style in the context of
such aphorisms — offers no criterion for our problem: nothing is conspicuous, and
there are no hints as to the native country or the date of the translator. Some forms,
such as 19%¥pi7 or MvXPNA (no. 121), Mnn (172) have always been coined anew in
scholarly works. B. Asher (Ibn Gabirol 1859b, 176, n. 544) emphasizes the Aramaic
word nN1¥ (society) which also occurs in Bahya’s Ethics (X, 3).

[Habermann and Ratzaby, both of them not without some hesitation, accept the identification
of Judah Ibn Tibbon as the translator. Ratzaby points out that Judah Ibn Tibbon’s formulations
of five aphorisms in his translator’s introduction to Bahya’s Duties of the Heart are identical

127Tn both introductions to M2 [i.e., to the first treatise and to the second treatise] three sayings, namely,
nos. 20 (n¥am and 203 better than the edition), 65 (X171 better), 61; in Steinschneider 1852, 11 nos.
3 (correctly 7X7172 7707) and 12.

128Tn Tbn Gabirol 1859b, particularly, these parallels are almost entirely neglected.

129For example, no. 177 (Ibn Gabirol 1859b, 1, 3).

130Tn Ibn Gabirol 1859b, 175 the word has been repeatedly mistakenly printed; the source for this
saying in Duran’s commentary to Avot 4: 4, Duran 1855 (see above, n. 126) is not Joseph Ibn
Aknin.
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to their formulation in the Hebrew translation of the Mivhar ha-Peninim. But this shows at
best that Judah Ibn Tibbon was familiar with that translation, not that he was its author.
On the other hand, Ratzaby also calls attention to a British Library ms. (without identifying it,
but it is Add. 18684 (Marg. 514/2)), in which a certain R. Solomon Ibn Tafu is named as the
translator; this was noted already by Steinschneider in 1852, 2322.]

4. De anima? A book on the soul, translated into Latin, perhaps composed by
Ibn Gabirol, partly translated from Latin into Hebrew (see above, p. 21) is in the
course of publication. [The work was published in 1891 by Steinschneider’s student,
A. Loewenthal 1891; for the question of its authorship, see above, §4d.]

§223 (Israeli.) Abu Ya'qub Ishaq b. Sulayman al-Isra’1l1 (died around the middle of
the tenth century; see §479), called in Hebrew sources Isaac ben Solomon Israeli, in
Latin sources Ysaacus, is one of the most famous physicians of the Middle Ages.
Maimonides (see above, p. 41) values him only as a physician, not as a philosopher.
Jacob b. Reuben,'*! a contemporary of Maimonides, bases his interpretation of some
biblical verses on Isaac’s authority, “for he was a scholar of the Torah and of the
seven disciplines!®?; all the wise men of his time as well as those who came after
him (nnn 1p), those who profess the Torah!** or another [revelation], call him a
‘philosopher,” not as Abraham Ibn Ezra 13891 does, a ‘babbler’ (7°211).!3* For all his
books were well received by the wise men, and they took their arguments from
them.” Arabic bibliographers name some titles of his philosophical works,'* e.g., a
book on logic which seems to be lost. On the other hand, the Jews preserved some
fragments, in Hebrew translation, of books and treatises that remained unknown to
the Arabs, probably because they were written only in Hebrew letters for Jewish
readers. We shall first deal with two books known to the Arabs.

[A. Altmann and S. Stern, Isaac Israeli: A Neoplatonic Philosopher of the Early Tenth
Century, Oxford, 1958, is an authoritative study to which we shall refer in the following as
either Altmann 1958 or Stern 1958, depending upon the section. (Altmann wrote on the

131 nyann of Jacob b. Reuben, Gate 12 (from Paris, BN héb 983/3 where the catalogue indicates the
name of Levi Gersonides), fol. 13b of the retracted [?] edition by Stettin (Nahmanides 1860
[ = Rosenthal 1963, 17]); see Nahmanides 1860, p. 44; Steinschneider 1880, 333 no. 1313.

1320n the seven sciences (liberal arts) Steinschneider 1857a, 338, n. 49, must be corrected; Joseph
Kimhi (to Prov. 9:1; 1 1867, 12; 1887, 1; Judah ben Barzillai 1885, 337; Dukes 1860, 110) speaks
of mA17, i.e., the sources of knowledge; however, Zerahya b. Isaac on this passage (and certainly
Immanuel b. Salomon, see Steinschneider 1857a, 351) mean the seven sciences. Carmoly
1840-41, 47, should have Jacob b. Reuben rather than Aba Sahl Ibn Tamim.

33 n=1% 731mM 770 °13, see above §18, n. 79; 77N 12 is too recent for “scholar” and does not fit
here.

1340On 9mann ,opreen and Isaac b. Yasos (Yashush ? d. 1057) see Steinschneider 1852, 1117; the
citations are from Steinschneider 1872d, 58; Bacher 1876, 31 (but not in Bacher 1881, 186);
Friedlaender 1877, 130; Gross 1879, 328.

135 For example, 1512% 28n3 in eleven sections is mentioned in Wiistenfeld 1840, §101 no. 13: de
philosophia; also in Leclerc 1876, 1, 412; inanx 18no32 in Hajji Khalifa 1835-58, 11, 51 no. 1815;
in d’Herbelot 1785 11, 296, under “Yahya Ib. Israel”! (the source is HajjT Khalifa 1835-58, II, 503:
b. Misih [read: Nasuh]); Metaphysics (“Théologie” in Leclerc 1876, 1, 412), in Hebrew 7217 0779.
See below, n. 163.
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Mantua Text and the Book on the Elements; Stern on the Book of Definitions, the Book of
Substances, and the Book on Spirit and Soul.) With the exception of the commentary to
Sefer Yezira, no longer attributed to Israeli, the writings discussed below have attracted little
scholarly interest during the past half century.]

1. The Book of Definitions and Descriptions (21077X) 71778 aRN2).!36 [See Stern
1958, 3-78, for a discussion and full translation of this work.] In the beginning of Isaac’s
works, usually given the title Opera Ysacii*’ (Lyons, Israeli 1515), we find a
Latin translation of this little treatise.'3® Its title is (f. 2): “Collectiones ex dictis
philosophorum de differentia inter descriptiones rerum et diffinitiones (sic!)
earum et quare philosophia fuit descripta et non definita” etc. It ends, “Hic finiun-
tur collectiones Ysaac” etc. This title is most probably a literal translation of the
text, because it is similar to the titles of other works by Isaac, which he considered
to be compilations of the views of the ancient philosophers. In the beginning of
the Tabula there is the passage, “Liber definitionum ysaac heben amaran philoso-
phi,” a confusion of Isaac with his teacher, the Arab physician Ishaq b. ‘Imran
(vulgo “‘Amran, died around 900),"** which already occurs in a Hebrew compila-
tion of the thirteenth century.!*’ The Latin translator is not named. The list of the
translations of Gerard of Cremona contains in the section on Physica (because the
author is a physician!), no. 55: “De descriptione rerum et diffinitionibus etc.” The
switch in the wording of the title leads us to surmise that the author of the list did
not have the book before him. Some manuscripts contain the printed book under
the name of Gerard.'*! There is no direct evidence that Constantinus Africanus
translated either this or the following (§225.2) book, as he had done with the other
printed works of Isaac. [Steinschneider refers here to Israeli’s medical writings; see
§479.1 This book has yet to be compared with other works of these two translators.
13901 Thus we have not found a decisive argument in favor of either one of them.

We face here two difficulties: the loss of the Arabic original, and the peculiar
character of this treatise in its Latin translation, which reads more as an

136 Hajjt Khalifa 1835-58, V, 73 no. 10043, wrongly translated by Fliigel; Steinschneider 1865c,
475; Steinschneider 1869a, 5.

137 Consisting of two parts (cf. Repertorium in Israeli 1515); The title page (at the same time, first
folio): “Omnia opera Ysaac,” etc.; first counted as six (or five, if <Diaetae> are considered as one)
works of Isaac up to fol. 226, then onward, without a title page, six works (however, incorporated
in 1 de Gradibus, Constantine’s alphab.; see §448) up to fol. 210. Furthermore, a “Repertorium seu
indicum omnium operum Ysaac in hoc volumine contentorum coadunatio” (bound in the first
place in most copies) with exact pagination, signature a, 10 folia for the first series, A 5 folia for
the second.

138 Most recently: a.d. XV supra M (!) mensi Decembri; a second edition of 1525 (Kayserling 1861,
I, 170; Zenker 1846 1, 148, no. 1209) probably does not exist. Perreau (1878-1904, 169, no. 45)
has incorrectly: Leida.

139 Steinschneider 1852, 1115, 1123; on him cf. 1873c 86:73.

1409w 990, Steinschneider 1852, loc. cit.; Steinschneider 1878a, 130, catalogue no. 307.

141 As a conjecture in Steinschneider 1865b, 477; hence, probably presented as a fact in Wiistenfeld
1877, 71 sub Gerard; cf. 14 n. 3 sub Constantin; Leclerc 1876, II, 492: “Dans les imprimés (!) il
porte simplement le titre: De diffin.”
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agglomeration than as a development of ideas. Indeed, it may rather be called a
compilation of fragments. [Part of the Arabic was recovered from the Cairo Genizah and
was published by Hirschfeld 1902; for criticism of this edition see Stern 1958, 3.]'42
Constantinus was less faithful as a translator than Gerard, because he abridged the
text, whereas Gerard’s Latin, as has been observed, sounds much like Arabic.'** Our
book begins with the explanation of four Arabic terms: anitas (:°277), quidditas,
qualitas, and quaritas (:»?)."* Do these terms occur in the other translations of
Constantinus? Had he occasion at other places to make use of them? I do not want
to decide whose translation it is; but the comparison of our book with the next
(§225) yields some clues for choosing one or the other opinion. <The printed edition
is incomplete compared with ms. 14,700 and the same Vienna 2325, cf. Baumker
1892, 126. [?)>

[Gerard de Cremona has been securely identified as the translator of the Latin text found
in the printed edition and several manuscripts; an edition of his translation was made by
Muckle 1937-38. Stern made several suggestions for improvements to Muckle’s edition in
the textual annotations to his translation 1958. In addition, there is an anonymous Latin
abbreviated version which is based on Gerard’s translation; it also was edited by Muckle
1937-38.]

§224. The Book of Definitions was known in Spain already in the eleventh century,
for the Qad1 Sa“id al-Andalust lists it in his article on Isaac Israeli, which the trans-
lator of the Book of the Elements'® reproduces. Maimonides quotes it under an
abbreviated title (§222).14

A treatise (112m) by Isaac, translated by Nissim b. Solomon, is contained in: London,
Mon. 305/4, Milan, BA C 116 Sup., Oxford, Bodl. Ms. Mich. 335, Parma, BP Cod.
Parm. 2105, Vatican, BA ebr. 236/9. Oxford, Bodl. Ms. Mich. 335 contains roughly a
third of our treatise, namely until the eighth condition (f. 23, 1. 4 of the Latin).!¥

The explicit of London, Mon. 305/4 displays: 2w naamn 0wl m7anm a3p%pma 1
(P1om) wHom anvhom o277 NPpra prive. [The text of Nissim’s Hebrew translation was
published by H. Hirschfeld in the Steinschneider festschrift, 1896. Stern 1958, 6,
announced the forthcoming publication of his own edition of the text, to appear in
Hebrew Union College Annual, promising to refute the claim of J. L. Teicher that Nissim
worked from the Latin, rather than from the Arabic. However, that publication did not
appear in HUCA, nor anywhere else; it is not listed in the bibliography of S. M. Stern’s
writings by Latham and Mitchell 1970.]

We do not know for sure the date and the origin of the translator. A Nissim b.
Solomon 1MN0IR (1MV01R?) copied mystical works of Eleazar of Worms in Paris, BN

1421869a, 5.

143 Kistner, in Bardenhewer 1882, 25.

144 De particulativa, see above, n. 88.

145 pymwam ooaa7, Dukes 1843c, 231.

146 Different is 02123 nnon in Hadassi 1836, ch. 100 (Steinschneider 1858, 49), following which
Steinschneider 1852, 1118-1119, is to be corrected.

147Beginning 0°1277 N°25N2 2 M7 [2MOM] P19M NNRTRA 0ID0T XM 0°21 PR MR, and again,
a0 for *91aa.
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héb 850.!%% [That Paris manuscript dates from the sixteenth century; hence it is very unlikely
that the copyist, Nissim ben Solomon 1nwAX, is the translator of Israeli’s writings.]
Nissim b. Moses b. Solomon from Marseille, a philosophical writer, lived in the
beginning of the fourteenth century'#’; Isaac Latif (end of the thirteenth century)
quotes a passage from the book 0°7277 *12x (The Definitions of Things) by Isaac,
apparently from the Arabic text or from another source.’™® [Altmann 1957, 236 n. 2
(cont. from 235), surmises that Ibn Latif cited directly from the Arabic. This same passage
is cited by Gershon ben Solomon; see below, supplementary comment on §225. 2.] A
historical passage (Latin f. 34, last line and f. 4') may serve as an example of the two
translations: Ysaac testific.: quidem me vidisse in egypto 13911 huius modi. domini-
batur enim eidem quidam ducum de filiis folonis qui dicebatur filius ralix"'; et
magnificatum est eius imperium, et relaxata est memoria eius et rerruerat ipsius
exercitum: et erat dux exercitus eius quidam magister minutorum nomine bidel; ms.
Halb. 5% [7%7037] 122 179210 "12n @K 7799 123w D2¥12 17 9170 R IR PR R
DR AW AW 9910 NAW MO DY S M 1NN 12T 198 1w nhva 0T 7003
(sic).

[A second Hebrew translation was identified in two St. Petersburg manuscripts, St.
Petersburg, RNL Evr. IT A 388 and St. Petersburg, RNL Evr. IT A 412 by A. Borisov; the full
text was published by A. Altmann 1957.]

Treatise (Part of the Book of Definitions), trans. Nissim b. Solomon

London, Montefiore 305/4 (Halb. 361) IMHM F 5255), 13a-27b.

Milan, Biblioteca Ambrosiana C 116 Sup. (Kennicott 189) (Bernheimer 14) (IMHM F
12263).

Oxford, Bodleian Ms. Mich. 335 (Ms. Mich. 82) (Neubauer 1318) (IMHM F 22132),
45b-54.

Parma, Biblioteca Palatina Parm. 2105 (De Rossi 1246) IMHM F 13324), 191b-95b.

Vatican, Biblioteca Apostolica ebr. 236 (IMHM F 292), 52a—62a.

Trans. Anonymous

St. Petersburg, Russian National Library Evr. I A 388 (IMHM F 64676), 2 fols.
St. Petersburg, Russian National Library Evr. Il A 412 (IMHM F 64765), 2 fols.

§225. 2 (Book of the Elements) NRXPNOR?X ARND (or, NRXPNOROX °9, in Moshe Ibn
Ezra, al-Muhadara wa-1-Mudhdkara, f. 79b), lost in the original. In the Lyon

148 The description of it in the Perreau Catalogue is not precise; see Steinschneider 1881c, 111.
49Renan 1877, 447, 547, 742; Steinschneider 1877c, 125.

150Not in 2°%vo 21 (as noted in Dukes 1847b, 396, probably because he missed the 7w in Paris, BN
héb 982/4;) but in 2nwi "W I, 14, where it should be read X 't 79°0X77 and then (Munich, BS
Cod. hebr. 46/1, fol. 44b) 95w yinn W 93wa MR 17 PR 7RI (72) 1R 791 117 227 1R 1) °; for
Latif’s time cf. Steinschneider 1874e, 83. — In London, Mon. 305/4, fol. 26 Tnx R ;%7 X? 795777 2
927 93 9¥ MR 71931 PV MR TPDI 19 KD PIYA AR RITW DTN W3 TPOI RYMIW MKW 7277 MO XX
TPDI W AREND MROW TPV AN (72) 72 TR 2D PR TPD1 MR RY 711 71 TR01 XYl nw; see Latif 1, 14,
fol. 167 London, Mon. 305/4 0581 %3 93W% I 0’3 73w MIXEN 19 7R %3 791 72 7791 1999 1R 1791 72
AMRY NEA AW MO NINEA R ROX N7 190 K.

15 Perhaps Jacob Ibn Killis? Steinschneider 1865d, 118, 140. <Mortillaro 1837 (extract), 5.»
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edition of the Latin works of Isaac it follows the Book of Definitions (f. 4%) as “Liber
aggregatus ex dictis Philosophorum antiquorum de Elementis secundum sententiam
Aristotelis et Hippocratis et Galeni de quorum aggregatione et oppositione solicitus
fuit Ysaac Salomonis filius israelita.” This work appears also as one of Gerard of
Cremona’s translations, no. 54 [in Wiistenfeld 1877], and some manuscripts name
him as translator.'” No manuscript of the Arabic original is known; it is mentioned
both by Sa‘id and Maimonides in connection with the previous work, and Moses Ibn
Ezra quotes from it.

Abraham Ibn Hasdai translated the book for the famous grammarian, the elderly
David Kimhi (around 1210-30) under the full title (2°3%7777) Q21WRT 7K D217 150
VR ANPW 12 PR (1MAM) 18P 1OV A DIPORA BIP1ARD '3 q10ve Ny Yy MTiooa
X917 which literally matches the Latin title. Despite Maimonides’ critique it was
studied. It is found in:

Manuscripts'>*: Oxford, Bodl. Ms. Hunt. 576 (without foreword and defective in the end)';
Oxford, Bodl. Ms. Mich. 600; Breslau, Saraval 19. [This manuscript is no longer extant, to our
knowledge.] Leiden, BR Cod. Or. 47513 (f. 37); Munich, BS Cod. hebr. 43/3; Paris, BN héb
325/3; Paris, BN héb 930/6 (the translator’s introduction is missing from both manuscripts)'*°;
last page of Paris, BN héb 1144 [f. 45a]; Parma, BP Cod. Parm. 2628 (no proemium); Parma,
BP Cod. Parm. 2611; Parma, BP Cod. Parm. 3023; Parma, BP Cod. Parm. 3524 (formerly
Foa 147; Steinschneider 1865c¢, 67, Perreau 1889, 61, n. 45); Vatican, Urbinati ebr. 53; — Fischl
was in possession of a ms. in 1881 (no proemium).'>” [Milan, BA T 30 Sup.1; Berlin, SPK Or.
oct. 516/4; St. Petersburg, RNL Evr. Arab II 2615; Rome, BC 2916; St. Petersburg, 10S C 14;
St. Petersburg, RNL Evr. IT A 109; St. Petersburg, RNL Evr. Il A 195/6; Ziirich, ZB Heid. 184] This
list includes the translation by Abraham Ibn Hasdai and the anonymous one, perhaps Moses
Ibn Tibbon. (See Israeli 1884). Steinschneider assumed that there was only one translation.
What makes the matter trickier is that in some manuscripts the poem by the translator
Abraham b. Samuel precedes the anonymous translation. The anonymous version is found
in the following manuscripts: Oxford, Bodl. Ms. Mich. 600 Milan, BA T 30 Sup.; Munich,
BS Cod. hebr. 43/3 Oxford, Bodl. Ms. Hunt. 576; Berlin, SPK Or. oct. 516/4; Parma, BP
Cod. Parm. 2611; Parma, BP Cod. Parm. 3524; Paris, BN héb 1144.

The complete manuscripts begin with a poem of 12 stanzas, beginning
M7°m2 X2 790 (W) R, in which the translator, Abraham b. Samuel, is named.
This is followed by the latter’s foreword in rhymed prose. Part of this has been
published, though not very accurately, on the basis of the Leiden manuscript alone.'>
I had intended to undertake a complete edition, but since Mr. Fried has announced a
publication of the complete translation, I confine myself to a short analysis, neglecting

12Wiistenfeld 1877, 70; there are four Paris manuscripts that also contain the Liber defin., cf.
§224.

153 0°91079°017 seems to be incorrect; the “philosophus” is Aristotle.
154 An enumeration is to be found in Steinschneider 1865¢c, 67 on the Parma ms.

1SSWolf 1715, 111, 583 and 67 n. 163b (IV, 770). The end has 11 folia containing fragments of
ooy, see §66.

15 Dukes 1847a, 404; Dukes 1848b, 197.

157The owner calls the author 2'w"™', thus mixing him up with Joseph Solomon Delmedigo. The ms.
also contains the beginning of 7¥°p1 71w 'o.

158 Fried has 1 and the poem at the end; the final poem 7> 790 X1 is different, the fourth strophe?
Steinschneider 1865¢, 67.

19PDukes 1843c, 231; cf. Steinschneider 1858, 37, 1865c¢, 67.
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the textual variants, which are unimportant for our purpose. [The text was published
on the basis of the Leiden manuscript by S. Fried in Israeli 1884. Altmann 1958, 133-50
presents an excerpt from the work, with preliminary note, translation, and comments.] The
translator starts with the modest declaration that he would not have dared to under-
take such a work had he not been commissioned by the great scholar, the “Ornament
of the Elderly,” David Kimhi, who wanted to 1392| disseminate scholarship. He gave
a second reason for taking on the translation, as follows: The author, Isaac b.
Salomo, the Israelite, wrote the book in Arabic, but he could well have written it in
Hebrew, for he was a great scholar in our Law and one of the most renowned men
of our nation — has he not composed a commentary on the book Yezira, thereby
erecting a temple (monument) to himself?'* One of the Arabic scholars, Sa‘id b.
Ahmad b. Sa‘id from Cordova, is the author of a splendid work, elegantly written
and well-organized, which mentions all famous scholars from all nations beginning
with the earliest times, everyone according to his language, his origin, his religion
and profession,'®' his rank and position, among them the Jewish scholars about
whom he was well-informed. In this work there is the following account (I am
reproducing the gist only): Isaac etc., student of Ishaqg b. ‘Imran, the Arab, called
7Yw 0o (= fyo oo), was a physician in the service of ‘Ubaydallah al-Mahdi, King of
Africa'®?; he combined the science of logic with other sciences. He lived more than
a 100 years, he did not marry, nor did he seek wealth.'®?® He composed valuable
works, e.g., the book On Foodstuffs (2298, Diaetae); On Fevers, which cannot be
weighed with gold and silver; On Urine; the priceless Book of the Elements, and many
more, such as the Book of Definitions and Descriptions, the Paradise of Wisdom on
metaphysical (or: theological)'®® problems, and others. He died in 330. [This passage
from Sa‘id al-Andalusi is translated from the Arabic original in Altmann and Stern 1958, xviii;
there the date is given as 320 (= 932).]'* Abraham continues: Since Isaac worked under
the order of the ruler, he composed his works in Arabic. For a long time, he remained
unknown to the Jewish scholars. Abraham hopes to have his translation inspire
other and better translators to render the other works of Isaac. A praise of the Book
on the Elements follows, and the foreword ends with this remark: Many translators

16099 127 %2 19 7323, for the sake of rhyme.

1619037K1 1N2MR, a play upon words.

1624590K, here in its restricted sense.

122Thn ab1 Usaybi‘a 1884, ch. 8, French version in Sanguinetti 1855 (cf. W 1855 tome VI
(ctf. Wiistenfeld 1840 §26-28), talks about the enormous remunerations which the Syriac
(Christian) court physicians received, less complete version in Hammer 1850 and Leclerc 1876.
16 Cf. n. 135.

164 The date 330 H. (941/2) is given in letters in Munich, BS Cod. hebr. 43/3; the date of the destruc-
tion provided by the translator, or rather the copyist, changes between 900 (i.e., 968) and 600
(886!), and is thus worthless. Isaac Lattes (cf. Steinschneider 1852, 1114, 1118) reads 880 (948);
cf. Lattes 1878, 69 (the article is missing in the list in Berliner 1877b, 230; Buber in Lattes 1885,
32 does not know the source of the addition to Meiri); the final words 71 %v...192° X7 (omitted in
Gross 1879, 326, and hence in Israeli 1884, 54, cf. 11, where there is still more to be corrected) are
misinterpretations of 17X ¥ 127 121 XY, as is to be read for noN. — The year 330 of the older
sources should not be emended without cogent reasons.
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discuss in their introductions those passages (or rather: those circumstances) that
caused them to slip, begging their readers’ indulgence; Abraham feels obliged all
the more to ask the readers to correct his mistakes.

The book is divided into three treatises: The first sets forth the views of “the
philosopher” (Aristotle), the second those of Galen (Hippocrates 1393 is quoted on
f. 8* med., cf. III, 9, 4); the third treats the number and qualities of the elements. The
style is almost always engaging: the author presents the possible objections (quod si
contradixerit, etc.) in order to refute them. In the manner of the Arabs and Jews, his
own remarks follow after the opinions he quotes, introduced by the formula: “Isaac
says.” In the Hebrew one finds instead, “the author says.”'®’

According to the catalogue description of Paris, BN héb 325/3, the Latin transla-
tion differs “considerably” from the Hebrew. I have compared only a few passages,
e.g., the end of the book, and have found them to be the same, almost word for word.
One may wish to conclude from this that Gerard is the translator (and hence also of
the Book of Definitions). In other places there are deviations which, however, do not
go as far as the alterations which Constantinus otherwise allows himself. — So far, I
have not been able to compare the quotations in Gershon ben Solomon'® and his
contemporary Hillel b. Samuel'®” with a Hebrew manuscript. [The citations in Gershon
ben Shlomo’s Sha‘ar ha-Shamayim were matched to the Hebrew edition of the Book of
Definitions by James Robinson 2000, 258 n. 48, 259 n. 62, and especially 262 n. 80. The cita-
tions in Hillel of Verona, Tagmulei ha-Nefesh, were matched to the Hebrew edition by G.
Sermoneta 1981, 13, 14, and 194.

As mentioned above, fragments of Israeli’s Kitab al-Jawahir (Book of the Substances)
preserved in St. Petersburg, RNL Evr. Arab II 2615, were edited by S. M. Stern in Isaac
Israeli. There is an additional text by Israeli, extant only in Hebrew translation in a single
manuscript at Mantua (Mantua, CI Ms. ebr. 28), and it has come to be known as “the Mantua
text”. Steinschneider took this to be a pseudo-Aristotelian text and discussed it in §123 above.
Gershom Scholem first suggested identifying Israeli as the author, and his surmise was con-
firmed by Alexander Altmann, who published the full text with an accompanying analysis,
first in the Journal of Jewish Studies, then in Altmann 1958, 118-32.

Lynn Thorndike 1923-1966, 658 n. 3 records a Liber Ysaac de differentia spiritus et ani-
mae, in ms. Venice, San Marco 179, ff. 57-59, 83. Thorndike gives the impression that Israeli
is just one in a long line of scholars to whom Qusta b. Ltiqa’s tract on the difference between
soul and spirit was misattributed. He did not know that Israeli actually wrote a monograph on

1651879, 327: “The Latin translation is not verbatim — Israéli himself is quoted (!) — and rather
makes the impression of a very brief paraphrase.”

166 Gershon b. Solomon 1547, fol. 12 (Gershon b. Solomon 1801, 14) from Part III (Latin fol. 10:
sensus est sec. Tres modos), 1547, fol. 49% (Gershon b. Solomon 1801, 63b), where the contradic-
tion of Ali (Ibn Ridwan) is also to be found, going back to what? (cf. Gershon b. Solomon 1547
fol. 10*?); Gershon b. Solomon 1547 fol. 58 (Gershon b. Solomon 1801, 80), Aldabi 1559, fol. 973,
Latin I fol. 5': si anima esset accidens ... ad ebenum et picem.

167 w177 "9m3n (Hillel ben Samuel 1874), fol. 2b line 10 from bottom (3w to be read as wwn) from
I, fol. 7 line 14 from bottom proprietas ... sec. tres modos, in Steinschneider 1874a, 18, wrongly
identified with Gershon b. Solomon 1547, fol. 58, because of the preceding, *13...2MY Mnw 93, but
also Latin, fol. 7.
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the same theme; hence there is cause to inspect this manuscript, in order to see if it contains a
Latin version of Israeli’s book. No Latin translation is noted by either Steinschneider or Stern.]

Book of the Elements, trans. Abraham Ibn Hasdai

Leiden, Bibliotheek der Rijksuniversiteit Cod. Or. 4751 (Warner 13) IMHM F 31909),
37a-52a.

Paris, Bibliotheque Nationale héb 325 (a.f. 158) (IMHM F 20237), 145-61.

Paris, Bibliotheque Nationale héb 930 (IMHM F 31966), 139a—54a.

Parma, Biblioteca Palatina Parm. 2628/6 (De Rossi 207) (IMHM F 13544), 46b—-56b.

Parma, Biblioteca Palatina Parm. 3023/8 (De Rossi 771) (IMHM F 13752), 145a-57a.

Rome, Biblioteca Casanatense 2914 (Sacerdote 167) (IMHM F 747), 85a—101b.

St. Petersburg, Institute of Oriental Studies 10S C 14 (IMHM F 69265), 2a—14a.

St. Petersburg, Russian National Library Evr. Arab II 2615 (Evr. Arab II 1197) (IMHM F
61142), 17 fols.

St. Petersburg, Russian National Library Evr. II A 195/6 (IMHM F 64329), 1 f.

St. Petersburg, Russian National Library Evr. Il A 40 IMHM F 65703), 30 fols.

Vatican, Ms. ebr. 53/3 (IMHM F 692), 63b-92a.

Ziirich, Zentralbibliothek Heid. 184 (Allony and Kupfer 144) (IMHM F 2720, F 10392).

Trans. Anonymous

Berlin, Staatsbibliothek (Preussischer Kulturbesitz) Or. oct. 516 (Steinschneider 201) (IMHM
F 1971), 89b-116.

Milan, Biblioteca Ambrosiana T 30 Sup. (Bernheimer 100) IMHM F 14617), 108b-36b.

Munich, Bayerische Staatsbibliothek Cod. hebr. 43 (IMHM F 1150), 21a-52a.

Oxford, Bodleian Library Huntingdon 576 (Uri 408) (Neubauer 1316/1) (IMHM F 22130),
1-56 fols.

Oxford, Bodleian Library Ms. Mich. 600 (Mich. 600) (Neubauer 1368/2) (IMHM F 19402),
69a—85a.

Paris, Bibliotheque Nationale héb 1144/2 (Paris, Oratoire 140) IMHM F 15104), 45a.

Parma, Biblioteca Palatina Parm. 2611/5 (De Rossi 423) (IMHM F 13312), 61b-77a.

Parma, Biblioteca Palatina Parm. 3524/3 (Parma Perreau 45, Parma Stern 55) (IMHM F
14031), 57b-82b.

§226. 3. A treatise 011 18w 0 798P, doubtlessly written in Arabic!®® and referring
to Genesis 1:20, is known through a number of quotations!'®® dating from the twelfth
century, as well as through the small fragment of a Hebrew translation that S. Sachs
identified in Munich, BS Cod. hebr. 47/6 under the wrong title 77°%> '0, and pub-
lished twice.!”® Perhaps the translator could not, or would not, translate more than
this initial part. According to the title, or the introductory remark of the translator,
this treatise was actually a responsum to somebody who had detected a contradic-
tion in the biblical tale of the origin of the birds. The text breaks off at a passage
where the author starts to speak about the elements,!”* concerning which, as is well

18 E.g., ImX 190 for aRNSYR, cf. M7 87 in Steinschneider 1872a, 403.

199 Steinschneider 1852, 1116 and Additamenta.

170Sachs 1850b, 166 and in Sachs 1850a, 39.

7'This does not tally with the quotation and the dedication in Ibn Ezra; Dukes 1860, 133; cf.
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known, he was in his very element. Probably he endeavored at this point to give a
philosophical interpretation of the entire creation. In his introduction to the
commentary to the Pentateuch,'” Ibn Ezra speaks about one Rabbi Isaac who had
written two books (or two volumes!”) on the first chapter of Genesis.!” There is no
sufficient reason to doubt the authenticity of that title, which was also known to
Jedaiah Bedersi (ha-Penini)!”® and, therefore, to consider this treatise 1394! to be part
of a commentary to the whole of Genesis,!’® or to identify this monograph with the
work on metaphysical questions.”” On the other hand, the little treatise — no. 4
below — may have been part of the one under discussion. [For further discussion of the
treatise see Stern 1958, 106-7.]

We finally call attention to a passage in which the author maintains that Jesus
wanted to be crucified in order to confirm (or uphold) the erroneous opinion of his
divinity. [This last sentence may be restated more clearly. Israeli cites a Christian view that
Jesus wished to be crucified in order to establish his divinity, as an example of an interpreta-
tion that has taken hold on account of consensus, rather than having been established by
investigation. As a Jew, Israeli brands this Christian claim “erroneous”.]

Treatise on “Let the Waters Increase”
Munich, Bayerische Staatsbibliothek Cod. hebr. 43 (IMHM F 1611), 325b—26b.

§226°. 4. Munich BS Cod. Heb. 307 contains a small treatise bearing the inexact title,
wHIM M7 190... “Book of the Spirit and the Soul and of the Difference Between
Them.” I have published it in the journal Ha-Karmel 1872a and presented the parallel
passages from the Book of Definitions and the Book of the Elements, which were omit-
ted by the Editor [of the Hebrew article], in Hebraeische Bibliographie 1872b.'" This
treatise, four pages long, is most probably a fragment of a book or a longer treatise,
perhaps the final part of the treatise on Genesis 1 (see §226), although the multiple

Steinschneider 1852, 1116, from Oxford, Bodl. Ms. Opp. 599.

172§1 of the common edition; in Friedlaender 1877, 3 §3 all persons are avoided.

173090, probably on account of the rhyme.

174 The explanation that %121 70 means the air (David Kimhi, in Sachs 1857, 43) comes probably from
the 7% “oto II, 1; New York, JTS Ms. 1912, fol. 28: ¥¥11n01 KXW 1M1 IR 077 1721 1770 7057 172K °D;
cf. Sachs 1854a, 67.

1751n his letter to Solomon b. Adret NWYIw 728w 07 1 IMRAY; he says 171211 73R v; did he
thus know the whole text, whether in translation?

176 Cf. Sachs, l.c.

177 Gross 1879, 328 identifies it with 722177 0779 (above, n. 135, 163) because of M?Xw3; it is aston-
ishing, he says, that Abraham b. Hisdai did not know 1¥7%” and Jedaiah did not know 0775. The
latter, however, talks only about books that he knows, and Abraham does not himself list the
writings [but merely translates Sa‘id]. In Lattes, mMm>X: 7507 0719 (01 in Dukes 1850b, 336) is
an addition, and m>Xwa does not mean “on inquiries.”

178To be added: 402 [of Steinschneider 1872a] of the Lib. def. fol. 3% ‘et propter hoc non consequuntur
bestie retributionem,’ against the kalam, perhaps against Saadia (see Steinschneider 1841,
1842, 332, cf. Levi b. Abraham in Geiger 1853, 20 bottom, in the ms. 17”72 *Mna? 'dX 77ANN);
cf. Steinschneider 1857a §12, n. 1 (295); Steinschneider 1858, 182; further, 77 11x1, lib. Def.
3!, — On five mw31;1 on 402 cf. Pseudo-Nissi in Pinsker 1860, 8, Steinschneider (1881c¢, 35).
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concluding formulas seem to be due to the copyist. The treatise contains an interpreta-
tion, garbled in the manuscripts, of Job 42:15 which Abraham Ibn Ezra, attributing it to
Isaac “2mnn”, seems to rebuff.!” In another place (n. 134) Abraham says expressly
that Isaac used the foreign sciences in order to explain “living souls” (the plural form is
for the sake of rhyming with 71 w91 Gen.1:30, 2:7). [A preliminary note, translation, and
comments to this treatise by S. M. Stern are available in 1958, pp. 106-17.]

§227. 5. (Commentary to Sefer Yezirah) [of Abt Sahl Dunash Ibn Tamim|

[Largely as the result of a series of publications by the late Georges Vajda, the texts dis-
cussed here in the entry under Isaac Israeli are now considered definitively to be the work of
his student, Dtinash Ibn Tamim. Vajda’s Le Commentaire sur le Livre de la Création de Dunas
ben Tamim de Kairouan (Xe siecle) was recently revised and augmented by Paul Fenton, and
we shall refer to this new edition as either Vajda 2002 or Fenton 2002, depending upon the
sections referred to (although even the sections originally written by Vajda have been revised
by Fenton.) The studies of Luzzatto, Dukes, Sachs, Munk, and Kaufmann, all furnishing mate-
rial for Steinschneider’s own investigation, are briefly reviewed on 15-16 (Fenton). Although
attributing the “paternité” of the commentary to Israeli in his earlier writings, Steinschneider
came to the conclusion that, in its various versions, it is the work of Diinash. But because he
considered the work to contain “at least parts of a commentary composed by Isaac Israeli,”
Steinschneider lists it here among Isaac’s work; he also seems to have left the question of the
authorship of certain passages unresolved (see, e.g., the end of n. 203 below.)

Paul Fenton has also discovered a large portion of the original Judeaeo-Arabic in the second
Firkovich collection in St. Petersburg and has announced its publication.]

This text poses some very difficult literary problems for us. The difficulties are
complicated by the nature of the extant documents and multifarious because they
impinge upon a slew of biographical and bibliographical questions. A number of
scholars have touched upon the problem,'® but it requires a thorough investigation;
specifically, it demands a careful examination of the manuscripts to be listed pres-
ently. Here we have to confine ourselves to a succinct exposition of the present state
of the problem.

The peculiar Hebrew treatise, called the Book of the Creation (777X 'D), itself
presents a problem for the history of literature. It is preserved in two major recen-
sions, both, however, replete with additions and alterations. The book has been
printed about one hundred times, as it has been included in books intended for
meditation and the edification of the mystics, 1395 but as of now there exists no
critical edition that makes use of the oldest sources, about which we shall speak.
[Though a full critical edition remains a desideratum, scholars as a rule now rely upon
Ithamar Gruenwald 1971].

The Book of the Creation adopts the theories of the Neo-Pythagoreans who take the
numbers and letters as principle of all beings and combines them with monotheism.
That is the basic idea of the book, presented in an imaginative manner that may

1 For 402 Aldabi 1559, fol. 91'. — On the subject, cf. §157.

180Sources: Steinschneider 1852, 1116; Israeli 1884, 30 ff., has a recapitulation to which N. Briill
1885 adds more of his own speculation than the sources allow. Kaufmann 1884c, 126, demands a
new thorough investigation. The indications concerning the manuscripts by S. Sachs 1850b, 166,
are confused; a Carmoly ms. (also in Sachs 1850b) does not exist; Carmoly 1840—41 speaks only
of a Paris ms.
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be called mystical. But the book does not expound a “speculative” Kabbala in the
modern sense of the word, nor is there a reason to date it to the Talmudic era.'s!
[The recently published study of Yehuda Liebes 2000 rejects the Pythagorean stamp that
Steinschneider and others have placed on the book; moreover, Liebes moves the date of the
Book of Creation backwards to the pre-Talmudic era. For a critique of Liebes on both points,
see Y. Tzvi Langermann 2002.]

The book differs from the Talmudic writings, not only with respect to subject
matter, but in methodological approach as well. May it be of foreign origin? There
is no sure sign of the tract’s existence earlier than the end of the ninth century. Some
tenth-century Jewish scholars translated and commented upon it, principally Saadia
(§258), though he was not the first to do so. They looked upon it as a source of the
ancient philosophy of the Hebrews. According to them, however, it could not be
understood without a thorough study of the foreign sciences, and, therefore, they
strove to harmonize it with their own (contemporary) philosophical views. These
commentaries serve for us as important sources for the text of the book itself, but, at
the same time, they are the oldest sources for the history of the foreign sciences
among the Jews. It is therefore pertinent to identify the authors of these works. We
possess the commentary of Saadia in the Arabic original and in Hebrew translation,
but apart from that there are only translations that are attributed to various authors,
among whom Isaac is the oldest. This is reason for us to collect here all the information
we have on these writings, but, even before that, on the various manuscripts.

As is known, the edition of Anonymous 1562 has two textual recensions in six
chapters which, however, are not congruent. The paragraphs of the second recension
are not numbered; hence, I quote the paragraph numbers according to the first one.

[An up-to-date account of all the manuscripts connected with Danash’s commentary,
covering all those discussed below and others as well, may be found in Vajda 2002, 24-27.
Vajda accepts Steinschneider’s analysis in its general contours, but proposes on p. 27 some
modifications with regard to the groupings of the manuscripts.]

§228. The manuscripts must be grouped as follows:

(a) Berlin, SPK Or. oct. 243/4 (formerly Luzzatto no. 1), fols. 55-88, attributed, in
the beginning and the end, to “Dtinash (¥117) b. Tamim, called Ishaq al-Isra’1l1,”
translated according to the wish (01°92) of Samuel Franco b. Yequtiel by Nahum!'®?
[ha-Ma‘aravi, around 12407],'83 who introduces the book with a short poem that
was published, along with the notes of Luzzatto, by Kaufmann 1885a. The man-
uscript is defective; the foreword may have already been missing in the original
used by Nahum, but between 60 (where the custos has been cut away, perhaps
intentionally) and 61 several leaves are missing, precisely those that contain the

181 Against Munk 1859, 490 see Steinschneider 1857a, §13; cf. Steinschneider 1852, 552;
Steinschneider 1879f, 122, on Kalisch’s edition with English translation 1877; Castelli 1880, 13 ff,
maintains that the book presents itself as a work of Abraham. His analysis is deserving notice. This
is not the place to give details. There is a remarkable parallel to the combinations in the circular
diagram given in Giinther 1878 235: Kaufmann’s remark (1884a 35) allows for objections.
1825w 12 01 is wrong in Luzzatto 1868, 1.

1831n the foreword to 12°n N73°X, ed. Steinscheider 1875a, 13, Nahum expects the end of the exile to
occur during his own lifetime. Cf. also Steinschneider 1881b, 134; Steinschneider 1877c, 288.
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quotations from his [Dtinash’s] own mathematical writings. Two 1396| passages
from this manuscript were published by Dukes.!3* Paris, BN héb 1048/2, fols.
95-107, beginning missing, has the same commentary.'®> According to Munk!%
the author is perhaps Jacob b. Nissim. However, it is only a different translation
of the same work.'®” [According to Vajda, Nahum ha-Ma‘aravi is the author.]

(b) Munich, BS Cod. hebr. 92/22 (some lacunae, f. 103—104°) and Parma, BP Cod.
Parm. 3018/3, purportedly by Jacob b. Nissim (of Qayrawan, end of tenth century),
translated into Hebrew by Moses b. Joseph b. Moses [of Lucerne] etc. (for
more information on his dates, see under Saadia).'®® A copy from Munich by
S. Werbluner, now in the Breslau seminary,'® was in turn copied by S. Sachs.
Some extracts from the Munich manuscript were published, without indication of
the passages and on the basis of “excerpts done by Landauer” by J. Fiirst,'”® and
on the basis of other copies, by Jellinek and Dukes.'”' We arrange these quotations
according to the Munich ms.!? [The “arrangement” of which Steinschneider speaks
here is found in note 192, which discusses the order of passages in Munich BS Heb. 92.
Fenton provides a critical edition of this translation in 2002, 214-48.]

(c) Paris, BN héb 1048/2, fols. 65 ff., purportedly by Abt Sahl Ibn Tamim, without
foreword, and ending defective. Halberstam'*?® has a copy of it. According to
Munk 1851, 46, it is a different translation of b, composed by Dtinash (955-56).

18 Ms. 57-59 (in Ben Asher, Aaron b. Moses and Jacob ben Nissim 1846, 5-9; 9, line 5 corrupt text,
line 8 read x; line 13 nX read 7X; line 15 read n“97; line 5 from bottom read *>1X10177 o°2M> oY
cf. line 5 and p. 73, line 5 from bottom) on I, 11; ms. 62, line 5 from bottom, 66 Ben Asher, Aaron
b. Moses and Jacob ben Nissim 1846, 41 ff. again multiple corrections to be done (cf. Kaufmann
1877a, 173 and 141).

185Beginning fol. 95 021w (?) 72 PWT WRI IMR NI ARIT 172 RXIT PNRT 72 7901 2P RIM; accord-
ingly ¢ 7w, see 111, line 15, 16.

18 Munk 1851, 50.

187 Cf. below on c.

18] andauer 1845, 180, permits Jacob to precede the commentary by Saadia! In Steinschneider
1852, 1244 (under ‘Jakob b. N’.), read “Lb. (= Literaturblatt des Orient) VI, 180 [214] 562; VII,
2,121,285

189 Cf. Kaufmann 1877a, 173, 217, 317, for Judah ben Barzillai, 343, 344. Is Kirchheims’s another
one? The late Dr. [Louis] Lowe in Brighton owned a ms.

0Fiirst 1845, 564, has “prologue”, but in fact it is an epilogue; cf. §232.
91 Jellinek 1852, 1, 6, 14.

192Munich, BS Cod. hebr. 92/22 (beginning fol. 99) prologue, Fiirst 1845, 562; fol. 99b beginning
commentary (I, 1, 2) in Ben Asher, Aaron b. Moses and Jacob ben Nissim 1846, I, 3 ibid., 75; fol.
101b (1, 45) ibid., 78; fol. 102 in Fiirst 1845, 564; Ben Asher, Aaron b. Moses and Jacob ben
Nissim 1846, 80; fol. 105 (I, 2) in Ibn Gabirol 1858, XIII; fol. 107 (II, 4) in Fiirst 1845, 563 (Munk
1851, 57); fol. 111a, b (IIl end) in Jellinek 1852 1, 14: 70mm, cf.§230 end; fol. 112 (IV, 4) in Fiirst
1845, 564; fol. 114 (VI, 1) in Fiirst 1845, ibid. (where "ammm is wrongly referred to Saadia),
skipped in Jellinek 1852, 6; fol. 114b (VI, 2): 7 nx in Fiirst 1845, ibid.; fol. 115b (end): omp
199 in Jellinek 1852, 6; Continuation: *n°X1 %2 1717 975 in Fiirst 1845, 563.

192 Halberstam ad Judah ben Barzillai 1885, 325 (referring to 214), 237. The copyist Goldblum
1886, 45, 85, tells well-known facts and inaccurate things. Had he consulted the Zotenberg cata-
logue, he would not have excerpted printed material on Abulafia from Paris, BN héb 1092/15.
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Dukes has published two passages thereof, without giving exact references,'**
and without realizing that only one page belongs to the commentary.'**

The author’s quotations from his own works, discussed by Munk,'® are of
some importance for [the history of] Arabic literature; 1397| for example, the
treatise on computation, called Gobar, is relevant for the history of the Arabic
numerals.!*® But the most important quotation, decisive for the problem of the
actual, or first, author of these explications [of Sefer Yezira], seems to be miss-
ing from the Paris manuscripts; otherwise it would not have escaped Munk’s
attention. I have in mind the repeated citation of his work on urine (§479).
Munk (50) arrived at an inadmissible result in connection with a hypothesis
concerning the Munich manuscript which has proven not to be true.

(d) T own a copy of Schorr’s copy of a ms. in Odessa, now Oxford, Bodl.
Ms. Reggio 51. [Steinschneider’s copy is now in New York, JTS ms. 1912.] In the
beginning of the foreword the author calls himself Aba Sahl Danash b. Tamim.
It is a shorter redaction and probably the translation of an Arabic compendium
of an unknown scholar. Two of the various dates given (I, 5: 431 of the Arabs,
4800 after the Creation, 6547 of the Romans [Christians]), namely the first and
second (= 1040 A.D. which could be the date of composition of the Arabic
compendium), are correct. One passage from it (V, 1) was published twice.'"’

193 Tbn Gabirol 1858, Anhang I, II; the first shorter passage (concerning II, 5, 6) refers to Berlin,
SPK Or. Oct. 243/4, 70, the following passage to 1I, 2 Berlin ms. 64. — In the first line 4 >1%% in
the Berlin ms. Xo»»w, but with a waw above the word, thus X9mnw; instead of MW read NIW.
The last words in Dukes III, last line, and IV, first line, in the Berlin ms, 63 more correctly
MW Inn MIown and later 191 IWH2 NNaR 0W 0732 PR Mn°X; Munich, BS Cod. hebr. 92/22, fol.
105 f. 7 MW (cf. the preceding passage in Kaufmann 1877a, 173). For the more detailed
discussion of the Arabic nine organs the Steinschneider manuscript [d above?] 29 has only
2997 NPNIR RW 172 10WH 220 w2 Maw 12 W, and on 30 MR MWAN NPNIRG 25w *10n.

1941 have indicated the fact that sections IV-VIII do not belong to the context in Steinschneider
1869d, 242 and ad Dunash ben Tamim Munich, BS Cod. hebr. 92/22. Guttmann (1882, 78, 105, 260)
designates it still as commentary to Sefer Yezirah, Kaufmann (1877a, 291, without referring to
Steinschneider 1869a) as a compilation of Saadia and Bahya; the Paris catalogue says nothing
about it and does not indicate that fol. 93b (the end is given in Ibn Gabirol 1858) breaks off, followed
by a lacuna. The insertion of a totally alien passage has probably compelled Munk to overlook the
fact that there are two identical works in the same ms. Cf. also Judah ben Barzillai 1885, 327.

19 Munk 1851, 51 ff.; 53 (ad 111, 3) 7177 7902 N9 R 01pn3, Berlin, SPK Or. Oct. 243/4, fol. 74
79071, read *02 1077; Munich, BS Cod. hebr. 92/22, fol. 92 fol. 110 b @p»i 77 N272 A7 TV 13982 720
Y7 MIRTI NPIRDA NPRI PRI NXPR? DNXpR MTIONT 9K Spon nwn PR At 19on; Compendium
(Steinschneider, 39) 0»>MaR%71 0 NOWA 312 WTAYY 12X MTIONT P9 N1W MR DIPRT T 121712 1182 12D
¥ NMIRI2 X7; cf. n. 204 below. The anonymous Arabic astronomical al-ManstrT in Cod. Persian Uri
77 (Schirmann 1960, 11, 618) has, according to Neubauer’s communication, the explicit 1 *w X779
TOR RIT2 PRDTY RIPPROT PROY RIA'01 M'TOR YARIZDR 90 7°9¥0 72°0N TRIN 11 (?) A9n'aR 190K KT oR0n
1% Steinschneider 1857a, 363, 378. The passage in Reinaud 1849, 399 (from the Mémoires de
I’ Académie) has also been used by others. On Gobar (cf. n. 215) cf. also Nicoll in Uri 1787, 287;
Wopcke 1855, 12, and 1863, 29 ff. Cantor had previously related Gobar to Jewish Kabbalists; but
cf. Th. H. Martin 1864, 68.

197Sachs 1850b, 167; Sachs 1854a, 60 (cf. Schorr 1852, 106), on the last 771w, read on1°w? Munich
BS hebr. 92, fol. 112 b.
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(e) Paris, BN héb 680/10 and Paris, BN héb 763/2'°® contain a compendium that
may be only slightly different from the one mentioned before; its date is changed
to 4852 (1092)'%%; such changes, however, often are merely due to the copyist;
most probably it is not the date of the translation. So far, no study has been
made of the relationship of this compendium to the one presented under d).>®

Manuscripts of the Commentary on Sefer Yezirah, grouped according to Steinschneider, as
modified by Vajda-Fenton:

(a) Trans. Nahum ha-Ma‘aravi

Berlin, Staatsbibliothek (Preussischer Kulturbesitz) Or. oct. 243 (SD Luzzatto 1)
(Steinschneider 78) (IMHM F 2076), 55-87.

Paris, Bibliotheque Nationale héb 1048 (IMHM F 31659), 65-96, 95-107.

Rome, Biblioteca Casanatense heb. 3105 (Sacerdote 190) (IMHM F 75), 1-31.

(b) Trans. Moses b. Joseph b. Moses [of Lucerne]

Munich, Bayerische Staatsbibliothek Cod. hebr. 92 (IMHM F 23120, PH 2495),
99a-116a.
Parma, Biblioteca Palatina Parm. 3018 (De Rossi 769) (IMHM F 13747), [90]a—[100]b.

(c) Another translation

Oxford, Bodleian Library Ms. Reggio 51 (Neubauer 2250) (IMHM F 20533), 8a—19b.
London, Sassoon 959, 60-94.

(d) A translation of an Arabic version

Jerusalem, Jewish National Library 8°330/29 (IMHM B 277), 269a-267b.

London, British Library Add. 15299 (Margoliouth 752/4) IMHM F 4935), 11b—16a.

Milan, Biblioteca Ambrosiana & 103 Sup. (Bernheimer 56) (IMHM F 14621),
28°-35°.

Milan, Biblioteca Braidanza AD. X 52/5 (IMHM F 27757), 69°-98b.

Paris, Bibliotheque Nationale héb 680 (Paris BN ancien fonds 222) (IMHM F 11558),
189b-201a.

Paris, Bibliotheque Nationale héb 763 (IMHM F 12254), 7a—12a.

Paris, Alliance Israelite Universelle H 55 A (IMHM F 3149), 83°-78b.

Milan, Biblioteca Ambrosiana P 13 Sup. (Bernheimer 113) IMHM F 14596), 319a-21b.

1% Both manuscripts are missing from the index 251 under ‘Dounach’; ms. 255 in Carmoly, see n.
193 [n. 1807].

9"Munk 1851, 54; cf. n. 204.

200This may serve as a preliminary sample (Paris, BN héb 763/2, fol. 7, Paris, BN héb 680/10, fol.
189b) 7y 7> *2°2w1 MRaN %377 PRM QWD 772 21pKAT 72 WD M1°N1 2792 77102 77K LY 790 wan1 Ty
MM27A7 '3 02 121 N2 700 AWK NN T TV IRD T N2Wwn 700 a; St nanna 73 v (?) 'Niaw R
273 %Y MM NPMIR 7721 02907 TIWY OM 2°9717 2792 DPMTI0 WK 0°2°aw3 P70 Y377 R0 220w ppn
Mpew1; End: w11 72 070 ana2m oTRM MW N291X WO YowM YT N9V XM D272 w1 MM 32 mphnnn
9w NPV R IWR W 92 200N WD NpPMI 19Km NNR 991 TR RN 23 DTN M8 RO N2TAND) DAY
ARW? 191 TMWM MR W12 A0 WHWM TRXYA NY2TAT WO X IR NV A28 700 TR pom AvTm
on .mwoar; that is 111, 5, thus incomplete; much shorter in the Steinschneider ms., fol. 40, cf. above
n. 4, Steinschneider 1872a, 402 and Aldabi 1559, fol. 91.
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Additional mss.

Cambridge (Mass.), Harvard 38/7 (IMHM F 34447), 77a—89a.

Jerusalem, Jewish National Library 28°553 (IMHM B 296 (553 =28)), 18a—20b.

London, British Library Or. 6307 (Margoliouth 734) (IMHM F 6538), 3a—-106a. (19th
cent. copy)

Oxford, Bodleian Library ms. Opp. Add. Qu. 89 (Neubauer 1532) (IMHM F 16900), 37a—
41a. (19th cent. copy)

Paris, Alliance Israelite Universelle H 370 A (IMHM F 3319), 1a—43a, 101a-116b. (19th
cent. copy)

Paris, Alliance Israelite Universelle H 379 A (IMHM F 3407), 20 fols. (19th cent. copy)

Parma, Biblioteca Palatina Parm. 2784/18 (De Rossi 1390) IMHM F 13747), 83a—88a.

New York, Jewish Theological Seminary of America Ms. 1908-1909 (IMHM F 11006-7),
107 fols. (19th cent. copy)

New York, Jewish Theological Seminary of America Ms. 1912/2 IMHM F 11010), 54a—84b,
86a—89b. (19th cent. copy)

Prague, Jewish Museum in Prague, Ms. 47 (F 46440). 43 fols. (19th cent. copy)

Prague, Jewish Museum in Prague, Ms. 119/1 (F 46700). 43 fols. (19th cent. copy)

Warsaw, Zydowski Instytut Historyczny 616 (IMHM F 31050). 12 fols. (19th cent. copy)

§229. I pass over the historical problems linked to the authors who are mentioned here
and there, e.g., the “Danites” — which were brought into connection with the well-
known traveler Eldad [See Vajda 2002, 39 n. 126] — and Abt Yasuf Hisdai b. Isaac,
doubtlessly the renowned Cordovan translator of the Dioscorides text.?’! I call attention
here to one passage only, 1398| one which may be of significance for the provenance of
the author.® All manuscripts derive directly or indirectly from one tenth-century
Arabic work which was probably translated three times (a, b, ¢) into Hebrew and whose
Arabic compendium was perhaps translated twice (d, e) into Hebrew.

The Arabic work represented by the more complete translations contains at least
parts of a commentary composed by Isaac Israeli. This follows from two passages
where the author refers the reader to his book on urine,*® and perhaps also to his
interpretation of Genesis 1.2 Abraham Ibn Hasdai and Jedaiah ha-Penini refer to

201 Munk 1851, 52 Sachs 1850b, 808; this passage is defective in Munich 92, fol. 103 [and?] the
Steinschneider ms., fol. 17. Is the person presented by Jacob b. Reuben in the 71 nvanon, Gate XII,
as "R701 " 11N, a student of this Hisdai?

202Ad 1, 5; Munich, BS Cod. hebr. 92/225, fol. 102 7>77m1 1X172 N2 19, Schorr (Steinschneider
ms., fol. 15) 25w avgn N,

203 Steinschneider 1869a, 248 and 1879b 55; cf. n. 217. Kaufmann 1884c, 126, has failed to formu-
late the question precisely and to present my position accurately. <Kaufmann gives the passage to
V, 3 ovwd 2 according to Isaac, Jacob, and Nahum; 130 p>wn in Xx¥n17 "o IX.>

204 Munk 1859, 54, conjectures in 02 170, Arabic: fartib al-‘alam (cf. Steinschneider 1863e, 1117);

Oxford, Bodl. Ms. Reggio 51 (New York, JTS Ms. 1912/2, fol. 11) 7702 271011 121 X3 13720 WK
700 3 nwxn2. However, the quotation (ad III, 3) in Munk is 711 '02 02w nx pna;
in the Munich, BS Cod. hebr. 92/22, fol. 110b 7177 'on @1pn7 71 n912; Bodleian ms. (New York, JTS
Ms. 1912/2, fol. 39) oypni a1 N3, a reference to 1, 10, Munich, BS Cod. hebr. 92/22, fol. 104. If
we had another reference, then it would be to de Elem. III fol. 94. Ad III, 2 (Munich, BS Cod. hebr.
92/22, fol. 109, New York, JTS Ms. 1912/2, fol. 35) he has provided w”nx for m>w 0% wx; (cf. Sachs
1854a, 66); cf. 017w mww in Jacob ben Reuben’s Milhamot ha-Shem 1860, fol. 10. — He ends this



112 C.H. Manekin et al.

Israeli’s commentary as something that is extant and well-known. Gershon ben
Solomon quotes one passage from it directly, giving the title, and another, without
the title (based on Nahum’s translation;?® this furnishes additional evidence that this
translator flourished no later than the thirteenth century).

However, the Arabic work, at least as it appears in translation, is not simply the
commentary of Isaac. In the preface the author tells us that “our Sheikh Isaac b.
Solomon the physician” (cf. infra) corresponded with Saadia Gaon, before he — Saadia
— betook himself to Babylon (928), at a time when the author was only 20 years of age.
The same Isaac is quoted in the commentary itself,>* and this most probably refers to
Israeli himself, rather than to a grandfather of the same name (unknown), or, even less
likely, to a grandson of his, since Isaac remained unmarried. He also is not expressly
named as a teacher of the author, but rather as “one of the scholars among our sheikhs.”?"?
This author, born before 908, cannot be Jacob b. Nissim, who corresponded with Shrira
Gaon in 988, as Munk 1399I rightly remarks.?*® One would consequently have to assume
that Dtinash b. Tamim prepared a redaction based on the commentary of Isaac, but
including literal citations from Isaac in some places and inserting the exact words of the
first author in some places, so that it is difficult now to decide to whom all of the cita-
tions are to be traced, if no other criterion can be found. This solution is not wholly
satisfactory, although there is no satisfactory reason why it could not be so. A redaction
of this sort is only a preliminary and expedient solution. [Vajda 2002, 34, suggests
that Dunash’s work did not borrow from a completed commentary by Israeli, but rather
utilized notes taken when the young philosopher was under Israeli’s supervision.]

The author, or redactor, had earlier composed an extensive commentary to this
work.2? It later became his exclusive occupation, after he saw the commentary by

paragraph with the observation how different this explanation is from that of Saadia; if he meant to
dwell upon NwX12 '92 N°wawv andn, he would need a lot of paper (a large book) and would only
attract the blame of the fools. If these are Isaac’s words then it was written before 18> R,
205Gershon ben Solomon 1547, fol. 53* (Ed. Heidenheim, Gershon b. Solomon 1801, 69b) on
dreams 2°p7X¥...222; Munk 1851, 48, from Paris, BN héb 1048/2 fol. 74:314K3...nmown2; Munich,
BS Cod. hebr. 92/22, fol. 103" o>n»x ...nnwa, read o°naR, perhaps 2°p7¥. Berlin, SPK Or. Oct.
243/4 is deficient here. The other passage, Gershon b. Solomon 1547, fol. 53* (Ed. Heidenheim,
59), is apparently thought by S. Sachs 1854a, 69, to be from another work (while Gross 1879, 324,
327 combines it with the subsequent citation from Galen found in Gershon). In Gershon %¥ A7
7270 ROW...0WPI PIINn 07w o7 727...93, read "9 and 712an .02, as in Ben Asher, Aaron b.
Moses and Jacob ben Nissim 1846, 7 — Munich, BS Cod. hebr. 92/22, fol. 100 (Ben Asher, Aaron
b. Moses and Jacob ben Nissim 1846, fol. 71) read 17250 19 °22 %v...yn 7p; Steinschneider, fol. 5
WR WHOMN ...V 01 722°...[°92] 93 9a...awid v p.

26 Munk 1859, 48; the passages also figure in the compendium.

207Ben Asher, Aaron b. Moses and Jacob ben Nissim 1846, 71, for which we find 117171 in the
Steinschneider ms., fol. 7 and in the foreword to both translations.

28 Munk 1859, 47; the quotation from Duran 1865, 6, and 217; cf. Dukes 1840, 35. In 79x7 awn
(excerpt after 1My of Abraham b. Hiyya) there is 1”n for the reign of Alexander (in whose place
one has p”n in Munich, BS Cod. hebr. 92/22, fol. 41°!); Munk misses the date by 1 year; cf.
Rapoport 1852, 77 where Ephodi is missing.

29Munich, BS Cod. hebr. 92/22, fol. 115 in Jellinek 1852, I, 6 for 11> probably 1x*2; the word
w170 does not figure in the ms.; instead of von 1n read v721? and cf. n. 210. He sometimes
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Saadia Gaon, which he found to be insufficient from a scholarly point of view. He
in fact attacks him several times openly, albeit with the respect due to such a vener-
able scholar (Foreword).?!?

§230. The outward form of our commentary is in fact identical with that of Saadia:
The text of the book is in Hebrew, the paraphrase (not throughout) and interpreta-
tion in Arabic.?!' These formal components of the book can most easily be isolated
in the translation of Moses (b), but less so in Nahum’s (a), which starts the com-
mentary with w0, Translation and commentary blend together in the compendium
(d). Like Saadia (his practice in the Biblical commentaries as well), our author joins
together a number of passages belonging to a paragraph that he leaves unnumbered.
In a very few cases he splits up a unit of text that appears as a paragraph in our edi-
tions, e.g., Munich, BS Cod. hebr. 92/22, f. 108° [ = Fenton, 233] (II: 5), where 12°0 1
in the editions seems to be an error. Instead of 791 in the editions and in Berlin, SPK
Or. oct. 243/4, 70, the compendium has 7, p. 34.

The continuation was doubtlessly indicated by Arabic 170> “follows”, for which
the compendium usually exhibits the formula 728 ;7712 770, stemming from the same
root, but not customarily used in this context.>!'®

Moses b. Joseph calls the paragraphs of a given chapter halakhah (“rule”,
as does Saadia). Paragraph 2 of chapter 1?!? corresponds to I, 4, 5; in the compen-
dium (St. 11) it is called “second discourse” (7n&n), but the next paragraphs bear
the title “chapter” (779), as chapter 3 (f. 19=14001 6), 4 25=I, 11), 5 (26=1, 11 bis,
f. 56), 6 (28=II, 2). Page 30 (II, 4) has: : 'x7 [13%72] 777172 790 (for which a 66
MWW 7777 118 71 9K 7001). After that the numbering ceases, but under VI, 4, a,
b, and d refer to the third “rule” in the beginning of the book.?'* Here and there

remarks that he does not want to digress too widely, cf. n. 204; Ben Asher, Aaron b. Moses and
Jacob ben Nissim 1846, 10=75. End of III (Munich, BS Cod. hebr. 92/22), fol. 104°; Berlin, SPK
Or. Oct. 243/4, fol. 61 (not in Steinschneider ms., fol. 25).

210Fiirst 1845, 563, 564, where (ad VI, 1) (Munich, BS Cod. hebr. 92/22), fol. 114 (also in Jellinek
1852, I, 6) a1 79071 "2nn is not Saadia, but the author of the Yezira himself; the “peut-étre” of
Munk 1851, 49, is not in the text.

211 Sometimes 7370 Munich, BS Cod. hebr. 92/22, normally 7vw, sometimes only Ww»awnd (Ben
Asher, Aaron b. Moses and Jacob ben Nissim 1846, 78 ad 1, 4, 5), or w17 °n>3, also ad II, 2 (miss-
ing in Ibn Gabirol 1858, XIII). Has the translator abridged here, because he did not want to repeat
the text? Then nw17°o, for which also y511 (Arabic '7°7°?). In Nahum for both w17, Cf. n. 534.

21 However, one finds (in the Steinschneider ms., fol. 29, before 11, 3) ¥17 017 2177 7nX»7 in Nahum
(Berlin, SPK Or. Oct. 243/4), 64), 2277 712 7m0 51X (corrupt reading 71277 12°0 following Paris in
Ibn Gabirol 1858, 111); also v 19X Tn01 before 11, 4 66; 1 1°1y2 10”1 in Moses b. Joseph
(fol. 105, also I, 4, Ben Asher, Aaron b. Moses and Jacob ben Nissim 1846, 79, line 1 7°n0i1 and
IV, 1, Munich, BS Cod. hebr. 92/22; in Nahum IV, 1, Berlin, SPK Or. Oct. 243/4, fol. 77,
12 M0 27X, read 710 as ibidem 111, 4 74 and V, 1 79.

212Ben Asher, Aaron b. Moses and Jacob ben Nissim 1846, 78. In Saadia, chapter 2.

2B3(a) 79, (b) fol. 112, (d) 44. At the end of 111, 5 (Steinschneider ms., fol. 42) (m72) 'K MR DX 7907
.01 IMIREA DRI 73777 IRY WD °3 ¥7 0317 WP — has TV, 1 been omitted along with it? Berlin,
SPK Or. Oct. 243/4, 62 (ad 1, 11) mn WR AY2AIR R PWRIT 200000500 P97 029Wn WK,
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the interpretation repeats part of the text to be explained, probably on the basis of
old manuscripts, which were abbreviated by more recent copyists.

§231. A linguistic comparison of the translation calls for a careful examination of
all manuscripts — most of them unfortunately incomplete — including a comparison
with the quotations in Judah b. Barzillai (Commentary on Sefer Yezirah, Berlin
1885), who neither names an author nor indicates whether he makes use of a transla-
tion available to him which, in any case, is different from a—c.?!*® Perhaps I shall
give some results based on the available excerpts in an endnote. [No such endnote was
supplied in this book.] I shall confine myself here mainly to the Arabic words that the
translators have taken from the text with or without a Hebrew translation. It is worth
remarking that the unknown author himself, when giving a linguistic description of
the letters of the two alphabets, Hebrew and Arabic (I, 1 and II, 2) had occasion to
use some technical terms or to present Arabic words as examples for the pronuncia-
tion of certain letters. He intended to compose a book on how the two languages are
related.?*

In our presentation we follow the order of the book, designating the trans-
lations of Nahum, Moses, and the compendium by a, b, and d, respectively. Of
the translation ¢ we know next to nothing, other than this: I8237X 2X0n is trans-
lated here by 1oy 1901 213; passage 1, 1 is lacking in a; in b (Ben Asher, Aaron b.
Moses and Jacob ben Nissim 1846, 77) we find only 177 *12 1awn, in d 10
PARTT NAWNA Y7137 1717 (77901) N9 RIPIT.

Preface b 99 [ = Fenton, 214] (Fiirst 1845, 563) >p>x1n 122 Mana nnom; also I, 11:
a (65, last line) Xp*0w; b 105 [ = Fenton, 226]) *p>xn, d 29 113°17 nnon

I, 1, b 100b [ = Fenton, 216] of the Arabic words (Ben Asher, Aaron b. Moses and
Jacob ben Nissim 1846, 72, 73) 2°%p and 737723 are translated; a 58, 59); Ben Asher,
Aaron b. Moses and Jacob ben Nissim 1846, 8 omits the examples; d 6) omits 777723
and does not give a translation.

I, 1, b X707 81 1 921 IROPLIA RIPIT NWDT '0n PWRIT D02 MR DWW K
indubitably for axaRwp, Categories; a 59 1vann '02 X 177 'o Yy, d
X027 NRomA 'R 02 1A Yvay; of. 16 (I, 5) 1Ip wwa 'R wwa 'R 02 10N TR N
(a is corrupt here; b I cannot investigate); cf. III, 1, b 109 [ = Fenton 234]) (!)
XML NWHI 9V (see epilogue §232); a 71 1rana “9va; d 35 InR1 1102, Worth
noticing is N for puin.

I, 3, a 60 1op (a measure); b 75 >112; d 9 Rwn — a 61 79191 X137 Wy nao.2e

Steinschneider 25 end of 79 3: 79% 72w *13>7171, up to 29 end of 4 missing in Munich, BS Cod. hebr.
92/22, fol. 104b.

213 Halberstam in Judah ben Barzillai 1885, XV, assumes, without giving it a second thought, that
Judah made the translation himself (cf. §259). A sample passage (V, 1) from Jacob b. Nissim and
Abu Sahl is given in Kaufmann 1884a, 35.

214Ad 11, 4 (Munich, BS Cod. hebr. 92/22), fol. 107 (Fiirst 1845, 563); cf. Munk 1851, 57. <Ankle
(finger) — reckoning, see Giinther 1887, 9, 189.

25Munk 1851, 51, cf. 195. 2xax for myaxx: pawn cf. Cambridge, UL Add. 1527/2.
216Cf. §64, n. 229.
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11, 3 (Ibn Gabirol 1858, III) 77977 27w W92 Xp1 vy nvew;; Berlin Or. 243 (fol 65)
RDP KXW at any rate one word, perhaps 7179X¥» from 9% sibilavit [(= he produced a
sibilant)]; 14011 then 7508 and 7°p%n (Berlin Or. 243: 7°p¥17!) gutturalia; Munich BS
92 105 [ = Fenton, 227]) m12n (Kaufmann 1884c, 172).

V, 1, a 81 and d f. 46) the star names 77279 and 2’710

VI, 1, a 83 and b f. 113b [ = Fenton, 244] 17°>5KX (not in d f. 49)

Ibidem d 50 1271 center (current usage already then?), a 85 and b 114 [ = Fenton,
2447) pxn.2Y7

VI, 3 a 86 and d 54 >p>0Rn Xp>1oxn; b . 115 [ = Fenton, 247] 2221131218

Among Hebrew words and forms we mention in particular: 17°%377% (b Ben Asher,
Aaron b. Moses and Jacob ben Nissim 1846, 78, one line before the last), 22127 (87,
line 4, so should be read for 03127, 80 line 5 from bottom, ditto Arabic),?" —a 63
7779071 P nn (Ben Asher, Aaron b. Moses and Jacob ben Nissim 1846, 42 790u77;
Kaufmann 1884c, 141); b 104b [ = Fenton, 224] Ta017 DMOUKRP; d 27 M9WLEI.

Ibidem a 1m72; b 1190; ¢ 1"IRIN.

IL, 2, a 64, ¢ Ibn Gabirol 1858, iii, line 10: 79%nn, should be read 72707 from 725.

II, 2, b, i.e., Munich 92 105 [ = Fenton, 227]) (Ibn Gabirol 1858, xiii) N 12w3; a
(ibid. IIT) n1nwi according to Berlin heb. 92, 64; d 28 nyio.

I1, 4, a for “to multiply” 77571 (7onwn, Arabic 27'%), “product” 111 (Arabic 9%n); b
106 [ = Fenton, 2291 ¥ and 127 179, d 779 and X¥17.

I, 5, a 77 77°%> '0 9v2a 9y 03121 “9¥KR 192 7m2Y; b 111=[Fenton, 238] 0115 (Jellinek
18521, 14, Arabic 9'> or 9'2'57n “interpolated™).

VI, 1, a 84 n>Rvuann woin; d 49 nnamnn.

Nahum writes *1XmM7 with X consistently, as does the translator of the Microcosm
(§238).219b

§232. We conclude this article with a word on the peculiar published epilogue
which is extant only in the translation of Moses.??® There the author names three
very prolific authors — known to him only through their works — who are very pro-
lix: among the Greeks there is Galen, who was a Jew by the name of Gamaliel,
living at the time of the Second Temple, since he mentions in his book on nutrition
(M75%12 790) unleavened bread that one should eat for 7 days in such and such a
manner.”?! The author had seen a work on medicine, translated from Hebrew into
Latin, with the title (\n»7p12) “Book of Gamaliel, the Nasi, called Galenus among
the Greeks” (317°77= Arabic 11¥n2X). There is no other writer, our author says, as

21753 has yet to be found in Abraham Ibn Ezra, however, Abraham b. Hiyya, (Steinschneider
1861b, 83, 109) already has it; his contemporary Judah b. Barzillai (1885, 246) and Judah Ibn
Tibbon (Kuzari Judah Ha-Levi 1869, 88) have the Arabic 1>9n=xévtpov; cf. also n. 290.

218 Steinschneider 1869a, 248 (cf. n. 203) 1’y%2 P> wn in Xnxa7 'o (Polak 1851, X). «<‘meseraice’, in
Mowat 1887>.
29Cf. §192, n. 4554.

21% A quotation which up to now has not been recognized as being identical in Judah b. Barzillai
(1885, 179 (319)) has o>101m @°nawn (from Arabic 101?), also mwin *2v2 and >112°M1 1M 112719,

220 Riirst 1845, 563; cf. n. 213.
21 Kaufmann 1884a, 6, 192.
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prolix as Galen, so much so that his prolixity often vitiates the effect of what he
wanted to say. This reminds us of Isaac Israeli, who also speaks of Galen’s prolix-
ity, “Galen, the master physician.”???

Galen’s counterpart among the Arabs is LX) 2 ¥ (sic in the manuscript,
printed as *1877°)); perhaps ‘Amr al-Jahiz.??* The third,?** Saadia Gaon, is prolix, yet
he adorns our book (Yezira — or his own books?) with philosophy and with rhetorical
arguments (77X NIvw), ete.

Finally we add to the 1402l authors quoted in our work in Munk 1851, 54 Euclid
(af.69,df. 33; bf. 108 b): Euclid “the philosopher”.

§233. Judah ha-Levi b. Samuel,*” in Arabic, Abi I-Hasan?*¢ from Toledo, lived in
Cordova, but a somewhat mystical national sentiment?’ drove him, in his 50th year
(1140-50), to emigrate and betake himself to his ancestral fatherland. We can fol-
low his itinerary up to his departure from Egypt. [The details of ha-Levi’s departures for
the Holy Land were finally clarified in an exhaustive study by Moshe Gil and Ezra Fleischer
2001; Judah ha-Levi 1663. In 1129-30, ha-Levi dramatically announced his plans, and he did
leave Spain for North Africa, the first leg of his planned journey, along with Abraham Ibn
Ezra. However, while there, ha-Levi received word that Halfon ben Netanel, the Egyptian
entrepreneur who was to be his host, was in difficulty and could not receive him. Ha-Levi
returned to Spain; only some 10 years later was he able to carry out his plans. Yahalom 2009
and Scheindlin 2008 have recently studied the pilgrimage; while disagreeing on several
details, they both agree that ha-Levi reached the Holy Land.] Legend, which also has
made him the father-in-law of Abraham Ibn Ezra,?*® tells us that the horse of an
Arab crushed him when he recited his famous hymn, the Zionide [*>8wn 857 11°%],
at the gates of Jerusalem.??

Judah ha-Levi was a physician, but this art did not satisfy his mind, nor did it
fulfill the demands of his imagination.?*° He is justly considered the most excellent

22286 (Steinschneider 1879h, 87); cf. Judah b. Samuel Abbas (in Giidemann 1873, 60):
1727 129X ORI 2°RDI1NT WRA.

223 Steinschneider 1866b, 237; my conjecture is recorded in Kaufmann 1884a (cf. n. 221) as a fact.
On him (died 868/9), cf. Steinschneider 1877c, 122.

2241n Fiirst 1845 7715y 101! in the manuscript 3778 X1, which is meaningless; in Kaufmann 1884a
(n. 221) M%) 7R, the fuller suffix as in Menahem b. Solomon (Steinschneider 1877a, 39, n. 3)
and later on in Hillel b. Samuel.

225 Sources: Older ones (up to Judah ha-Levi 1851) in Steinschneider 1852, 1338; Landshuth 1857,
69; Luzzatto 1864, Zunz 1865, 203, 413, 674; Judah ha-Levi 1871; Steinschneider 1877c, 43, 282,
351 (cf. Schreiner 1888, 621); D. Kaufmann 1877a (offprint from 1877a, 118-155); idem 1887,
89; idem 1884b and reprinted Adolph Frankl-Griin 1885.

226 Thus already mentioned in Moses Ibn Ezra (Steinschneider 1852, 1801, according to which also
the country), and by the compilator of the Divan.

27D. Kaufmann, the apologist of “Daniel Deronda,” calls it a “realistic” trait.

228 Steinschneider 1880b, 67.

229 Sources are found in Kaufmann 1877b, 39.

230 Judah ha-Levi 1851, 29, cf. 128, 130 and further Steinschneider 1860a, 32, and 1880g, 118. He
did not write anything on medicine, Mn>12 771 17X 7221 (Kuzari IV, 25 ed. Cassell 1853, 355;
Arabic ed. Hirschfeld 1887, 276 [ = eds. Baneth and Ben Shammai 1977, 180] only 1»2; Cardinal
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Hebrew poet of the Middle Ages. His poems were admired, especially his hymns,
of which more than 300 are preserved in almost all Jewish prayer books from
Eastern and Northern Europe to India and China,?®' as well as in one of the two
collections (diwans) of his poems. In more recent times this Jewish poet has,
through Heine, nearly become a popular poet. Jewish theologians appreciated him
also for a book that is relevant to the present context, although it is not strictly
philosophical.

The Arabic title is actually °9'7%X 779X 0 2H979%1 A'An9R 28n> The Book of
Refutation and Proof of the Humiliated Faith. It is an apology for the revelation and
the Jewish tradition, directed against Islam, Christianity, philosophy and the sect of
the Karaites whose theology follows the methods of kalam. The author exploits the
tradition concerning the conversion of the Khazars to the Jewish religion.

[Khazarite studies have been a lively field in the last few decades, attracting scholars and
enthusiasts alike. For a recent and revised overview in English see Brook 2004. Cf. Golb
1988, 1982, and Golden 1980, an expanded version of the author’s Columbia doctorate. The
International Center of Khazar Studies in Kharkiv, Ukraine, publishes a journal, Khazarskiy
al’manax. On the web see http://www.khazaria.com/.]

He introduces into his book the king of the Khazars who invites a Muslim, a
Christian and a Jewish scholar (called Isaac Sangari in a report on the conversion).?*?
[403] In the course of his replies to the king’s questions and objections, the Jew
expounds a theory which, according to Geiger,”** is closer to Christianity than to
Islam. The book is not known under its original title, but it became famous under the
title of a Hebrew translation.

Only one manuscript of the Arabic original is known: Oxford, Bodl. Ms. Poc. 284,
of which there exists a defective and incorrect copy by Goldberg, ms. Quatremere,
now Munich, BS Arab. 936 [Aumer Cat. 421].%3* [The critical edition of D. H. Baneth and
H. Ben-Shammai 1977 makes use of many fragments of the original. Nonetheless, the
Oxford manuscript listed by Steinschneider remains the only complete copy; it too
suffers from a few minor lacunae. There are in addition some indirect textual witnesses.
The Ibn Tibbon Hebrew translation is still necessary in order to establish the correct text.
The manuscripts and other sources are discussed in the “Introduction” to the edition of

paraphrased o192 0°MIXY 7YV MO 12 0 7Y, thus treating 1°Wwn as the second conjugation of
the root mw!

1 Even profane poems, for example, in the Yemenite rite.

22Tsaac Sangari’s tombstone among the Karaites has been recognized as one of Firkovich’s forger-
ies. Out of confusion people have made Isaac the author of the book; see Steinschneider 1852,
1339 at the bottom, after which, line 7, “Jehudah” should be corrected. On the Khazars see Jacob
1887, 82. Joseph Ibn Zaddiq, ed. Neubauer 1887b, 91, places the conversion of the King in the year
740, but also Adda b. Ahava in 761, Aristotle (88) in 3408, Simon ha-Zaddiq in 3410 (cf. at the top
of 271). I have provided a bibliography of the letter of Hisdai Ibn Shaprut (10th cent.) to the king
of the Khazars (composed by Menahem b. Saruq?) and the aforementioned answer of the latter
(Joseph) in the Supplement to Benjacob, Steinschneider 1880, 327 n. 1197.

23Diwan in Judah ha-Levi 1851, 75.

234 Steinschneider 1877c¢, 44; details in Kaufmann 1877a, 118.
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Baneth-Ben-Shammai.] Goldberg has published some long passages®?; D. Kaufmann
(1877a, 119) exhibits a greater number of passages from this copy, partly collated
with the Bodleian manuscript. Hartwig Hirschfeld published a complete edition of
the text along with a Hebrew translation (Leipzig 1887).2%%" In his work on the three
religions Sa“d b. Manstr [Ibn Kammiuna] adopted large sections from it; others are
to be found in an appendix ascribed to him on the differences between the views of
Rabbanites and the Karaite views. [Ibn Kammuna’s use of the work is discussed by M.
Perlmann in 1971; Perlmann also notes parallel passages in his edition of the Arabic text
1967. Midrash ha-Nagid, attributed to the grandson of Maimonides, is another Judaeo-Arabic
writing to make use of ha-Levi’s work; see Langermann 1996d, 293-96.]>*¢ The fifth trea-
tise of this work presents a concise system of scholastic philosophy of the Arabs,
the so-called kalam, which is relevant for the history of philosophy.?*’

§234. This work was translated twice. Judah Ibn Tibbon’s translation under the title
*M571 ' Kuzari (Cosari, Cosri, Cusri, Kusari, etc.; in Hirschfeld, Chazari) displays
the date Lunel, 1167, in a number of manuscripts, and in the editions, beginning
with that of G. Soncino (Judah ha-Levi 1506).2*® Some are accompanied by com-
mentaries.”* The Hamburg edition (Judah ha-Levi 1838, printed in Hannover, fur-
nished with variant readings) lacks the paragraph numbering necessary for tracing
quotations; I was unable to consult the Warsaw edition (Judah ha-Levi 1866). We
have a Latin translation by Buxtorf (Judah ha-Levi 1660), a Spanish translation of
Jakob Abendana (Judah ha-Levi 1663),%** a German translation with text and notes
by H. Jolowicz and D. Cassel and an introduction by the latter (Judah ha-Levi 1853),
whose revised version in the edition of 1869 is greatly abbreviated, and finally a
German translation from the Arabic (with an introduction on the Khazars) by
Hartwig Hirschfeld (Judah ha-Levi 1887). [There is a complete English translation from
the Arabic by Hirschfeld (Judah ha-Levi 1905) and a partial one by I. Heinemann (Judah ha-
Levi 1947), neither entirely satisfactory. A new English translation, begun by the late
Lawrence Berman and completely revised by Barry Kogan is forthcoming. Charles Touati
published a French translation (Judah ha-Levi 1994). Three modern Hebrew editions are

23 Steinschneider 1877c, 44, the prosodic passages II, 78, 80 (cf. Steinschneider 1852, 1339) in
Goldberg 1861b, 183.

23 Corrections by Goldziher in 1887.

236 Steinschneider 1879b, 74. n. 107.

27 Steinschneider 1857a, §14, n. 57; cf. above §176, n. 396. An analysis of the work appears in
Eisler 1870-83, Part One (1876), 81 ff.; a brief one in D. Cassell’s preface to Judah ha-Levi 1853,
vii ff.; see also n. 225 above.

238 Steinschneider 1852, 1376 no. 6; Munich, BS Cod. hebr. 264/6 breaks off at the date
(Steinschneider 1875b, 100, does not indicate this; [corrected in Steinschneider 1895, 128.]) - 1171
also in London, Mont. 268 (formerly, Luzzatto 22) [Luzzatto 22 is currently London, Mon. 269.]

29 Editions, etc., up to 1853 listed exactly in Cassel’s ed., Judah ha-Levi 1853, Introduction;
Steinschneider 1852, 1340; Geiger 1851, 175; Zedner 1867, 399; Rosenthal 1875, 614; Benjacob
1880, 236 n. 41 ff.

20 A translation by Jacob Lombroso mentioned in Ghirondi 1853, 201 n. 183, and in Benjacob
1880, n. 47 ft, is probably is a mixup with Abendana.
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available: those of Yehudah Even Shmu’el (Judah ha-Levi 1972), accompanied by a very
extensive discussion of textual history (including printings and translations), copious notes,
and indices; of Yosef Qafih (Judah ha-Levi 1996), which also has a facing re-edition of the
Judaeo-Arabic; ; and of Rabbi I. Shailat (Judah ha-Levi 2010).]

Around the year 1420 a Provencal author, Solomon b. Menachem, vulgo Prat
(Comprat?) Maimon,**! read the book with some young students. Three of them
went on to compose commentaries that resemble each other not only in their inter-
pretations but also in their very frequent, occasionally important, quotations from
philosophical literature. The commentary by Jacob b. 1404| Hayyim, called Vidal
Farissol?*? or vxmp (Comprat), composed in his 17th year (1422) under the title
2py* N3, exists in manuscripts Berlin, SPK Or. Qu. 653 (formerly Kayserling);
London, Mon. 268, and New York, JTS Ms. 2287 (formerly Heidenheim Cat.,
Rodelheim 1833 39, no. 4).

The commentary of Solomon b. Judah, called Solomon Vivas (or Vives) from
Liinel, written in his thirteenth year (1424) under the title %W pwn, is extant in
manuscripts Oxford, Bodl. Ms. Opp. Add. Qu. 114b** (formerly Mortara and
Asher 16), Turin, BN A.V1.30 (some errors in [the catalogue of] B. Peyron 204,
n. 193), with some extracts also in Cambridge, UL Add. 539/22. [The Turin ms.
was badly burned in 1904. The work was edited recently by Dov Schwartz in Solomon
ben Judah 2007.]

The commentary of Natanel Kaspi, called Bonsenior Macif of Argentierre,?*
erroneously called 2Xw°? m7y (that is the title of a work of the master which is quoted
therein) and composed around the end of 1424, exists in manuscripts Oxford,
Bodl. Ms. Mich. Add. 11?* (formerly Bislichis 18, a copy of which is owned by S.
Sachs); Paris, BN héb 677, an autograph?¥¢; Paris, BN héb 678/1; London, Mon.
269 (formerly Halberstam 1 and Luzz. 22); and Hamburg, SUB Ms. Levy 144
(formerly Asher (1868 cat. 17); Berlin, SPK Or. Qu. 822, <Parma, BP Cod.
Parm. 2255/4> [Budapest, MTA Ms. Kaufmann A 270; Jerusalem, Benayahu V 10;
Mantua, CI 19; Milan, BA X 122 Sup.; Moscow, RSL Giinz. 263/18; Moscow, RSL
Giinz. 1443.]

Steinschneider 1879b, 111-115, has an analysis of these three commentaries and
supplies references for almost all quotations. As to the variant readings, see §235.
[These commentaries have been studied recently by Dov Schwartz 2000; see there for
bibliography.]

24 Steinschneider 1876b, 126 ff. On this see Zunz 1876, I, 77, following Hinel; Neubauer 1876,
391; cf. Renan and Neubauer 1877, 636; Wolf 1715, I, 1078 % w7 m7v Commentary on the
Kuzari according to Buxtorf and the Oxford, Bodl. Ms. Opp. Add. Qu. 114a.

22 Cf. Bardinet 1880, 273 — vxmp appears in Berlin, SPK Or. Oct. 243/4). — *miwn 2w nwwa. Cf.
Steinschneider 1864b, 27.

233 Neubauer and Cowley 1886, no. 2383; Neubauer and Driver 1876, n. 54, xix; Renan and
Neubauer 1877, 746 to 636; cf. Steinschneider 1878, 127.

244 On °xxn see Steinschneider 1876b, 132, 1878b, 105, to be added to Gross 1880, 415.
25 Neubauer and Driver 1876, loc. cit.
26 Dukes 1848c¢, 571, incorrectly has 1387.
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Prat Maimon’s Commentary

Berlin, Staatsbibliothek (Preussischer Kulturbesitz) Or. Qu. 653 (Steinschneider 124)
(IMHM F 1777), 157 fols.

London, Montefiore 268 (Halb. 214) (IMHM F 5232), 179 fols.

New York, Jewish Theological Seminary Ms. 2287 (Acc. 95) (IMHM F 28540).

Solomon b. Judah’s Commentary

Cambridge, University Library Add. 539 (SCR 268) IMHM F 15877), 168b—71b.
Oxford, Bodleian Library Ms. Opp. Add. Qu. 114 (Neubauer 2383) (IMHM F
21663), 181 fols.

Netanel Kaspi’s Commentary

Berlin, Staatsbibliothek (Preussischer Kulturbesitz) Or. Qu. 822 (Steinschneider
203) (IMHM F 1750), 1a-216a.

Budapest, Magyar tudomanyos akadémia Kaufmann A. 270 (IMHM F 15124), 160
fols.

Jerusalem, Hamburg MS. Levy 144 (Hamburg Acc. 1906/11233) (Levy 157)
(IMHM F 1584), 1a—172a.

Jerusalem, Benayahu V 10 V 10 (IMHM F 44467), 7 fols.

London, Montefiore 269 (Halb. 1) (IMHM F 5233), 85 fols.

Mantua, Comunita Israelitica Ms. ebr. 81 (IMHM F 799), 220 fols.

Milan, Biblioteca Ambrosiana X 122 Sup. (Luzzatto 37) (Bernheimer) IMHM F
12344), 209 fols.

Moscow, Russian State Library Ms. Guenzburg 263 (IMHM F 457198), 288b—92a.

Moscow, Russian State Library Ms. Guenzburg 1443 (IMHM F 48505), 75 fols.

Oxford, Bodleian Ms. Mich. Add. 11 (Neubauer 1229) (IMHM F 22043), 249 fols.

Paris, Bibliotheque Nationale héb 677 (Oratoire 59) (IMHM F 11555), 1-204.

Paris, Bibliotheque Nationale héb 678/1 (Paris BN ancien fonds 214) (IMHM F
11556), 1b-176a.

Parma, Biblioteca Palatina Parm. 2255 (De Rossi 395) (IMHM F 13419), 17a—172b.

One or the other of these commentaries was known to Judah Moscato, whose
extensive commentary 7717 712, begun in 1573 and printed in Venice after his death
(between 1590 and 1594),%*” abounds with quotations of Jewish and other authors.?*®
These appear to be taken from one of these commentaries, and so also, perhaps,
some of the variant readings.’*

All of the commentaries printed together with the text, namely those by Isaac
Satanow (Judah ha-Levi 1796), Israel Zamosc (Judah ha-Levi 1796)*° — but not the one
by G. Brecher (Judah ha-Levi 1837) — have profited from this learned commentary.

247 Also Warsaw Judah ha-Levi 1880.
248 Judah ha-Levi 1853, xxx, especially n. 8 and 85 (Jacob b. Hayyim); Steinschneider 1852, 1363.
249 Judah ha-Levi 1853, xx n. 7, xxvi n. 24 Natanel; Judah ha-Levi 1851, 175.

239 An unknown edition 1801 19112 0971w 113 in 4°, probably in Russia, a copy of Pinner, a gift from
the Karaite Joseph Solomon b. Moses.
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Judah Ibn Tibbon did not write a foreword to his translation, which is generally
very reliable. It would require a special monograph to fully characterize this trans-
lation.?>! The notes of Jolowicz and Cassel have frequently pointed out and explained
its Arabisms. Under the pseudonym M. Sider, I published some extensive articles
on the first installments of that edition in Steinschneider 1841, 1842, discussing
in particular the Arabisms (1842, 225-34). Here I only point out the Arabic
words which can be found among the Hebrew words in the “Index philologicus”,
without any differentiation between the languages (Judah ha-Levi 1853, 438):
DR, TIRWIR DROPNOR, 29pR PWTR (read for WIWR),>? nX (read for MNX
p. 250), X°123, 7°272, ORDI2, M, PAIRTR, CPVh, 01N, 197n, o»NXwn (hebraized, on
406, missing from the index), wny, 270w (p. 424).

§235. Judah Ibn Cardinal (7X177p ,7X1°77p) ben Isaac translated the same book — we
do not know under which title — from the Arabic for Joseph b. Baruch, perhaps that
scholar who went to Palestine in 1211.% In a very brief foreword the translator
recounts 1405] that the first treatises of his translation were originally brought by
Joseph to England. However, they were not returned by the persons who had taken
possession of them. Thus, in order to have the complete book, he had to translate it
again. He assures us that he has not changed anything substantial in his translation;
even if he added or omitted words, he strove never to change the intent. [The citations
from the Hebrew Kuzari in Hesheq Shlomo (Solomon ben Judah 2007) do not always match
Ibn Tibbon (whose text is conveniently reprinted by Schwartz, but Schwartz makes no
comments about these divergences); Hesheq Shlomo may have made use, at least in some
places, of Cardinal; or the variants may have already infiltrated mss of Ibn Tibbon, as
Steinschneider suggests. ]

Apart from this foreword, as well as a few lines from the beginning of the book
that are in some manuscripts of the translation just mentioned,** Munich, BS Cod.
hebr. 47/5 contains a fragment (IV, 25) which is doubtlessly the same which Moscato
found in the margin of some copies of the printed translation by Tibbon. This frag-
ment is printed on the basis of a copy by Werbluner (a man of little scholarship) in
Cassel’s edition (Judah ha-Levi 1853), 344-61, below Tibbon’s translation.
[The fragments of Cardinal’s translation, culled from various sources, are displayed in the
notes to Y. Even-Shemuel’s translation.]

Some variant readings in the edition of Ibn Tibbon probably ought to be traced
back to this translation, perhaps by way of the three commentaries (§234), which
know at least the printed portion of Cardinal’s translation (cf. Steinschneider 1879b,
115). In order to characterize this translation we point out the following words, in
the order of their appearance in Cassel’s edition: 1¥anw” (p. 346), o173 (357 and
elsewhere = onws, cf. mn2x 357, 231, 361; on the other hand, on7x 354),
nnyy and ¥ (346 and elsewhere = 1o, Arabic guwwa), oW 12 231, (347) 7>y

I Kaufmann 1877a, 169. Hirschfeld 1883a, 88, Kaufmann 1883b, p 107; Hirschfeld 1883b, 172.
29 w13, see above, §222, 388, 1wTiR Ardashir, for Yazdagird.
23Cf. the citations by Judah ha-Levi 1853, xx; Steinschneider 1852, 1300; Zunz 1865, 324.

254 Hebrew from various named sources in Judah ha-Levi 1853, xxi; Latin in De Rossi 1803 Parma,
BP Parm. 1936 (De Rossi 625); cf. Parma, BP Parm. 2569 (De Rossi 1095).
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(ibid. = 77v) 9*72m7 0o (352 ff., o1y in Tibbon), 112°n73 P17P7 [Am177] 8177 (353,
1277 Tibbon), M27pi (ibid.), Avav (355 ff., N1"2x more commonly yav) a°wo1 (356),
whana? (1. whona> 357) and nwsnn (358),%° (360 “living bodies,” the word
has been added)*® own7 (“connected,” 360 twice). [For the impact of the Kuzari on
Jewish intellectual history until 1900 see Shear 2008.]

§236. Judah b. Nissim Ibn Malka, or Melka (75%%),%’ probably from Spain or
North Africa (ca. 1365),2® [The consensus now is that Ibn Malka’s floruit must be moved
up to the middle of the thirteenth century; see M. Idel 1990. A book-length study of Judah b.
Nissim is available in Georges Vajda 1954.] and inspired by Neoplatonic teachings,?*
composed a work in three parts: (1) 2>77% 018 “Companion to the Stranger,” an
introduction to the Book of Creation (777°%°, see §227) which consists of two dia-
logues, the one between the author?® and his own soul, the other between a 1406l
student (29%v) and his teacher; and ten chapters on the human attainment of the
perfect science; (2) 77°%* 790 7°05N0, a commentary on the Book of Creation, accord-
ing to philosophical principles; (3) 132X " 25 7°05n, commentary on the Chapters
of R. Eliezer, up to chapter 52 (the author had no more at his disposal), completed
in 1365. The Arabic original is extant in Paris, BN Ms. héb. 764 and Oxford, Bodl.
Ms. Or. 661c; Oxford, Bodl. Ms. Or. 661a; Oxford, Bodl. Ms. Or. 661b [all three
sections of the work]; Oxford, Bodl. Ms. Opp. Add. Qu. 45 (Neub. 1536; bought by
Zunz who had received it from the heirs of N. Krochmal; the end is defective); the
original is probably quoted by Samuel Motot (ca. 1370).26!

S Especially frequent in Falaquera; see Steinschneider 1889, 75.

2561713 in the section on Ibn Ezra in Kaufmann 1877a, 173, 174, who does not take this translation
into consideration — as to the problem, see Steinschneider 1881e, 9; see Steinschneider 1857a, 324;
1878a, 21.

27Hibat Allah b. Malka, Christian writer, 1220 in Egypt, Vatican, BAV Cod. Vat. ar. 157. Different
authors are Malkon (Joseph or Ishoyahb bar Malkon b. M., see Steinschneider 1877m, 435), and
Malkan, Abu I-Barakat Hibat Allah in Baghdad (middle of 12th cent. in Hajji Khalifa 1835-58
VII, 1058 n. 2183).

28 Wolf 1715, III, n. 753b; IV, 762¢; Munk 1838, 16, in Geiger 1836, 158, Munk 1859, 301. Geiger
1844, 442; cf. Steinschneider 1852, 1244, 2455; Steinschneider 1869a, b, ¢, d, 16.

2Munk 1859, 301. Geiger 1844, 443: “Philosophy of Maimonides, with a still stronger symbolical
character, mixed with Kabbalistic ingredients.”

2605301 %5 AX°PR 29X should not be explained as the Paris catalogue does: “étant encore dans les liens
du corps”, rather as N W1 Ma? 7xw 1 (Hunayn ibn Ishaq 1896, I1, 8); 11N £o1X12 101 '012°0 0K
0oyava (Joseph Ibn Zaddik 1854, 41; Ibn Gabirol 1859b, 172 n. 518); 03»n 0dmm) 0o 030
(Tsaac Tbn Ghiyyat 10 77 in M19%3 9°% 7¥n). Belonging to a similar category are the sayings which
compare knowledge/scholarship and ignorance to life and death, traced even to Aristotle (Ibn
Butlan, Polemic, ch. 2, in Ibn al-QiftT 1903, s.v.) and Ptolemy (Hunayn ibn Ishaq 1896, I, 11, see
Steinschneider 1884, 133). See also §185 n. 482. <See also §535 n. 155.»

261 Ad Exodus 23:21 (Motot 1554, fol. 26!, next to last line), Steinschneider 1852, 2455, not in the
unedited recension (Goldenthal 1851, 7, see Steinschneider 1875v, 16, now Cambridge UL
Add.10015.2). — Dukes (1868, 96) erroneously calls him Joseph b. Eliezer. — A passage (Mas‘ud1?)
is in Reinaud 1849, Index, 329: “R. Juda.” Perhaps from Motot in Jacob ben Hayyim, etc.
(Steinschneider 1879b, 115, line 1 and Dukes 1848c, 572 n. 12): f7i1° 2 o°0l.
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Oxford, Bodl. Opp. Add. Qu. 45 also contains a Hebrew translation® of the
commentary to the Book of Creation. [This was published by Georges Vajda 1974.
According to Vajda, one main objective of the abridgment was to remove passages that were
deemed theologically obnoxious.] Perhaps Moses Botarel (1409) still knew of it.2%3

[The kabbalist Isaac of Acre prepared a Hebrew translation of the first part of the com-
mentary on the “Chapters of R. Eliezer”; this text, which is accompanied by glosses of the
translator, is found in two manuscripts: New York, JTS Rab. 1723, fols. 1a—6a and New York,
NYPL Jewish Items XXP/32 (formerly Sassoon 919). This text was edited by Paul Fenton
1993. A different translation of the commentary is found in Moscow, RGB Giinz., fols. 258,
286a—298b; it is being studied now by Y. Tzvi Langermann, towards eventual publication.
This text is in the same hand and most likely accomplished by the same individual who wrote
the shortened translation of the commentary to Sefer Yezirah published by Vajda (concerning
which see above). Indeed, the Moscow manuscript is not a true codex but rather a collection
of fragments from diverse sources that have been bound together. It seems most likely that
they simply fell out of the same manuscript that eventually found its way to the Bodleian
Library.]

§237. (Joseph Ibn ‘Aqgnin. [Joseph Ibn Simeon of Ceuta, see below]). Joseph b. Judah
etc. b. Simeon, or Arabic: Abtl-Hajjaj Yasuf b. Yahya b. Sham‘tn al-Maghribi
al-Fast,’®** is certainly Joseph Ibn ‘Aqgnin (P3py or 1710v).2% He was a student of
Maimonides, later on a very significant physician in Aleppo, where he died in 1226,
and a friend of the vizier al-Qift1, who dedicated an article (published by Munk) to
him and quoted in part by Ibn abi Usaybi‘a (I, 213).2¢ [ S. Munk 1842 argued that
Joseph b. Judah Ibn Simeon, whom he identified with the famous pupil of Maimonides, was
not the same person as the philosopher Joseph b. Judah Ibn ‘Aqnin. This led to a sharp
response by Steinschneider 3 years later, and to a scholarly controversy that continued for

202 Steinschneider 1852, 1244, only following a communication. The beginning appears in
Neubauer as 0»n%3;7 017 72707 I2X; end 1PRR...5770 NV 9221 11052 JmIm.

263 Steinschneider 1852, 1783; cf. Steinschneider 1869c, 29 against Dukes 1868, 96.

264 See Steinschneider 1873, 38 and 40, on Baldi 1874, 37 (cf. 84, 1. 1), which escaped Wiistenfeld
1877, 113 —onr1n 1», also in the commentary on the Medical Aphorisms; see Moscow, RSL Giinz.
1024/2.

5See Steinschneider 1873e, 38 and 1py ibid., 39; Schiler-Szinessy 1876, I, 154, 190:
Steinschneider and Neubauer 1888, 105-12.

26Sources: Herbelot Sebti 1785, IV, 203. Rapoport 1830, 77, Wolf 1715, '.* 853 (Kohen),
3938 (872 3.! (0917 (Barceloni), '.2942 (898 .(¥vp11¢ (Joseph b. Yahyah); De Rossi 1807, 106,

De Rossi 1839, 84, Geiger 1839b, 439; Nicoll 1787, 562, Wiistenfeld 1840 §212 (cf. 246 and 144,
n. 41); Carmoly 1844, 64 (2 different authors), see Geiger 1844, 465; Munk 1842, concerning
which see Steinschneider 1845, 66; Fiirst 1842, 807; Dukes 1843b, 139 (Ink. A. 1845, 207 and
Dukes 1845, 600, already found in Munk 1842, 9 and 55); Geiger 1846, 134 following communi-
cation of Rapoport; Neppi and Ghirondi 1853, 171, 193; Steinschneider 1855a, 45; Steinschneider
1852, 1440; Hammer-Purgstall 1850, VII, 555 n. 8134; Steinschneider 1873e, 38 and VII, 1874c,
16 ff. (concerning Giidemann), 1877d, 122 (this is how it should be read in Lowy, ed. Ibn Aknin
1879, vi), Steinschneider 1880a, 11 and 63; Leclerc 1876, II, 166 only according to Munk, to be
completed according to Moscow, RGB Giinz. 1024; Neubauer 1870, 348, cf. Steinschneider
1883a, 133; M. Lowy, Ibn Aknin 1879 etc. see below (1879); cf. Salfeld 1879, 81; Schechter 1887,
X, is not acquainted with these last sources. Steinschneider 1888, 105.
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more than a century, with Steinschneider’s view gradually losing support. The scholarly
consensus is now with Munk, i.e., against identifying the two and for viewing Joseph Ibn
Simeon, and not Joseph Ibn Aknin, as Maimonides’ pupil. (See Baneth 1957, 1964 ; for other
views, published before Baneth’s articles, see B. Lewis 1945 and A. Halkin 1950.) Baneth
also held that Joseph Ibn Simeon was the author of the metaphysical treatise that Steinschneider
describes above, as well as another work unknown to Steinschneider at the time of writing
HUe, described below (Baneth 1946, 2). (Ibn ‘Agnin is indeed the author of the ethical work 2t
01919X that is discussed in §10.)]

We have already dealt with Ibn ‘Agnin’s ethical work 01919% 2v, two parts of
which were translated into Hebrew (§10).

Ibn ‘Aqgnin is the author of a little metaphysical treatise, actually untitled, called in
the edition after its contents”’ 021977 W7 1R 01277 NT0 NIDPRI NIROXAT I RN
“Treatise on the Necessary Existent, on How Things Emanate From It, and on the
Creation of the World,”?® which is known only through the Hebrew translation of an
anonymous author (probably fourteenth century; M. Lowy?® surmises that it is Isaac
ben Nathan). For the most part it is found together with the questions and treatises of
14071 Averroes, along with a treatise of al-Ghazali (§192), in Leiden, BR Cod. Or.
4753/4, Leipzig, UBL B. H. 14.?° Munich, BS Cod. hebr. 36/22; Paris, BN héb 959/8
«cf. Isaac b. vwr “Just ou Jost” (1) 1225, Bacher 1890, 128 ms. Epstein [now Jerusalem,
INUL Yah. Ms. Heb. 1 cf. Weiser 1992, 52]>; Moscow, RSL Giinz. 305/12.

Moritz Léwy began an edition of these translations on the basis of the Leiden and
Leipzig manuscripts, along with a German translation and philological and philo-
sophical notes.”” [The treatise was edited in its entirety and translated into English in Judah
Magnes’ doctoral thesis 1904; for criticisms and emendations of this edition, see Baneth 1957.]

In this treatise, probably composed in 1187 in Aleppo, the author addresses his
teacher, without doubt Maimonides, whom he had probably queried beforehand,
concerning three theses, listed at the beginning of the treatise, and considered from
a rational and (theologically) positive point of view.?’? Not very satisfied with the
response of his teacher, Yosef attempts at a solution, which he then offers to him.

[Baneth argued that it is most unlikely that Maimonides was the teacher whose responses
were deemed by Ibn Simeon to be unsatisfactory, and so the work, according to Baneth, was
written before Joseph became Maimonides’ pupil in the early 1180s, i.e., while he was still
in the Maghreb.]

According to Munk 1842, 47, the translation is done in “a very unclear style.”
As M. Lowy very aptly remarks, its character is that of the translations of the

2671 eclerc 1876, xi.

28 Munk 1842, 56 read max “principes”! I already emended it to m>X in Steinschneider 1845, 119.
Lowy, Ibn Aknin 1879, 8, wishes to attribute Munk’s misunderstanding to 7170; concerning 70
T77am on 11, see above §146, n. 1179.

29 Rendered imprecisely by Munk l.c. as nouveauté ; w1in has here the sense of pi‘el .

20 eipzig, UBL B. H. 14: 9% for »m (Steinschneider 1855a, 57).

?'German title: Drei Abhandlungen v. Jos. b. Jehuda etc. herausg., iibersetzt und erldutert v.
Moritz Lowy, Berlin 1879; in Commiss. bei B. Baer; 16 Hebrew pages (not the complete first
treatise), XVI and 40 pages.

22g»Inm...0»72wn nYT YY; concerning 0710 see Lowy, Ibn Aknin 1879, 12 and §18, n. 79.
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second period. These are executed in closer dependence upon the Arabic texts. The
transnational themes, so to speak, seemed to justify a literal rendering, too slav-
ishly close to the text, but, on the other hand, too little governed by the laws and
usage of the language. The translation contains less Arabic words, because more
and more Hebrew synonyms had been introduced and missing elements were con-
tinuously replaced. In addition, these translations were meant for readers for whom
Arabic had become so foreign that the Arabic word was completely useless.
Moreover, Arabic was hardly a living language for the translators; they had learnt
it by reading, like an extinct language.

There exists a small number of philosophical works, translated in a similar fash-
ion by unknown translators. Most likely it is the copyists that have dealt with their
writings negligently, for it is not be expected that the translator would have omitted
his own name, against customary practice and his own vanity, or let us say, ambi-
tion. Stylistic similarity, even the usage of certain words, e.g., mnmx:1,%”® and of idi-
omatic phrases are not enough to attribute all such translations to one and the same
person, as long as no particular circumstances support this hypothesis. For our trea-
tise one could adduce as an argument its outward connection to the treatise of
al-Ghazali, translated by Isaac Nathan.

[2. The Silencing Epistle, Concerning the Resurrection of the Dead (Risalat al-iskat ft
hashr al-amwat or Risalat al-iskat ft tabyin hashr al-amwat). This monograph was written in
order “to silence” criticism of Maimonides’ purported position on the question of the resur-
rection of the dead, particularly that circulated by Maimonides’ arch-rival, Shmu’el ben ‘Ali ?,
Gaon of Baghdad. Portions of a Judaeo-Arabic treatise defending Maimonides on this issue
were published by A. Harkavy in 1897. Baneth surmised that the author was Ibn Simeon
1964, 2. The Hebrew translation, which is complete and bears the title and the name of the
author, was discovered by Y. Tzvi Langermann in a codex of philosophical treatises, Moscow,
RSL Schneerson Ms. Yevr. 209. For this ms. see Langermann 1996b. The full Hebrew
text, as well as the surviving portions of the original and a close analysis (including full
bibliography), with an introduction in English, was published by Sarah Stroumsa 1999.
The translator is Hayyim ben Yehudah Ibn Bibas (or Vivas); the translation was done in
Valencia in 1343.]

§238. Joseph ben Jacob (Ibn) Zaddiq (‘Ziddiq’?),>™ in Arabic Abt ‘Umar,* judge
in Cordova (died 1149),>’¢ composed at the 1408 request of a pupil a small dogmati-

23See §194, n. 572.

274 9%, perhaps related to Joseph, Steinschneider 1848, Register 333 where we find »>7%77, and
P°7% 12 2*7% in Abraham b. David (Zacuto 1580, 128b), in Jellinek 1854 Vorrede, vi, p>7x is given
as a forename; Frumkin 1874 derives it from p17%! Cf. "\nw (Justo), Steinschneider 1852, 1541
(Cf. Steinschneider 1862g, 132. — Joseph Zaddiq, see Steinschneider 1858, 123, 419; Zotenberg
1866, 191.

275 Steinschneider 1871¢, 24, n. 2 (not Amr, as in Neubauer 1886, 182, which is to be written 12y
< but with the genitive after abu; [it is a question] whether Jews would dare to employ a kunya with
‘Umar»), among others Joseph ben Jacob Ibn Sahl, to whom Bartollocci 1675 attributes 1opi 2w, —
Perhaps belonging to 'ax'sm, cf. Herbelot 1785 Abua ‘Umar Hajjaj, I, 704, Hajjaj Joseph 11, 705.
26The main sources are Wolf 1715, 1.3959; 3849b; De Rossi 1839, 353. Steinschneider 1855b, 103;
Steinschneider 1852, 1541; Jellinek on his edition; Beer 1854, and offprint. Gritz 1875 6:25; Zunz
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cal work according to the opinions of the philosophers (the Philosopher = Aristotle;
De caelo et mundo is quoted on p. 10), which he called “Microcosmos” (Q2XY2X
773¥7X). Man is a microcosm and, therefore, philosophy means his — man’s — self-
knowledge,””” by means of which he will come to understand the macrocosm and its
Creator. The fourth and last section is more dogmatic. It treats of the deeds of man
and their recompense, ending with the resurrection. Eisler presents an analysis of
the work in the Jiidisches Centralblatt, ed. by Griinwald, 1886, 1887. This work was
not studied much;?”® Maimonides knew it only by name and did not think much of
it.?’° [Sarah Stroumsa 1990 reinforces Steinschneider’s claim that Maimonides’ attitude
towards Ibn Zaddiq was negative. For a recent examination and summary of Ibn Zaddiq’s life
and works, including a review of studies and editions of the Microcosm, see Habermann
2002, 17-51 (Introduction to his English translation of the text). Haberman, 43 n. 3, cites
Gershon Cohen 1967, 139f, who argues against the patronym Jacob, noting that Steinschneider
himself may have had doubts.]

The Hebrew translation, under the title Jopn 22197 is extant in: Oxford, Bodl. Ms.
Poc. 280; Oxford, Bodl. Ms. Opp. 583; Oxford, Bodl. Ms. Mich. 491a; Hamburg,
SUB Ms. Cod. hebr. 92/7; Munich, BS Cod. hebr. 65/4; Parma, BP Cod. Parm.
2450; [Rome, BC 3089/3; Budapest, MTA Ms. Kaufmann 589].

The Parma ms. does not name the translator. The acrostic Moshe at the end of the
Hamburg manuscript led me (in 1847) to surmise that Moses Ibn Tibbon is the
translator, but by the time I wrote the article on Ibn Zaddiq in the Ersch and Gruber
encyclopedia, I realized that there exists a treatise with the same title by the same
Moses which seems to be part of a larger work.?®° [A treatise which bears the same title
is attributed to Moses Ibn Tibbon; it is found in thirteen mss., including three cited by
Steinschneider in n. 280: Paris, BN héb 185/2; Paris, BN héb 893/4; and Vatican BA Cod. ebr.
292/2.] Jellinek put this name on the title page of his edition (Ibn Zaddiq 1854), bas-
ing himself on the faulty copy in Hamburg.?®! [An edition and German translation was

1865, 216 — His year of birth is not known exactly. Jellinek 1854, vi, n. 3, concludes from the fact that
he was a student of Isaac, who had died in 1098 (read: 1094), that he must have been born around
1070. But we read in Abraham b. David’s Book of Tradition pri¥> '27 72n X1 X1m. See also Kaufmann
1880, 34. Leopold Weinsberg 1888 is an abortive attempt to contest the authorship; for a historical
error concerning Maimonides see 15. So far, I could not examine the comparative analysis.

277See §2 n. 49, §195 n. 597.

28 The quotations in Ibn Zaddiq 1854, viii, begin with David Kimhi, see n. 282 below. B. Beer cites
7wn nawn and the ethical treatise W71 'o without precise editions; see also n. 291 below. Delete
Almoli; his p>7%71 101 is Pseudo-Joseph. Steinschneider 1852, loc. cit.

See §1, n. 291; cf. Kaufmann 1876, 362, (according to which the Microcosm, 56, 27 ff. also was
utilized in Kuzari II, 2, 80). See Sachs 1854c, 208.

280 Steinschneider 1852, 2004. Paris, BN héb 185/2 anxn, Paris, BN héb 893/4 n71¥, and under this
in the title index; 1878a, 148. The year 1502 (1191) appears in Vatican BA Cod. ebr. 292/2 only in
the margin; see Steinschneider 1874b, 101, according to which Renan and Neubauer 1877, 593,
must be corrected. Pinsker 1862, 25, assumes Narboni to be the translator of our work. [Actually,
Pinsker says that it is not impossible to assume this, but that the matter requires further examination.]

1 Hebrew and German title: Der Mikrokosmos von R. Josef Ibn Zadik (sic) etc., Leipzig 1854 (Ibn
Zaddiq 1854). — According to xv the acrostic proves the translator to be Moses, which is doubtlessly
Moses Ibn Tibbon. — According to Reifmann, 1878, 35, the little poem is certainly by Joseph,
addressed to a student! For the differences in the terminology of this work and the Treatise on Logic
(§251) [attributed to Maimonides and translated by Moses Ibn Tibbon], see below n. 285.
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published by S. Horovitz 1903; it has been reprinted in J. Haberman’s English translation
2002.] In the foreword (XVII-XXII) Jellinek displays some variant readings from
the Munich manuscript. D. Kaufmann’s German translation of part III 1877a, with
the presentation of the most important Hebrew passages, demonstrates just how
many better readings can be gained from the manuscripts. There are various reasons
for dating this translation before Moses Ibn Tibbon. David Kimhi*? seems to quote
it, and its style corresponds more to that of Nahum.?®* Like him, our translator uses
the Arabic 1409] term 311 (species) in the Hebrew plural; both write the word 18"
with an X, as in Arabic; the editor substitutes the common Hebrew form.?%* We
find the following Arabic words, almost all of them indicated as such: : yX7ax
(54, Kaufmann 317), 87n7& (? 45, Kaufmann 271), 332 (35), 9 (6), mnan (xv, Xxi,
should read 3°n1?),7°n (45), %0 (35), 19X (45), P (4). The names of the sciences
are also Arabic: (2 *p>nRnnn lege P NRA'MAR? 710717, PO0M).

There are [grammatical] forms, phrases that betray Arabic influence, and other
peculiarities which will, perhaps, serve to confirm the assumption that Nahum is the
translator, or point to someone else; the following remarks, arranged according to
the order of their appearance in the book, do not pretend to exhaust the matter. The
bad state of the text, in which the copyists seem to have blurred some peculiarities,
makes our attempt all the more difficult.

[The following textual comments refer to Jellinek, ed. Ibn Zaddiq 1854] 1 12°2wi1 (God)
has made him intelligible; 5 n1*%2=n1912 25 (NX*9, also in Hillel b. Samuel?® as a
title of the book by Averroes,?®® cf. n"»37 woi1 39, ch. 3); 5 and 49 vw»s odd
number,?” commonly 7791; 6 n°37pn woi, which should be read, according to Briill
1879, 138 n., as n°1727 (as in Ibn Gabirol’s Ethics 1807. 7, line 1= Arabic 7ipuR1);
7, ch. 2, line 3 o»yavm o»wvnn;8 o°p1o1 the differences? (cf. 53, Kaufmann 315);%%
8, last line (following XVIII) and 46 (according to Kaufmann, 276) n17 (Arabic
7°RD37);%%? 9, last line and 10, line 9 o mxy cf. amxvll, line 13 (cf. §240); 10 201
for 17, an Arabism; 11 771 for center (Kaufmann, 311 n. 158), cf. 15 7120;>%°

282 See above, n. 278. Kimhi conflates the two passages.

283 Steinschneider 1855b, 104 n. 82 More material is found in Reifmann 1884, 31, 1878, 35.
*41bn Zaddiq 1854, xvi.

251n Steinschneider 1874e, 22, only 5 [of Hillel of Verona’s text].

286 This is also found in Kalonymos, see Steinschneider 1870e, 120; see §429.b

275, line 7 is missing vw9 after w1Wwo; cf. Kaufmann 1877a, 289.

28See §157, n. 128.

29 This also occurs in Ibn Latif ?, see Steinschneider 1874a, 27, ad 11 (of Hillel of Verona’s text).

20 Cf. Zerahya 1860-90, ch. 5, 30 n. 9: nR¥»y11 1; Nahum (Translation of Dunash’s Commentary on
the Sefer Yezirah) has ‘Pxv’ for the ‘center of the world’, like al-Harizi. (See n. 216 of §231, however
nPR¥MY 1 in the latter’s translation of Maimonides’ Guide (Maimonides 1851-79) I, 852 is generally
‘center’); Nahmanides 1872, 17 nanX a7 02 IR 921 2awd XIM 270 P amns anpl v
T9Y WK 931 7R, tendentious, because elsewhere the uppermost sphere is the image of the greatest,
and a mustard seed the image of the smallest (Steinschneider 1875g, 70).
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11 127 vy pono’; 14, line 2 o°onna o°nom ; 22114, 18 7ann as the opposite of s,
16 opn, as Harizi, for mp»; ibid. ampnn filling a space; 23, 24, 26, 30 17nnx and
plural, besides o°nny; 26 NyI1; 27 last line y1apm v1wss; 28, line 5 w9122 36, 37
52 own for definition;?”® 36 o°»nn and foemin.”* 14101 37, 38, 44, 51, 52 7o°sK for
Arabic 07y (Kaufmann, 262), as Harizi (see §248 below, n. 425b); 37 o*Xop1i1 027270
(Arabic TR129R, see §124); p. 39 nwoxn, the individuality; 41 nam; 44 70°8n and
mwon; 47 N (read NnR, Arabic 5°977, Kaufmann, 279); 49 %95 for multiply, as in
Nahum (§228); 50 7v°vn (Arabic vunn, Kaufmann, 299); 53 nn2, as in Nissim b.
Moses b. Solomon (§224); 56 miw” (according to XXI (Kaufmann), 276 mw»?);
p. 68 0¥, usually Ny, 24

I have discovered a small fragment of the introduction to another translation,
printed 1586. [According to Steinschneider 1852, 1542, the other translation is cited
in Jonah Girondi, Iggeret ha-teshuvah]; perhaps this was merely begun, and not
pursued, or it is a quotation.?

2! Al-Harizi has 7nm1 now in his translation to the Guide II, 17 (Arabic: II, 16) and II, 12 (Arabic:
II, 11) for yuRp 18&A72; Tibbon has 7Mn nom as is general usage, cf. the commentary on 9 of
Maimonides 1847; still, 7mn nom is already found in Samuel Ibn Tibbon’s commentary on
Kohelet 3:20; in Zerahiah ben Isaac’s Aphorisms of Maimonides (see Steinschneider 1869a, 236,
1. 10.); ¥ 7nm1 in Isaac Ibn Latif 1860, 37 line 11 (Ibn Latif makes use of the Hebrew translation
of the Microcosm) and in Steinschneider 1863b, 1 [citing Ibn Latif’s Ginzei Melekh]; in an anony-
mous D’ WY [concerning whose author see Steinschneider 1876, 78; cf. Kaufmann 1877a, 508] ch. 2,
ed. Sachs 1851c, 64 (cf. Jellinek 1580, ix); ch. 1 (viii of Luzzatto [Judah ha-Levi 1840) corre-
sponds only with the quotation on 20 0°91012°077 1K (whether they are the Sincere Brethren? — on
prophets and philosophers cf. Dieterici 1868, 98, 101, 1871, 104 ff., 114, 116; cf. Ibn Zaddiq
1854, 47 o monm oR°237 29991977, in Kaufmann 1877a, 278, and Schorr 1842—43, 147 note; liber
de Pomo, see above, 269 (§144); See Theology of Aristotle, Latin recension, in Haneberg 1862 11);
Inm1 "N 7072 in the anonymous translation of Alfonso, Quadratur(a), see Steinschneider,
1868, 146.

22 See footnote 255.

23 Kaufmann 1877a, 313, 314; see also Steinschneider 1869b, 168. Usually 173 (Arabic: ) is defi-
nition (Steinschneider 1869a, 75, Dieterici 1868, 179; aw11m 27a7, Ibn Bulat 1530-1, fol. 11, cf.15
aw; fol. 3 NPuwANam; aw e R 973 XY in Abraham Ibn Daud 1852, 46 bottom (= 1986, 338
(125a)); awn2 7y in Falaquera 1779 is “description”. Cf. also the end of al-Farabi’s Chapters on
Logic (= Fusil tashtamil etc.) Munich, BS Cod. hebr. 307/10, fol. 128. Levi ben Gershom stresses
in his commentary on the Isagoge that Averroes uses oW for 173, whereas maestro Geronimo,
who has the consent of the anonymous [opposes this?] (See Berlin, SPK Or. Qu. 831/1, fol. 5,
according to which Steinschneider 1893 88 [§37, B, 1.] should be supplemented.)

2% Also nnnnn 19y is found in Kaufmann 1877a, 315, 320; Munich, BS Cod. hebr. 130 (Euclid,
Elements, at the beginning of Book Two) has 07w rather than a1 o nini, which is found
in Munich, BS Cod. hebr. 36/3, fol. 36, and Munich, BS Cod. hebr. 91/1; cf. o>»nm 2°>wi in
Averroes’s Sophistics, trans. by Kalonymos (Steinschneider 1869a, 57, n. 80); oann...790 is
found in Aaron ben Elijah 1841, 131, line 5 see below.

24 Passage 6 is emended by Briill 1879, 137, using the passage, similarly corrupted, by the sup-
posed Jacob b. Nissim ad Sefer Yezirah; in Dunash’s commentary (Berlin, SPK Or. Oct. 243/4, fol.
59) one reads: on¥ya 0°11v21 72wWAR21 2721 72°n02. Cf. the expressions in thought, word, and writ-
ing found in Dieterici 1868, 21.

29 Steinschneider 1852, 1542.
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Joseph ben Jacob (Ibn) Zaddiq, Microcosmos

Budapest, Magyar tudomanyos akadémia 589 (IMHM F 15015), 1-58.

Hamburg, Staats- und Universititsbibliothek Cod. hebr. 92 (Hamburg Acc. 1906/11233)
(Hamburg 53) (IMHM F 26309), 278b—35a.

Munich, Bayerische Staatsbibliothek Cod. hebr. 65 (IMHM F 1130), 21b—87a.

Oxford, Bodleian Ms. Mich. 491 (Ms. Mich. 575) (Neubauer 1317/1) (IMHM F 22131),
1a-22b.

Oxford, Bodleian Ms. Opp. 583 (Ms. Opp. 1170) (Neubauer 133105) (IMHM F 22145),
97a-140a.

Oxford, Bodleian Ms. Poc. 280 (Ms. Uri 78) (Neubauer 1270/4) (IMHM F 22084),
29a-32a.

Parma, Biblioteca Palatina Cod. Parm. 2450/1 (De Rossi 1174) IMHM F 13454), 2a—42b.

Rome, Biblioteca Casanatense 3089 (Rome Cas I.I.12) (Sacerdote 161) (IMHM F 65),
31a-73b.

§239. Moses [Abulafia] b. Joseph “b. ha-Lawi” composed a “theological <or meta-
physical> treatise”, >7X &, on the First Cause, the Prime Mover, etc., in which
he discusses some issues of Arabic philosophy. [G. Vajda called attention to citations
from the Arabic original of the theological treatise in a Vatican manuscript of a work by
Joseph b. Abraham Ibn Waqar 1948. He published excerpts in 1955.]

Manuscripts Oxford, Bodl. Ms. Opp. Add. Qu. 10 (with some notes of the copy-
ists); St. Petersburg, RNL Ms. Evr. [471; New York, JTS Ms. 2341/10 (= Pamplona
Estante 6, 21, mentioned in Baer 1929, XII).

[H. Wolfson used the Pamplona ms. for his article on Averroes’ lost treatise on the Prime
Mover 1950-51, noting (684, n. 5) that it appears to differ in a number of places from the
French translation published in Vajda 1948.]

This treatise has perhaps been translated from Arabic by an anonymous author.
It must be the writing of Moses ha-Levi who was later attacked by Hasdai Crescas
and others.?® Zunz connects this author with the physician Moses b. Meir ha-Levi
of the famous Abulafia family in Toledo (died 1255); our Moses b. Joseph is per-
haps a cousin of the latter and an elder brother of the famous Todros Abulafia.?” In
any case our Moses is identical with Abi Amram (=Abt ‘Imran) Misa al-Lawr,
author of a musical passage quoted by Shem Tov b. Isaac from Tortosa (around
1254-64) without the eulogy for the deceased.?® [The Judaeo-Arabic original of this
passage was found by Y. T. Langermann in Solomon Ibn Ya‘ish's commentary to Ibn Sina's
Qaniin; see Langermann 1996a.] The Arabic form of the name confirms my assumption

2% Crescas already in Light of the Lord 1.3.3; Zunz 1845, 432. Schlessinger, on Albo 1844, 256,
conjectures Moses b. Solomon, the author of 1852) nwn PX™! — Yohanan Alemanno (Abraham
Yagel?) &2 vaw II, 4 Oxford, Bodl. Ms. Reggio 11 cites &> ‘1 7wn, apparently based on Crescas
or earlier services.

27Concerning his year of death, see Salfeld 1869, 138; Steinschneider 1872¢, 55 and Jellinek
1876, 13 n 1.
8 Preface to Zahrawi, Steinschneider 1879d, 43. Since Moses b. Joseph in Paris, BN héb 26

(year 1272) is not called Levi, the conjectured identity (Steinschneider 1875c¢; 7) should apparently
be abandoned.
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to some extent that Moses wrote in Arabic, which was still alive in Toledo in the
fourteenth century.?

Moses b. Joseph, Theological Treatise

New York, Jewish Theological Seminary Ms. 2341/10 (NY JTS Acc. 834/Pamplona
Est. 6. 21) IMHM F 28657), 170a—76a.

Oxford, Bodleian Library Opp. Add. Qu. 10 (Neubauer 1324/5) (IMHM F 22138), 115a-25a.

St. Petersburg, Russian National Library Evr. 1 471 (IMHM F 51318), 52a—62b.

§240. Moses Ibn Ezra b. Jacob, in Arabic: Aba Hartin Masa (b. Abi Ishaq?), member
of a famous family in Granada, celebrated as a poet, still alive in 1138,>® is the author
of an unedited work (Kitab al-muhadara wa-I-mudhakara, ‘The book of conversa-
tions and commemorations’) on Hebrew poetics which was utilized by later 1411|
bibliographers.*®! [A critical edition of the work was prepared by N. Bar-On, which later
was revised, augmented, and published in 1975 by A. Halkin 1975. For a short history of partial
editions, translations, etc., see Fenton 1997, 32-33. (In n. 103 Fenton attributes the copying of
Berlin, SPK Or. oct. 464 to Steinschneider, but according to the Berlin Hebrew manu-
scripts catalogue, the copying was done by his wife, Auguste, which he then reviewed.)] In
this work (f. 38b) the author quotes his work [P* PRI TRMA?X > %0 P> 79R, “The
Garden, on Metaphor and True Meaning.”3%? I take this to be the original of the Hebrew
treatise aw12n N (“Bed of Balsam,” not to be confused with a ritual work or a
medical treatise of the same title).’* [Steinschneider’s speculation, contested by D.
Kaufmann, was verified in 1895 when A. Harkavy announced the discovery of an original
Arabic manuscript of the Hadiga in the second Firkovitch collection in the Imperial Library in
St. Petersburg. This manuscript shows that the title of the medieval Hebrew translation, Arugat
ha-Bosem, was already given by Moses. A second manuscript from Aleppo was acquired by D.
Sassoon in 1913 and at auction by the Jewish National Library (8° 570) in 1975. A critical edi-
tion based on the first manuscript had been prepared but not published by the Russian scholar
Paul Kokovzov; Fenton 1997 has announced an edition of the original based on both manu-
scripts and on several fragments found in various libraries. For a short history of the scholar-
ship, see ibid., 3640.]

297Zunz 1845, 427. — Belonging to the Judaeo-Arabic authors of the fourteenth century, for exam-
ple, is Joseph b. Isaac Israeli around 1324.

300Sources: Steinschneider 1852 and Additamenta; Zunz 1865, 202 etc., see Index;
Steinschneider1877c, 287, 350 etc.

3910On the fragment under the title 191377 219wX in the London edition of 203 ,1on, and in Graetz
1875, VI, 392, see Steinschneider 1873g, 107. I am in the possession of a stencil copy of Oxford,
Bodl. Ms. Hunt. 549, another copy is with S. Landauer; in Petersburg there is an incomplete copy.
32 The entire passage is in Steinschneider 1881a, 34.

303 Steinschneider 1852, 1812, 2316. Kaufmann 1880, 30 believes that aw1a77 " was composed in
Hebrew; see below.

3%40On the ritual work of Abraham b. Elazar (beg. of the 13th cent.), see Berliner 1874a, I, 2, Perles
1877 (Steinschneider 1877c, 84, and Kaufmann 1882, 316 and 564; the medical work of Judah
Rofeh in Cod. Parma 2279/4 (see Perreau 1876-77, 451; Steinschneider 1878a, 138) appears to be
confused with the o127 MaY of ¥72n7, and attributed to 0”217 by Azulai (Steinschneider 1852,
1881); on the book reputedly by Jacob b. Elazar see Steinschneider 18731, 556.
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Fragments of the Arugat ha-Bosem are extant in the following:

Manuscripts Oxford, Bodl. Ms. Seld. Sup. A 104; less complete in Oxford, Bodl.
Ms. Mich. 146, copy of Hamburg, SUB Ms. Cod. hebr. 310a; «Vatican, Neofiti
11/27 has an introduction».

Perhaps this book was not translated in its entirety.** The Hamburg manuscript
was edited by L. Dukes in the journal 1% 1843a with a supplement to it from
Oxford, Bodl. Ms. Seld. Sup. A 104 in 1849, 748.

The fragment displays no development of ideas, but rather a compilation of the
sayings of the philosophers. Some names are to be found: Aristotle (121, 159; his
Metaphysics 135, De coelo, etc. 158); Empedocles (134, 158, 175);% Hermes,
identified with Henoch (123); Plato (121, 138); Pythagoras (in his Golden Treatise);*"’
Socrates (120 and 135, his Hymns and Prayers, 175);3 the Arab Abu Nasr (trans-
lated as yw~ 12X) al-Farabi (in his book 2107 373117);3% [according to Fenton 1997, this is
the first time a Jewish philosopher referred to al-Farabt by name.] ar-Razi (158); further-
more an Arabic poet (136);31° n3v7p17 71217 (Ancient, or Oriental Wisdom? 120).3!"!
Among Jewish authors only Saadia Gaon is mentioned (137, 158); but he seems to
quote Solomon Ibn Gabirol, at least in some places, under the name of “the philoso-
pher,” or “the recent (lit. last) philosophers” (121).3!? [Indeed, the only extant portions
of the Judaeo-Arabic original of Ibn Gabirol’s Fons Vitae consist of citations in al-Hadiqa; see
the discussion under the entry for Ibn Gabirol. For a more complete list of Jewish sources
mentioned, see Fenton, 193-96.] Very rarely are these sayings followed by biblical
passages; only in the chapter on the attributes and the names of God (cf. infra)
does he quote many biblical verses.

If the paragraphs translated follow the arrangement of the original, the book shows
in its development of ideas some similarity with the Microcosm of Josef Ibn Zaddiq. It
even begins with the analogy between man and every creature because of which man
is called the microcosm,*® and the science whose object he is, philosophy (121).314
This is followed by a chapter on the unity of God (to which belongs the supplement in
Dukes 1849, 748), and other chapters against the ascription of attributes (122,135 ,7%n)3!3
and on the names of God (134). |412| The author repeats here emphatically that the
attributes (M), particularly those which imply materiality, are to be understood as

3051 *npnyi amRnn 7 is hardly ‘translated’. See 1715, 1V, 294.
306 Steinschneider 1873b (see above §3 n. 84). 1877a, 164, 309, 508.

307 ngawni inMana is related by Dukes to the seal inscription in Hunayn; obviously it should be read
1NAR32; for 0°9M7 read 011387, according to Dieterici 1858, 105 (on 118, Prop. 68 Johannes) see
Steinschneider 1883c, 406.

308 Steinschneider 1861c, 44; Kaufmann 1877a, 302.

3 Steinschneider 1869a, 70. Kaufmann 1877a, 238; missing in the Index, 513.

310K aufmann 1877a, 200, thinks first of the Sufis, cf. 15,7117 aRn.

311 Steinschneider 1866¢, 432. cf. §13 n. 297.

312Sachs 1851b, 59; Kaufmann 1877a, 96, 240, 326, 1880, 29.

313120 (line 6 917371 "1\ 0787 must be read 07w '3 "wn?), where Dukes cites Joseph Ibn Zaddiq (20).
314See n. 277.

3151n the chapters on the names of God, 134: 710 and 71vx1 for relation.
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metaphors 7172977 777 9¥ (Arabic ‘TX9X 1), not in their literal sense (naxn 7°Y) (end
of 135). This prominent chapter is probably responsible for the Arabic title, men-
tioned above, of the treatise. The author rebuts “the nations” (the Muslims) and the
sectarians (0°1°n, the Karaites) who reproach Rabbanite Jews for believing in the cor-
poreality of God (137).%'® There is no obvious connection between these chapters and
the final ones on movement (157), nature (158), and intellect (159).

Assuming that the Arabic title, 7p>7n7X, is that of the original, we find that the
entire fragment was translated from the Arabic; but the Hebrew translator substituted
“(flower-) bed” for “garden”, in order to make use of a biblical phrase. This identifi-
cation notwithstanding, the only possible assumption would be that the author, more
precisely the compilator, had translated all the quotations — these are in fact almost
co-extensive with the book — from the Arabic. Thus, Ibn Ezra would have compiled
this book and at the same time would have translated this mass of sayings — but for
which readers? In his time Spanish Jews did not understand this philosophical lan-
guage, neither those residing in the Islamic south, nor those living in the Christian
north. After the ten categories (M2 118 read mnoi?)*7 have been named (119)
by the author, he adds: “and all of them are to be found in Hebrew.” Furthermore,
after explaining what “nature” (¥2v) means, he finally says (159): Hebrew has neither
a name nor a designation (7xn) for it.*'® — Does this fit with an author writing in
Hebrew? However, a precise translator could have made these remarks.

[Conclusive arguments for the identification of the translator with Judah al-Harizi have
been presented by Fenton 1997, 54-56. The first to suggest this was S. Abramson 1976, con-
tra M. Idel’s 1977 identification with Judah Ibn Tibbon.]

It is not appropriate to talk of the style of this book. Moses Ibn Ezra, famous for
the elegance and dignity of his diction, “a serious thinker who never smiles or
jests,”*prefers sublime sayings that are almost mystical, probably under the
influence of the “Brethren of Sincerity.” What remains of the compilator, apart
from them, reveals nothing about the genius of the excellent Hebrew poet.>?°

Our treatise was far too little known to allow any conclusion, on the basis of cita-
tions, as to when it was translated. Of the quotations, I can identify three or four.
David Kimhi,*?! who does not mention the title, apparently quotes from a slightly
divergent text. <Josef Kimhi 1887, 3, mentions the title> Isaac b. Judah, the Babylonian,
author of a grammar (1250), names in his preface®”> Moses Ibn Ezra as author of the
work w1271 Ny, which shows that he knew the Hebrew translation. Joseph b. David

316Kaufmann 1877a, 82, 86; missing in Steinschneider 1877¢, 351.

317Cf. vanan non, Aaron ben Elijah 1841, 16, 244 = Arabic: 282 Jn, here perhaps Arabic: p19? —cf. n. 5.
318Zunz 1865, 635, shows that vav and nvav as nature already appear in Josippon; however, later it
became a technical term; cf. n. 327 below.

3197Zunz 1865, 202.

320 Steinschneider 1881a, 34, against Kaufmann 1880, 30.

2IKimhi 1847, s. v. 72 does not offer two explanations of the verses, as Dukes provides ad 119.
The passage under 2¥¥ on Job 10:8 is not in the edited fragment.

3225wx1 'o; De Rossi 1803 no. 1353 confuses him with Isaac b. Judah, translator of Jonah Ibn
Jannah, listed as Judah b. Isaac in Dukes ad 118; see Steinschneider 1852, no. 1417.
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the 1413] Greek (1300-1350)2 certainly quotes from our translation. One author
(around the middle of the thirteenth century) seems to have taken two passages from
our treatise.’>*® This offers a range of a full century for the translation; but it should
be dated not far beyond the middle of the thirteenth century, by which time the termi-
nology of the Tibbonids dominated. The characteristic data which our text — though
not entirely free from error — presents are not sufficient for an answer to this question.
In the absence of something better, however, some terms, not quoted so far and
presented in the order of the fragment, may be specified here.

Page 118 X¥ mineral, cf. man» on 119; p. 119 11°y, “substance”, perhaps 21xy?
(cf. §238), n11a,32% »9171 hyle, 77912 1271 (Arabic *28yn; cf. NIMIRA 1272 'nY, Dukes
1849, 747); p. 120 nvwin mmRa;32* p. 122, line 6 7791 1°Xw 127 (? From 25v1="71wn,
Arabic 919917); o>1nRT N3 p. 123 5v 1anae; p. 136 wvy Xp1 WK (from Arabic
woy worthless thing, or 'v1w2a?);%% p. 157 0»vav elements (but 158 mm02);** p. 158
N22I01 7YIN; p. 159 17779 R 1992 RO XPIT A7, figa and coliandro (coriander);
ibid. N1 11> and °1°19 oxY (read p. 120 line 12 for "°1577); ibid. M7 (Arabic NRATPN);
ibid. M0 79,2 WI; 2won *1pT (Arabic 1w [?], 1849, 748).

§241. Maimonides. No Jewish author is more renowned than Maimonides as theolo-
gian or as philosopher; this holds true for Christian readers as well. (“R. Moyses”,
plainly, is always our Maimonides.) The historians of medieval philosophy have, as a
rule, treated his main work as representative of “Jewish philosophy” in general; more-
over, they relied upon a Latin translation from Hebrew. We shall not discuss here
Maimonides the physician (§481).

In the past half-century abundant sources have become available. More signifi-
cantly, these have been exploited in a critical fashion by several scholars, most notably
Derenbourg, Geiger, and Munk. Now, with regard to the sources, we face an embarras

330n his period see Steinschneider 1857a, 329; 1873d, 111; 1877c¢, 39, 410; cf. Steinschneider
1879¢, 62 — For the quotation see Dukes 1849, 747.

323 Jellinek 1854, iii, maintains that 20 ow 20> (Selection I, 33: 110 oY) is taken from the Maw,
p- 159 (Munich, BS Cod. hebr. 59/5, fol. 250b has n>»15 here and under 77577 w1 in N3, p. 34,
where one finds 1on ovhwn).

323 Already found in 77°¥° 'o and in the translation of the Kuzari by Judah Ibn Cardinale, ed. Cassell
(Judah ha-Levi 1853), 360), in awan nay (cf. Dukes 1843a, 119.); cf. Abraham Ibn Ezra in
Kaufmann 1880, 174, for heart, and §248 at the end.

324 Plural of mmm, see §194 n. 572.

3251'nn:? or="593 for multiply?

326 As an image of the smallest; see Steinschneider 1875g, 73; ‘putrefaction” doesn’t fit.

27 7unz 1865, 635, cites for “Elemente” Saadiah (!), as found in Kirchheim, ed. Taku 1860, 76. But
in the citation there from m»&7 '0 (Book I, Eighth Theory), the four elements have been added by
the paraphrast; Saadia himself only has ¥°X2v (plural of 4y°2v (Arabic, ed. Landauer (Saadia ben
Joseph 1880b), 58, penultimate line), whence 2°vav ‘temperaments’, ¥¥»17, in Polak 1851, viii, for
which Ibn Tibbon provides here o°vav (ed. 1859, 37); however, in the Sixth Theory, where Saadia
(55) expressly names the elemental qualities, and in the Seventh, Ibn Tibbon translates (34, 35) the
term MTo°! For the Arabic expressions for the elements, see Fleischer 1881.
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de richesse.* This situation relieves us from the duty to give a full-length account
of his 1ife*?; nor can we pursue here the full impact of the system of Maimonides 1414l
upon Jewish theology. However, we shall indicate, where appropriate, the stimulus
[Maimonides” work gave] to the translation of some other works.

[We direct the reader below to recent bibliographical surveys. The most significant dis-
coveries concerning his life and milieu have come from the Cairo Geniza, as well as from a
fresh examination of manuscript evidence. For a short survey see Kraemer 2001, and his
biographical monograph 2008. A thorough analysis of the biographical data is found in
Davidson 2005.]

Maimonides calls himself in Hebrew Moses b. Maimon (which is the Arabic
name of his father who had no other Hebrew name), and in Arabic Abt ‘Imran
(= Amram) Musa b. Maymiin (or Maimon) Ibn ‘Abd Allah, or ‘Ubayd Allah (trans-
lated 2>M9R 72W, or X7 72V; servus dei). [The Arabic versions of Maimonides are
reviewed at length by Steinschneider in his entry on Maimonides in 1852.] He was born in
1135 in Cordova and accompanied his father when he emigrated to Africa; they
arrived in 1165 at St. Jean d’ Acre. [On the basis of the colophon to Maimonides’ auto-
graph commentary to the Mishnah, Rabbi Yosef Qafih and others such as S. Z. Havlin
1985 have argued forcibly that Maimonides was born in 1138; this appears now to be the
scholarly consensus.] In Egypt (hence his name Moses Aegyptiacus) he became phy-
sician to the princes (not to Saladin personally, as was wrongly deduced from the
word “sultan”) and to the courtiers, specifically to the wazir al-Fadil, (§481, 3); and
there he died on December 13, 1204.

Only his great work on Jewish laws and customs is written in Hebrew: the
Repetitio legis (Mishneh Torah), often designated only by the name of the author,
which Jews usually vocalize according to the acrostic formed by the initials
RaMBaM. We shall deal here only with those theological works of his, colored by
Arabic philosophy, that offer, with respect to their form and employment of technical
terms, some remarkable perspectives for the history of philosophy and the transla-
tions. Ignoring their chronological order, we attend first to his most significant work.

§242. 1. (The Guide.)**® Around the year 1190 Maimonides finished a work in
three parts, called 1 RA2X 59897 (The Guide of the Perplexed), or briefly 57R977%

328 One should add to the works listed in Steinschneider 1852, 1937—42, and to the Additamenta,
some studies of his philosophy (see §250 below); Neubauer edited a “Pseudobiographie” 1882,
<Gig 1868, Arabic 71-73>;[Since Steinschneider mentions Gig’s reportage of popular tales about
Maimonides, we direct the reader to the more recent and comprehensive work by Avishur 1998.] Friedlaender
1881-85 provides a complete index of references. — In what follows we provide sources only for
new and disputed matters.

329 Regarding the much-discussed feigned Muhammadanism, see Steinschneider 1852, 1866, 1910;
Halberstam 1864, 23 ff.; unnoticed by Friedlaender in Maimonides 188185, xxxiii; Steinschneider
1881f, 128. [Some new material has been added to the scholarly controversy since Friedlaender’s review of
the positions; in recent scholarly biographies Kraemer 2001, 414, accepts the reliability of the story of
Maimonides’ conversion; Davidson 2005, 17-28, makes a fresh review of the evidence and finds it inconclu-
sive; the conversion “ therefore be viewed as unproven at best.”] For a chronological overview of the liter-
ary activity, see Steinschneider 1852, 1868.

30Steinschneider 1852, 1894 ff.
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(The Guide), of which he probably had sent single parts beforehand to his cherished
pupil, Judah b. Judah (Ibn Aknin; §237). [Maimonides’ pupil is now thought by most
scholars to be Joseph b. Judah Ibn Simeon (Sham‘un). See the supplementary notes to §237.]
The purpose of this work is to harmonize the Jewish religion with Peripatetic phi-
losophy in its neoplatonic form as it was developed by Arabic philosophers in Spain.
Only the latter, Maimonides says, deserve to be called philosophers, in contrast to
the theologians (scholastics, 17m%5n», 0°127), who were followed by the Jewish
authors of the East, particularly the Karaites (§263). [Maimonides admires Aristotle
and his “early” commentators, which include Alexander Aphrodisias and al-Farabi, but he
distances himself from some of the (unnamed) “later” followers.] In Maimonides’ view,
this philosophy was the esoteric doctrine of the Holy Scripture and thus the key to
its only valid interpretation. At the same time it comprises the ultimate purpose of
human life in its entirety, because this philosophy leads to the attachment to the
Active Intellect, which is the sole form of immortality.

His predecessors had already explicated and elaborated upon the basic views of
philosophy to some extent. Maimonides, however, did not want to write a new and
wholly systematic work. Instead, he hints (Maimonides 1856, I, 291) that his book,
like other esoteric writings, will deliberately employ self-contradiction in order to
mask certain ideas from the masses.*' Sometimes an idea is developed further only
at a different place in his book, to which he refers without, however, indicating
exactly where it is to be found. This task was taken up by his commentators. Thus
an anonymous author compiled a register of such references in which he indicates
the relevant chapters.**? [415] Maimonides writes for those who, like his student,
have studied, or are able to study, strictly philosophical works and who are in need
of a harmonization of the philosophical views with the divine word that appears to
contradict them. He feels, however, obliged to give a succinct summary of the basic
views of the mutakallimtn (I, chapters 73 ff.). This excellent part of the book will
always remain a principal source for the history of this type of philosophy.3*?
[For some time Maimonides’ account was a key source for kalam doctrines. However, with
the publication in the past half century of so many texts and studies pertaining to the kalam,
Maimonides’ survey has lost much of its importance in this respect. On the other hand,
scholars have turned their attention to the identification of the specific kalam texts that
Maimonides exploited; see Michael Schwarz 1992, 1995.] This is followed by an

exposition of the basic views of the true philosophers®* in the form of twenty-five

331 0On Isaiah b. Moses of Salerno, see Halberstam and Steinschneider 1875, 88; also Ibn Tibbon in
an unedited fragment of his letter (§243); Maimonides 1856 I, ii.

332 Printed with Saul Kohen’s Questions and the index to several chapters of Moses b. Judah
(2mwin 1n? See Steinschneider 1878a, 101) in Ashkenazi 1574; Steinschneider 1852, 1835ff. Fiirst
1849-51, III, 13, outdoes himself in the confusion.

33 Schmélders 1842, 135, underestimated its significance; see Munk 1859, 323; M. Guttmann
1885, merely reporting the contents.

334 According to Maimonides 1856 1, ii, “puisé dans les ouvrages d’Ibn Sina,” but not also from
al-Farabi? Concerning some points taken from al-Ghazali, see above, 297. (According to Kaufmann
1876, 359, Maimonides in his Introduction to Perek Helek [Maimonides 1654, 57 (Maimonides
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propositions placed at the beginning of part II. These attracted, as we have seen
(§207), a Muslim commentator. Nonetheless, Maimonides had good reasons to
write his book in Hebrew characters.**® These chapters are full of technical terms for
which Hebrew had not yet developed an equivalent which was generally accepted.

The book which was dedicated to a student in Asia, where many manuscripts are
still extant,>* soon enjoyed circulation in the West, including the Provence.
[Steinschneider refers in n. 336 to reports of manuscripts of the Dalala that were still being
studied in the Yemen. Quite a few of these have since been filmed, and some were incorpo-
rated in editions and studies. For a full and annotated listing of manuscripts of the Dalala, see
Sirat 2000 and Langermann 2000.] It was read in the Muslim schools of Fez.33
Elsewhere, the text was used to amend the Hebrew translations, down to the end of
the thirteenth century (Falaquera, Joseph Gikatilia; §244).3%

We are indebted to the scholarship and diligence of Munk for an excellent edition
(in Hebrew letters) with a French translation, notes, etc.>*® [A second edition based
largely on Munk, but prepared also on the basis of scholarship since Munk, was published by
1. Joel. The Munk-Joel edition is now the standard edition of the Judaeo-Arabic original.
An Arabic edition, based largely on an Arabic manuscript, was published in Turkey by
H. Atay (Maimonides 1974b), and reprinted in Cairo (Maimonides 1974a.)]

§243. In the beginning of the <thirteenth> century Samuel Ibn Tibbon achieved
fame, equal or even greater than that of his father Judah, by translating the Guide
into Hebrew under the title 0°2121 7% (Moreh Nevukhim).3*® <The Moreh (and
its author) was frequently called 7% 77, for example, by Levi b. Abraham, in
the preface to Battei ha-Nefesh, 19 (m1o0i1 xR III) [For a more accessible and
complete version see Davidson 1940, 841. 24)]> In a number of letters, some of them
in Arabic, the translator addressed the author and asked him about some passages
of his translation and others in the text which he found obscure or difficult.
Fragments of this correspondence are extant.*** I have discovered three unedited
pieces in Oxford, Bodl. Ms. Poc. 280 B-b, viz., the end of Samuel’s letter, dated

1992, 365-66)] uses the 7x8pn 111, 3 no. 11; Hebrdische Bibliographie 1, 68 [This last reference
appears to be an error], 1874b, 101; from Abraham Ibn Daud, see Guttmann 1879, 9, 174, 175, 204,
211, 234; concerning his behavior to his predecessors in general, see Sachs 1851a, 8.

35 Steinschneider 1885b, 355; cf. below n. 344.

336 Shapira brought back many copies from the Yemen. [The reference is to Moses Hermann
Shapira whose trip to Yemen is described in Kiepert 1880.]

336 Ashkenazi 1854, 53.

37 Concerning Moses b. Solomon of Salerno, see 1875a, 87.

38 Le guide des égarés, etc., par Moise b. Maimoun, or Maimonide, publié etc. et accompagné
d’une traduction etc. par S. Munk (also French alone), 3 parts, Paris 1856, 1861, 1866. The last

copies held by his widow were purchased and increased to a price that is exorbitant for actual
readers.

338 According to Scheyer 1851-79 1, 23, Ibn Tibbon’s first translation (?).

339 See above §13, n. 283, and Steinschneider, Ha-Karmel V1, 328 [? This may be a reference to
Steinschneider 1866a]. Steinschneider’s reference in 1852, 2490, to Paris, BN héb 769/25 (for-
merly a. f. 272), (missing the end) is not sufficiently clear. Perhaps Parma, BP Cod. Parm. 2620
(Rossi 1393) (Perreau 1889, 24: “Samuel,” but Moses at the end; the beginning should read
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March 1199 and printed further, 1416l with a postscript on the translation of the title
of the book on Meteora (§61) [Oxford, Bodl. Ms. Poc. 280 B-b], an unedited note of
Moses Ibn Tibbon on this problem [Oxford, Bodl. Ms. Poc. 280 B-b],>* and finally a frag-
ment of the answer of Maimonides which talks about the translation of the Arabic
passages in question and the doubts of Samuel [Oxford, Bodl. Ms. Poc. 280 B-b]; this
piece was also seen by Munk.**! [Edited by Diesendruck 1936. These and other materials related
to Maimonides’ correspondence with Samuel Ibn Tibbon are now available in Shailat, ed. Maimonides
1986 11, 511-54.]

Since the Moreh is an epoch-making work in the history of translations, and a
document that still awaits precise analysis, it is appropriate to enter into details.

Samuel preceded his translation with a foreword which apparently was, in part,
written after this correspondence (vide infra). In it, he recounts that the scholars of
Lunel ("™ nyp2), headed by Jonathan Kohen (a famous commentator of part of the
Talmudic work mentioned before), had asked Maimonides to send them his Moreh,
if possible in (Hebrew) translation, or else in the original. Upon its receipt they had
Samuel translate it. Approaching this difficult task with his weak limited abilities,
he adopted two methods: For every dubious word he used the translations of his late
father Judah, “the father of translators,” and the works on the Arabic language’* and
the Arabic books which he had. Secondly, he consulted the author, writing letters to
him, about many doubtful passages. In part, his doubts are due to mistakes in the
uncorrected copy of the original. We learn from Samuel’s letters that he had returned
this copy to have it corrected by a student once or twice until no mistake remained,
and he asks Maimonides to certify the revision.*** With regard to part III, Samuel
goes on to write, Maimonides will find some corrections on the basis of a better
copy of a section of this part, because the first transcription was done from a copy
in Arabic letters,*** as Samuel had told him already, or from a copy of such a copy.
Samuel indicated some places where he suspected an error with ink or with a mark
of his fingernail in the margin of the line in question, but not always. He requests
that whoever will propose a correction not delete any letter, but rather indicate the

Tn2RW 70) is connected with the correspondence? [Actually, the work is a reply by Moses Ibn Tibbon to
a question by one of his nephews (the grandchildren of Samuel) concerning his father Samuel’s Yikkavu
ha-Mayim. See Richler 2001, 463.] Parma, BP Cod. Parm. 2301/4, does not include (according to
Berliner) two letters, which are reported by the catalogue. [According to Richler, the ms. includes only
§§1, 5, and 6 of Shailat, ed. Maimonides 1986, 530 ff.]

H#0Moses cites o> 1> (Steinschneider 18581. c.); see also Falaquera Moreh ha-Moreh, ch. 2 [ed.
Shiffman 2001, 337—41.] The letter is dated > 37X (Steinschneider 1852, 1900); Samuel mentions at
the outset the letter of Maimonides from the middle of 11°0 (this is how the word should be read in
y21? (Maimonides 1859), I1, 267 instead of 171, in the Amsterdam edition (Maimonides 1712) '77;
see Steinschneider 1852, 1940), after he had recovered from an illness. In Oxford, Bodl. Ms. Poc.
280 B-a, Samuel’s letter is placed below that of Maimonides — see also §204, n. 735.

3 Guide, ed. Munk (Maimonides 1856) I, 23 and 437, 438, 11, 21, 24, 165.
325177 »190 (?), to which belongs the work not mentioned here PY9R axn>, see 64 above (§21).

33 Such an attested autograph is also found in a part of the 77N mwn in 71MDOPX 113 and
Steinschneider 1885a, 1, in Stern’s translation in Maimonides 1864 II, in Neubauer 1886, table I'V.

3#4See n. 335 above.
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amendment clearly in the margin. — What an amount of care it was that Samuel
demanded in the interest of a good text, and hence a faithful translation! After the
foreword he counted the chapters (see below) in order to facilitate the references of
his queries to the author and those of the subsequent readers to others. These queries
perhaps constituted the basis for the notes about which we will talk. [417I

Maimonides accordingly replied in Arabic as well, at least in part. This part of
their correspondence exists in two translations (one of them perhaps by Samuel
himself?). Samuel, Maimonides says, has hit upon the incorrect passages and put
the right questions which Maimonides answers at the end of the letter in all details.
He recognizes Samuel as an apt and adroit translator and tells him (in Hebrew) how
he should go about the whole translation.**® He is surprised that someone born
among “barbarians” (2°x?y =10’3¥; non-Arabs) would pursue the sciences and under-
stand Arabic so well — but that language, after all, is only a somewhat corrupt form
of Hebrew;**¢ Samuel is but a “root in barren soil.”*¥

Before entering into particulars, Maimonides offers a general rule for all transla-
tors. They should render one word by one word only and keep to the order of the
sentence.*® But keeping the word order (in the translation according to the original)
is very difficult and leads to an unclear and imprecise translation, so this should not
be done. Instead, the translator should first grasp the meaning of the text and then
render that meaning®® clearly in a manner suited to the target language. Often this
is impossible without changing the word order and without rendering one word by
several words, or, conversely, without omissions or additions of a word. This was
the method of Hunayn and his son Ishaq (§197), Maimonides says, and it should be
followed by Samuel in translating for his patrons.

After this passage Maimonides enters into the details,*° presenting the Arabic
passages with their Hebrew translations (which Samuel has also inserted).*' This
passage is still unedited. [As indicated above, the entire correspondence is now available
in the edition of Shailat (Maimonides 1986).] It ends with an apology in which
Maimonides remarks that a translation is an original composition of sorts; hence the

3 pnYnn 932 Awyn PR M2y 92 772 *naXa 71m; does he mean thereby the translation of the Arabic
passages?

3 Parallels to this statement are found in Goldziher 1870, 17 (among others in Zerahiah on Job 3:6
(Schwarz 1868), 194; see also 16:16, 31:38, on 233 and 265, respectively; Steinschneider 1885b,
120; 1870d, 120).

1 The awkward passage 72°w°7 *2an3 ¥ may already be translated; 72°w°7 also fol. 13b=Samuel.
38 axn ... is the plan of ideas (to be dealt with); 27277 9701 probably =170 2x.

349 99" 790 70 XY and two more times 790 for communicate; cf. Ibn Tibbon’s introduction
72p17 Hv 090 72 for the verb “to state™.

30 0Oxford, Bodl. Ms. Poc. 280 B-b delineates at the beginning as well as at the end (fol. 28%1. 7
from below after the bracket) the words 021971 X121 ', before which the addition should be placed.
In the edition, fol. 14, and Y217 (Maimonides 1859), fol. 27> again as an Arabic passage after *17 7%
TINR.

31T have not yet compared all the passages.
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translator is, in a way, a co-author.>>> He closes with the admonition not to stick to
the translations (2°w17°0) that he has proposed should he, Samuel, find better ones,
and says again that the translator should understand the text before he translates.
After this he deals with the passages that Samuel had forwarded to him for explana-
tion. This part has been edited in two copies (one by Munk, the other by Goldberg,
without indication of source, perhaps from a different translation?).>* Maimonides
next turns to address Samuel’s plan to visit him (no doubt in order to ask him about
the translation 1418l; as we shall see, Samuel in fact went to Egypt later on) and
gives interesting details about his position and work there — this passage has been
repeated by almost all biographers. In the editions this passage closes with a remark
on the completion of the translation. In the other translation, Maimonides admits
that a more precise translation of the title would be 0°212377 nX™17 [Instruction of the
Perplexed)] but the term 771 (Arabic: 9°%7) fits better nonetheless [Shailat (Maimonides
1986) 11, 523]. Maimonides’ enemies distorted the name: the Arabs called it 7987°%
(that which leads to error), the Hebrew writers, 2°71m7 n2121 (the confusion of the
rebels).>>* [The Arabic distortion is reported by ‘Abd al-Latif al-Baghdadi, who met
Maimonides in Egypt and has left us a very negative impression of their meeting. See
Davidson 2005, 426.] The rest of this letter has already been analyzed (§13).

Let us return now to the foreword of Samuel, which became the prototype or
source for later translators and which was quoted by other authors when they did not
want to repeat its contents. First, Samuel apologizes for having undertaken an
arduous task which demands knowledge of both languages. Translation, he states,
has four causes, which he compares with those of a building.’*® He refers to the
foreword of his father to the translation of Bahya’s book, which discusses the diffi-
culties of this task. Moreover, he confesses that his knowledge of Arabic is but
scanty, since he has not been educated among Arabs and in their country. The dif-
ficulty of the Moreh lies in its profundity, which, in turn, is due to the sciences with
which it deals and which are studied in this region (Provence) only to a small degree.
Some of it he has read in Arabic books.

He would not have undertaken the translation, were it not for the wise men etc.
(see above). He asks the reader to excuse his mistakes, be they grammatical (gender,
number) and caused by the Arabic word, or syntactical, as, e.g., the singular form of
the verb preceding a noun in the plural, for which there exists an analogy in Hebrew.

33292mnY 22M2 X7 PPNYRT 0 W25 MM 12 X7 PNV 03, in 2°3p1 avy Ashkenazi 1854, fol. 77b 1.
3-6 placed towards the end and corrupted.

353 po1pr ovv Ashkenazi 1854, fol. 76 ff; Oxford, Bodl. Ms. Poc. 280 B-b goes only until 271°127 770,
fol. 77 last line=77b; see n. 352.

34pp1 ovw Ashkenazi 1854, fol. 77b. This passage is not found in Oxford, Bodl. Ms. Poc. 280 B-b. —
17%7 should read 77n7; Steinschneider 1852, Additamenta on 1893. — ‘non n¥1ap Halberstam and
Steinschneider 1875, 20 (reprinted in Kobak’s mnno1 >11x Steinschneider 1875d, III, 164; and
Kobak’s 7w Steinschneider 1875d, VIII, 36).

33 Begins 0on *n1an X2, cf. Joseph Kaspi on the secrets of Ibn Ezra, Steinschneider 1855¢, 68.

336 Cf. Todros, §21 above.



140 C.H. Manekin et al.

This is correct, the philologists (W71 °7v2) explain, because the verb refers to every
single component of the plural, particularly regarding the words 77°77 and X177 (copula).
Furthermore, the Arabs do not distinguish between feminine singular and masculine
plural predicates, and in the plural forms between masculine and feminine (referring
to the pluralis fractus). Arabic verbs are connected ("wp°) by prepositions different
from those employed in Hebrew; in Arabic the word o'n (aw) denotes existence.’’
And then there are idiomatic expressions that are quite common in Arabic and very
rare in Hebrew, e.g., >ny7 %v, which occurs only in Job 10:7.3%® These peculiarities
lead astray the translator who aims to reproduce the sense of the text. After having
translated the work, Samuel wants to revise it. Maimonides himself uses the word
ow, mentioned above, in its Arabic sense, whereupon Samuel’s audience who did not
know Arabic read shem (name). So if the Arabic 1419 author, writing in Hebrew,
could not avoid arabisms, how could the translator? — A number of words, he says,
of whose gender in Hebrew he is not sure, he will consider arbitrarily as masculine
or feminine. Words ending in n-, like m>&, M, m>van, M?anws, mn?w, n79on, and Ny,
can be treated as feminine; but since one finds the same form as masculine, e.g.,
mxYo (Job 21:6), or w1 (ibid., 8, 7), he will construe them as masculine. Words
that alternate between masculine and feminine forms in our texts, he will use alter-
natively, as they occur to him. Words that allow for two different translations will be
translated differently; sometimes he will supply the second meaning in the margin
only in one place. In all this he follows his father, just as he does in creating new
forms (n1122 o°12) which do not yet exist, e.g., 702501 [A07on:, Ao7onn?] after the
Arabic no7ann. After all, authors of scholarly works create new derivations and give
to commonly known words different meanings, as long as there is some kind of
similarity, even if it is not real, between the two meanings. All this is due to the
inadequacy (17X, again an arabism) of every language to express the concepts of
profound (abstract) sciences. Even the prophets were forced to use metaphors when
talking about God, the angels, and other concealed things, as the author of our work
himself says. Samuel does not want to change the rhetorical style in order to pre-
serve the meaning intended by the author. Sometimes, in the course of translating,
he may not recall the apt or more fitting term, or he may not know it at all. This,
however, can happen to more learned and more proficient translators.

Our translator certainly has contemplated the exigencies of his craft thoroughly.
Though modern critics®” find in his translation only a “poor imitation” of the origi-
nal, its fidelity enables us, possessing but little knowledge of Arabic, to re-translate
the book and understand it. On the other hand, it has to be kept in mind that we are
talking about a language that was at least half-extinct, whose spirit was not compat-
ible with abstract sciences. As we shall see, Samuel composed a glossary to help the

37Samuel refers again below to Maimonides (see Scheyer 18407?, 180; Steinschneider 1857a, 380
n. 81, 1865c, 67.)

338 Samuel forgot the rabbinic ny7 ¥ and even alters it; see below.

3 Maimonides 1856, preface to the Guide part II. Delitzsch 1840, 213, defends the correctness of
the editions too vigorously.
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reader of this new idiom. He classified the foreign terms used by him and tried to
reduce their number.

Characterizing Samuel’s translation in detail would mean nothing less than to
write a book on the philosophical, or more generally, the scientific style of Hebrew
writing that readers of this book eventually developed.*® A number of Arabic words
employed here became full citizens of the Hebrew language, e.g., the mathematical
terms (PDIX) POR, RINVIR, 1972, 70737, 20RP*0!, vpP; also oo, and Hebrew words
having the same meaning as Arabic ones: aw3 for body, 7120, 72y for cause, 18P, NP
for inability. Other words gained a meaning according to a 1420l concatenation of
concepts going back to the Greek, like 725w (290) otépnoig, privatio (negatio);
9277, PURI, meaning “possessing the capacity to think™; and, in particular, some terms
for the sciences, e.g., Puin 117, logic; 2°7w°%, 29N mathesis; also D»WWAWw, 0»2377
(7'¥XR"), NAWwn (1259KX) algebra. Expressions like 1Y R1w n 9v (79y 17 X1 0HY)
are arabisms (§244).

§244. (The Glossary, the Critique). According to the postscript, Samuel finished his
translationin Arles on November 30, 1204, 14 days before the death of Maimonides. ¢
Doubtlessly it was copied soon and frequently, and perhaps among the great number
of extant manuscripts there are some copies of the first edition which may be identi-
fied by means of textual variants that will be discussed presently. The translator felt
the necessity to compile a glossary of the foreign terms, to which he gave the title
(itself an arabism)*®* mMA1(:7) Mo X2, more precisely M o°9ni 11 WD, com-
monly appearing together with the Moreh in the manuscripts, and only rarely sepa-
rately. It appears in the editions of the Moreh from 1551 onwards, though the text is
not correct. Geiger** extracted some additions (and some later supplements) from a
manuscript. I do not know of a more recent edition which has made use of this infor-
mation. Isak Satanow enlarged the glossary with some additions. [The most recent
edition by Y. Even Shmuel (Kaufmann) 1987, now included in his one-volume vocalized
edition of the Ibn Tibbon translation of the Guide, is based on the printed editions and some
manuscripts; see p. 8 for details.] Parma, BP Cod. Parm. 2730 and Turin, BN 32 A I
12 [, no longer extant,] display a postscript according to which it was completed in
Tammuz 893 (1213)5 while returning from Alexandria, on a boat in the great port

300n the style of the translator, see, for the time being, Scheyer 1841, 180, against Delitzsch 1840,
209.

31 For one thing, the old form 17371 is Persian. See Steinschneider 1864c, 94; Steinschneider
1880f, 60.

32 Steinschneider 1852, 1874, 2493; Gross 1879, 377, stresses the year 1205 found in Pasini 1749,
49, already in Steinschneider 1852, according to Wolf 1715, IV, 918; Peyron 1880, 80 and 36); but
it is only a miscalculation.

3631y qop; M7 o later? The 1553 Sabbioneta edition has M1 m%»an in the book, M1 M»» ’d on
the title-page; Kalonymos ben Kalonymos cites m>»? 1nm°no in his polemical work 1879, 6;
(Steinschneider 1862, 118).

34 Geiger 1837b, 428-32. The important dating under 177°3 ist emphasized in Steinschneider 1852,
2492; cf. Steinschneider 1875a.

365See §61.
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of n°HpR or 12°9p7X>, four mil from Tunis. According to the catalogue (Peyron
1880, 37), the Turin ms. has, among other materials, two supplements, otherwise
unknown.*%

The beginning of the introduction to the glossary is not unambiguous: As he was
completing (*»*>w2) his translation, Samuel tells us, he sensed the need to compile
a glossary,*’ particularly so as the “poet” Judah al-Harizi, who had translated the
book (“following our translation”, Turin ms.), had done so. The latter had prefaced
his translation with two gates (chapters), one of which explains the (difficult) words
but contains much unfounded, erroneous and mistaken (2°21w>on) material, while the
other, which lists the theme (n112) of each chapter, “is full of stumbling-blocks”
(§247). Did Samuel begin his glossary in 1204, but finish it only in 1213? Or was he
prevented from completing his plan until his stay on the boat offered him the neces-
sary leisure? This question also touches upon the problem of the date of his rival’s
translation (§247).

The general remarks with which the alphabetic glossary begins show us the
devices, or means, employed by the translator in his classification. These are then
illustrated in the foreword by means of selected examples, without strict arrange-
ment.>*® Here, Samuel enumerates the words that require clarification, grouping
them into five categories: (1) wholly 14211 novel ones (7123 w17r7), the work either of
earlier translators or of himself, as, e.g., 70 and 20, taken from Arabic or another
language «cf. 899 below»; (2) words from the Mishna or the Talmud (the Gemara),
which are known only to a few scholars, as 0°voX and 210; (3) verbs or adjectives
derived from known nouns, e.g., verbal forms derived from n»X, in analogy to
Arabic, N8 (read) from 719897, as in Arabic, or new verbal conjugations, e.g.,
pnyv1 from pny; (4) homonyms (Mamwn, including metaphors, or strictly homonyms,
TORWT T¥M or PO 7¥N), taken in a specific sense, like WX — this word gives the
author reason for a prolonged and severe attack on the “poet” and his table of con-
tents, and, at the same time, a defense against Harizi’s remark in his prologue,
accusing Samuel of intentionally making the book unclear. “No,” he replies, “I have
observed the restraint that Maimonides requires from his readers; Harizi, however,
who divulges the secrets to the multitude, errs and gives offense.” Samuel assures
his readers that his pronouncements concerning this deceitful chapter were not insti-
gated by a sense of rivalry — although, to us, the harshness of his tone indeed betrays
the sense of rivalry and hurt. Harizi may, according to Samuel, understand Hebrew
and Arabic. He is capable of translating texts that are easy to understand (2°1212),
such as poetical and linguistic (1% *790) works and chronicles;*® that is his job and
his profession. However, he has taken the gross liberty (9777) of translating scientific

366 Peyron took no notice of Steinschneider 1852, 2491.

367The extract from the manuscript in the catalogue should be corrected to read: 731 *IX*27W *N°R
M2y NwS.

368 Steinschneider 1841, 1842, 231.
3 Al-Harizi translated al-Hariri. See below Part Four, §523. His X127 190 (Steinschneider 1852 n.1308,
1880a, 10).
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books that he does not understand. Therefore, he errs in translating even very simple
words, both in this book®” and in the introduction to the Mishna commentary of the
“Teacher of Justice” (7¥ 77, later on a conventional designation of the author of
the Moreh). Moreover, Judah makes mistakes concerning Hebrew words in both
texts that children would not make; he even confuses the Hebrew ann with the
Arabic. Again, Samuel declares that he is not trying to promote himself by disparag-
ing Harizi (11792 720n7), etc.; (5) The fifth category consists of words to which he
has given a new meaning, again by analogy to the Arabic, as, e.g., 77X ,7"Xn, to
designate the representation of a thing according to its reality (Arabic 71¥n); (6) [The
final category consists of] the rendering of sentences of which every single word is
known but whose context is difficult to understand for someone who does not
understand the (language of the) mathematicians (2>717°27 nnan *7v3). This category
is again a field in which the “poet” has sinned.

After these remarks Samuel indicates the amendments that should be made, on
the basis of his revised version, to the copies “scattered over the earth.” He has sub-
stituted 9y by 9% and *93, particularly in the idiom ny7 v, although it does occur in
Job (10:7) (§243, end); some passages, however, may have escaped him. He has
supplied the word 1°%¥ in the idiom °%¥ X¥7w 71 9¥ which is not proper Hebrew.
He had used nomn (strict proof) for &1 (argument) 1422| as well, but now he has
introduced the latter so that the former always means the same thing. He puts X1
for y1own, and 0op,*”! which is found in Maimonides’ “Epistle to Yemen,” for 1772. —
In the glossary he adds, s.v.: “For when our language (Hebrew) has a certain word,
one must not use a foreign word in its place, if there is no particular reason to do
s0.” — He concludes this introduction, or, rather, he introduces the glossary proper,
with the remark that he will observe the alphabetical order with regard to the second
letter of the word as well. Moreover, he will arrange some (derived) words not
according to their root, but rather by their first letter. In fact he takes no notice of the
third letter. The first three entries are, WX, 212°R M2X (read 712R).

This glossary gives not only a brief explanation of the word and its origin, e.g., a
title *voan (by Ptolemy) and a people, 7aRX, but very often also the scientific defini-
tion, giving examples and even going into arguments.

Already in the first entry, M2°X, he remarks that it refers to one of the ten catego-
ries treated by Aristotle in the book known as M nR»i 790 and that “category”
should actually be translated by a participle m X1 or 0>nR1, following the Arabic
(we find the latter in Falaquera); but Samuel adopted the word n17aKk» from the older
translators and authors. Before he enumerates the categories he elucidates seven
terms, regularly used by the dialecticians (n91177 °nm); in fact these are the quingue
voces of Porphyry: 20, 1, 2721, 72130, 7P, with the addition of two related terms,
definition and description, 773 and pn, the first of which was coined (21w7n) by

30 Samuel does not provide an example; one such is the nonsensical 21X I, 72, beginning of 82,
where he reads X1'2X for 1X1K; see Maimonides 1856 I, 379. For an example of a more substantial
ignorance, see I, 76, where he has ow»n for ywx.

S"Ed. Maimonides 1873 of his translation, p. 32 w11 0op >n?2n and p. 33 oopi 7M; also found in
Nahum ha-Ma’aravi’s translation Maimonides 1629, fol. 98b, 99.
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the authors and translators for the Arabic pr. The second, standing for oo, was
introduced, he supposes, for the first time by himself, from which he also derived
a verb, as in Arabic. After the ten categories someone has erroneously put the title
“Letter alef’, but all of the preceding material was, in fact, inserted in the entry
MDX. [This is not in Even Shmuel’s edition. ]

Samuel’s translation found its critic in Shem Tov Falaquera, who was superior to
him, better versed in the literature of Arabic philosophy, and even more committed
to [textual] fidelity. In 1280 he wrote a commentary on most of the Arabic Moreh in
which he retranslated into Hebrew those passages which he chose to explain.
Moreover, he collected parallel passages or explanatory material to Maimonides
from Arabic philosophers and presented these in Hebrew translation. His main
source is Averroes, for whom he employs the shorthand “the aforementioned phi-
losopher.” This work was printed in Pressburg [Bratislava] in 1837 under the title
Moreh ha-Moreh (Guide to the Guide) 1837.37* [See now the edition of Shiffman 2001.]
The wealth of quotations it contains is such as to give the semblance of great schol-
arship to those who took excerpts from it. Falaquera appends three chapters to his
commentary: (1) Passages from philosophical works on the human attainment of
perfection and the conjunction (with the Active Intellect), mentioned by Maimonides;
(2) a resolution of the doubts raised by the 423l translator Samuel concerning
Maimonides’ views on providence and miracles (Moreh 111, 51; §243). After giving
an abstract of Samuel’s treatment, he gives us his own views on the problem in ques-
tion and, at the same time, corrects a grave mistake in the translation (147) which
at first glance only seems to present a minor nuance. (3) Corrections of the
Translator. — Fr. Delitzsch began to translate this chapter into German while correct-
ing the Arabic passages without the help of a manuscript, but still adding useful
notes.’”® This chapter starts with the remark that a book that has been written with
such care must be translated with no less precision in order to preserve the meaning.
For many words have an inner (°"»°10, mysterious) meaning which is known only to
those versed in scholarly works. This is what Maimonides alludes to in his “recom-
mendation” (Maimonides 1856, I, 22) [Pines 1963, 15, translates this “instruction”]. He
concludes his remark with the observation that the translator would certainly have
corrected this translation had he been aware of his errors.

Samuel’s translation lost much of its importance for the text with the appearance
of the edition of the [original] text itself and a French translation. Munk did not
neglect the help that the Hebrew translation could offer when correct manuscripts
were utilized. In any event, the work of Samuel will remain not just one of the most
important documents for the history of translations, in the course of which it has
served so many for so long as a model. It is also the best guide for acquiring this
artificial language. This feature has even been enhanced by the edition of the [Judaeo-
Arabic] text.

372 Steinschneider 1852 and further below; on Averroes cf. A. 2 101. In Paris there exist four manu-
scripts among which no. 704 is very correct. Delitzsch 1840, 177 ff. always speaks of a Vienna
edition; was there another title-page?

373 Delitzsch 1840, 177, 225, 257, only goes until 149, I, ch. 2.
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§245. (Editions, translations, commentaries.) The Hebrew Moreh is one of the first
products of the Jewish printing press. It was printed, without indication of place or
year, shortly before 1480, probably in Italy,*™ and continuously reprinted there-
after; but already the second edition (1551) is accompanied by three medieval
commentaries.

Studied as it was by scholars, the book was at first not popular enough to be
translated into modern languages. <There is an Italian translation by Jedidiah b.
Moses in 1583, on which see Sacerdote 1892.> In 1829373 Mendel Levin (Maimonides
1829) published a partial Hebrew paraphrase. The Latin paraphrase of the younger
Buxtorf (Maimonides 1629) has its merits, considering the time and his limited
means.’’® His translation of the title by “Doctor perplexorum” has gained currency;
the old Latin translation (§250) exhibits other versions of the title. A German trans-
lation of the three parts has recently been supplied by three scholars: I by Fiirstenthal
(Maimonides 1839), III by Scheyer (Maimonides 1838), with the help of the origi-
nal text, and II by M. E. Stern (Maimonides 1864), who was able already to make
use of the French translation by Munk, as was done also in the Italian translation,
begun by D. J. Maroni (Maimonides 1871), the Hungarian translation of Moritz
Klein (Maimonides 1878-1890, 1977), and the complete English translation of
M. Friedlaender (Maimonides 1881-85), which contains a thorough analysis of the
whole work.

[Of the many other translations since Steinschneider, three should be singled out: There is
the English version executed by Shlomo Pines (Maimonides 1963), accompanied by an
extensive essay on the sources of the Guide as well as a proemium by Leo Strauss on how to
read the Guide. There are notes but they are very sparse. In addition, the Guide has been
translated twice into modern Hebrew. Rabbi Yosef Qafih published his own translation, with
a facing edition of the text in the original (Maimonides 1972). Rabbi Qafih’s edition utilizes
the Munk-Joel edition as well as a number of other manuscripts, all of them Yemenite. In the
introduction, Rabbi Qafih lambasts the medieval translations of Ibn Tibbon and al-Harizi.
Significant divergences from those earlier translations are noted ad loc. The notes also
include much other valuable material, including cross-references to other Maimonidean texts
and the rabbi’s own Hebrew renderings of pertinent texts by al-Farabi; perhaps their most
useful and original contribution are the numerous cross-references to Saadia, whose writings
(especially his biblical translations) seem to have exerted a strong influence upon Maimonides;
this was not noticed previously, and its full significance remains to be clarified. Rabbi Qafih’s
translation alone has been reprinted many times, but the version with the facing Judaeo-
Arabic text was printed only once and is no longer available. Michael Schwarz published an
elegant and accurate Hebrew translation (Maimonides 2002), accompanied by copious notes,
which are particularly strong in all that concerns philosophical terminology and scholarly
bibliography. Notice must also be taken of Y. Even-Shmuel’s proto-edition of Ibn Tibbon’s
translation (Maimonides 1935, 1987), described on the title page as a “pointed and corrected
publication, on the basis of the first printings, with variants from manuscripts, and compared

34 Cf. n. 436. Concerning this section see Steinschneider 1852 ff. and Additamenta; Zedner 1867,
579, Benjacob 1880, 300 n. 300 ff. where Lisbon and Venice sub anno or 1511 should be deleted;
Rosenthal 1875, 860.

33 Thus Steinschneider 1852, 1618, correctly; 1834, falsely and ibid. 1896.
376 Delitzsch 1840, 178.
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to the Arabic original.” His text is accompanied by copious notes, most of which are based
upon medieval commentaries. This achievement notwithstanding, an edition of the Ibn
Tibbon version remains a desideratum.

Among the other languages that the Guide has been translated into are Latin (Maimonides
1520, 1629 ; on the Latin versions see below), Judaeo-German (Maimonides 1839), Italian
(Maimonides 1861), Persian (Maimonides 2011), Spanish (Maimonides 1984, 1987, 1988,
Hungarian (Maimonides 1878-1890), and Chinese Maimonides 1998.]

Commentary is generally one of the favorite genres of medieval literature and,
for special reasons, dominates 1424| Jewish scholarly literature.’”” The Guide stimu-
lated enterprising spirits to reveal what it sought to hide, and it was easy to find an
excuse to trespass on the author’s solemn invocation — Samuel Tibbon had already
criticized his rival on this very point.3”

On the other hand, the new style, as well as the knowledge that Maimonides
presupposed in his readers, required most of them to look for explanations. The
controversy about the new system of theology attracted the attention of those who
were not accustomed to an exclusively rational way of arguing. Certainly the book
was read openly, and its ideas found their way into the sermons, e.g., those of the
translator Jacob Anatoli (2 7n%ni1 7271), who was the target of Orthodoxy’s wrath.
So one should not be surprised about the number of commentaries still extant,
almost all of them to Samuel’s translation, which he himself had already accompa-
nied with notes (unedited, because they are extant only in a few manuscripts).’”

[The critical notes of Ibn Tibbon to the Guide have now been edited in the 1999 master’s
dissertation of Carlos Fraenkel ; they were studied further in the same scholar’s 2001 doctoral
thesis and monograph 2007. Fraenkel’s painstaking investigation reveals that, in fact, Ibn
Tibbon’s notes are preserved in quite a few manuscripts, though most manuscripts contain
only a few of them, and many are recorded anonymously. Fraenkel’s studies contain the most
thorough survey yet undertaken on manuscripts of the Ibn Tibbon translation.

Steinschneider comments below that he is referring to only a few of the unpublished
commentaries. In fact their number is significant; one should also include under this
rubric marginalia to manuscripts, which are very dense in some cases, as well as the few
but interesting commentaries and glosses to the Judaeo-Arabic Dalala. The only survey is
the one published by Steinschneider himself 10 years after HUe in the A. Berliner
Festschrift (Steinschneider 1903). The only text of a Hebrew commentary to have been
edited since then has been Y. Shiffman’s edition of Falaquera’s commentary 2001.

Any discussion of commentaries to the Guide (and other works as well) must also take
into account marginalia and other annotations. Indeed, many commentaries are in fact mar-
ginalia that were collected and lightly edited. The most heavily annotated copy of Ibn
Tibbon’s translation is Sassoon 341; most of the glosses are listed in the catalogue 1932
1:417-419. Another heavily glossed copy which is, however, in a horrible state of disorder, is
St. Petersburg RNL Ms. Evr. I 474. Some copies of the Judaeo-Arabic original bear annotations

377 Steinschneider 1857a §17 beginning.

38 Joseph Caspi (Steinschneider 1855¢, 67) thinks that Maimonides’ prohibition only refers to
details, etc.

39 Steinschneider 1852, 1897, 1900, 2493. Concerning Ms. Turin BN 82 A III 33[, no longer
extant,] see Peyron 1880, 77; for citations found in Moses of Salerno (§250). See Steinschneider
1875a, 87; see also the appendix to Falaquera’s 77w i 1837, 163 ch. 21. An alphabetical list
of commentaries of the Moreh is provided by Maimonides 1881-85, III, xix ff.
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as well; see Langermann 1995. Finally, mention must be made of the extremely dense, often
illegible marginalia, to the Arabic-letter copy of the Guide found in Istanbul, Carullah 1279;
the sources named in the glosses (which too are in Arabic letters) were meticulously listed by
the late Franz Rosenthal 1955; one must go through the indices and see if the folios cited fall
between 189b—301a, which contain the Guide. The notes include citations from some Jewish
works that are otherwise lost. A selection of marginalia from the Carullah manuscript, highly
critical of Maimonides and of revealed religion and its tenets in general, with Hebrew transla-
tion and analysis by Almog Kasher and Y. Tzvi Langermann, appears in Langermann and
Kasher 2013.]

The first known commentary is from Italy and dates from the middle of the thir-
teenth century (§250). Towards the turn of that century (1290), Abraham Abulafia
dared to compose a mixture of philosophy and mysticism, arranged according to the
chapters of the More. It is, in part, an absurd concoction. Two recensions exist. [For
a detailed account of recensions and manuscripts of Abulafia’s commentary, see Idel 1976.]3%
We have seen that shortly beforehand Falaquera had explicated the Moreh. The main
commentaries, however, belong to the fourteenth and fifteenth centuries. A critical
assessment of this literature would divert us too far from our subject, although it
offers interesting details which are highlighted in their appropriate places. We have
to confine ourselves to a list of published commentaries, arranged according to date
of composition and indicating only the first editions. From among the unpublished
commentaries we name only a few and refer for details to the bibliographies.!
[Once again, the reader is referred to Steinschneider 1903, which lists over sixty Hebrew
commentaries to the Guide.]

Joseph Kaspi wrote (around 1330) a double commentary, dealing separately with
the explanation of the “secrets.” See Kaspi 1848. The manuscripts: Munich, BS
Cod. hebr. 263/1 and Oxford, Bodl. Ms. Hunt. 559 contain divergent recensions.
[According to Neubauer, Oxford, Bodl. Ms. Hunt. 559 is Kaspi’s commentary, but this is
unclear. Other manuscripts: New York, JTS Ms. 2341/3; Paris, BN héb 694; Paris, BN héb
700/8; Turin BN A VI 34, no longer extant; Vienna, ON 35.]

Moses Narboni who, in his commentaries on the philosophical works of the
Arabs, never loses sight of the Moreh, completed in 1362, after 7 years of uninter-
rupted work, an interpretation of “the book which has achieved fame among Jews,
Christians, and Ismaelites,” addressed to an intimate circle of scholars and
concentrating on revealing the “secrets”, in Soria, according to the epilogue
(printed twice, 1880 and 1881) which is missing in the — very inaccurate and
defective — edition (1852).%% Falaquera, Kaspi, and Narboni are the most
important basic commentators of the Moreh. Profiat [425| Duran (“Ephodaeus”, or
Isaac b. Moses Levi, cf. section II and III) composed (1391-1403) a short and

380 See Munich, BS Cod. hebr. 341/8 and [Firkovich’s catalogue on] St. Petersburg, RNL Ms. Evr.
1485, “by Abraham b. o”an71.”

31 See in particular Steinschneider 1852, 1897. That 7wn 2°X17 comments upon the Moreh in Paris,
BN héb 214/3 was not noticed by the cataloguer.

382 Steinschneider 1852, 1975 and Additamenta, 1976 Jellinek 1881, 32-34 without comment.
Schorr 1880, 7688, gives corrections and 88 the epilogue with the correct date. Part I was printed
as early as 1791.
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simple explanation (ed. 1551);%3 the Paris catalogue (no. 705) did not recognize
it. The absence of a foreword gives us no reason to suppose that it is truncated or
mutilated.®* According to Delmedigo, Profiat furnishes the reader with correct
answers, but spares the reader the questions, following the style of R. Solomon
ben Isaac (Rashi), the famous commentator of the Talmud. [London, BL Or. 1388]
saac b. Shem Tov, ms. Parma R. 1388 [?]>

Asher b. Abraham, or Bonan Crescas (probably first half of the fifteenth century,
ed. 1551),% plans to interpret several parts of the book for adolescents,*® young
people who have not yet acquired the sciences that are necessary for the correct
understanding of it, but who seek instruction. In his high respect for Maimonides®®’
he does not expect to penetrate everywhere into the profound ideas of the book and
always combines the admission of his own ignorance with his objections and doubts.
He knows the commentaries of Falaquera and Kaspi.*®8

Shem Tov b. Joseph b. Shem Tov composed his commentary in 1488 (cf. I, 74, at
the end) with an attitude of reconciliation between reason and law — "the two lights”
of which the former is the greater.>® This is all the more significant as his grandfa-
ther was a zealous Kabbalist, and his father objected to some of the basic ideas of
Maimonides. In his foreword, he says that he plans to interpret some profound pas-
sages and to make use of everything that is correct in the commentaries. As a matter
of fact, this foreword already contains a borrowing from Narboni.

Soon afterwards (1493)*° Don Isaac Abravanel commented upon the greater part
of the Moreh, leaving, however, his work (ed. 1831-2)*" without proemium and
probably unfinished. He had undertaken the commentary with the intention of
opposing some scarcely orthodox interpretations, particularly those of Kaspi,

383 Anonymous and defective in Vatican, BA Cod. ebr. 297/4. According to Schiller-Szinessy 1876,
Cat. I, 155, Profiat was already mentioned by Shem Tov Ibn Shem Tov in 1384. — Sources, see
Steinschneider 1852, 2112, Sidnger 1865 (on the pronunciation of the name as “Prophet”), 126;
Preface to 719X fwyn Wien 1865 (Duran 1865), see Steinschneider 1869b, 165, 1870a, 109.

38 As opposed to the editor’s introduction to 7198 7wyn Duran 1865, 9.

35His w91 MR (see Schonblum 80 B) was written in 1438 in Vatican, BA Cod. ebr. 107/1.
[This attribution has been questioned by Girtig 1995.] Concerning the poems see Steinschneider
1852, 2546. He is probably Asher b. Abraham in Paris, BN héb 706/4 (Zunz 1867, 709).
[MmTpn 7772 %y o°1n of Abraham b. Asher, Steinschneider 1875a, 87; cf. 1880, 132, where one
should read Abraham b. Solomon for Asher b. Solomon]. He cites "% ‘1 (Gersonides III, 43) and
591577 0oni Rabbi Jedaiah concerning, P %m0 (11, 30).

386 poaw;7 27 A% (Preface).

37 For example, I, 2 (f. 9) IIL, 51.

38 Steinschneider 1852, 2547, should read 7mn 77w 111, 43, 51; see below concerning al-Harizi;
Kaspi, for example, I, 5, 21. —1an nnbwn nx 11, 4 £. 89b.

39Tn the Preface 20w 17 21730 XA MMIRD 3w DT 2OWi °0 10K, see Steinschneider 1875d, 18;
Steinschneider 1883-84, 45. He uses Ephodi (Friedlaender, Maimonides 1881-85 III, xxii).
<A piyyut of Levi (ben Jacob) London, Mon. 192 (103); the sun and moon represent worldly and
spiritual authority. (Poole 1884; Lea 1888, 1, 4 Honorius of Autun).»

390 Steinschneider 1852, 1082.

1T have still not found the reputed autograph (Steinschneider 1852) in the Crimea that is mentioned
in the Firkovich catalogue.
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Narboni, and Pr. Duran.*? The textual passages are often given in paraphrase, but
following Tibbon’s translation.

After the medieval commentaries, we mention the notes of a famous Polish
Talmudist, Mordechai Jafe (1594) to the printed commentaries; the commentary of
a philosopher in the Kantian tradition, Solomon Maimon; and that of an industrious
and skillful author, Isaac Satanow (1791ff.). Simon Scheyer wrote an interpretation
of part II, chapter 45 under the title of %1237 M9y, Commentarius hebraicus etc. de
prophetiae gradibus, Rodelheim 1848, 16.

Among the unedited commentaries we name that of Solomon 1426l b. Judah
ha-Nasi (1368) who, after having had one Jacob b. Samuel, otherwise unknown, as
a student in Germany for 2 years (the name of this country occurs here for the first
time), composed a commentary to the Moreh for him, in commemoration and grati-
tude for the honorable treatment that he received:

Manuscripts. London, BD and BM 52; Cambridge, UL Add. 393/2.3%° [Michael Z.
Nahorai has prepared an edition of this commentary but has not yet published it.]

In the first decades of the sixteenth century, David b. Judah Messer Leon wrote a
commentary under the title of X1 1Y (Eye of the Reader); it is found in Oxford, Bodl.
Ms. Reggio 41 and Parma, BP Cod. Parm. 3546. Giinzburg has a fragment of it,*** rich
in quotations (partly borrowed). In David’s eyes, Abravanel is an amateur who has read
only one book of al-Ghazali,** while Levi b. Gershom is a heretic whose book deserves
to be burnt because he battles against Aristotle and Averroes with trifles.

Commentaries to single parts of the Moreh were also written, e.g., to the 25 (or 26)
introductory propositions of part II. Authors of such commentaries are (end of the
thirteenth century): Jedaia ha-Penini, whose commentary (nn7p 0272) is known
only from his own quotation;*¢ Hillel b. Samuel, whose commentary has been
edited (1874) along with his philosophical work (Hillel ben Samuel 1874); (end of
the fifteenth century:) David b. Yahya b. Solomon from Lisbon, a preacher in
Corfu;**® (sixteenth century): Moses Provengal (Mantua, CI 39).

Perhaps the piece called “Short Explanation,” an analysis of the two kinds of
lines (hyperbole and asymptote) mentioned in the Moreh (I, 73, 410 in Munk’s
French translation), by Simon Motot (1446-50), Munich, BS Cod. hebr. 36/28 and
Vienna, ON Vienna, ON 46/3* figures in the commentary of Moses Provencal
(1549), which was published together with the Moreh in Hebrew (Sabionetta,
Maimonides 1553) and was translated into Latin by Baroccius (Barozzi 1586) under

29w N°22 DDTWI DAY TORTY "N, commentary on Guide I, 5, p. 15.

33 Previously almost unknown; not “kabbalistic” (Friedlaender, Maimonides 1881-85 III, xxiii).
3% See Steinschneider 1865c¢, 64 (Perreau 1878—1904, 60 n. 44); 1879d, 83; Steinschneider 1888, 86.
39 Steinschneider 1869b, 79, 80.

3% Steinschneider 1852, 1283.

39 Paris, BN héb 1201/8. The letter to Isaiah Messene b. Joseph (see n. 455) appears in Goldberg
1862b, 23; see Steinschneider 1862f, 4; it is found in Graetz 1875, IV, 466, according to the copy
made by Sinzheim; cf. Steinschneider 1869b, 80 on Kayserling 1861, 118; Steinschneider 1879c¢, 63.

37 Author of the Algebra according to Christian sources; Steinschneider Berlin 1879b, 57 no. 97/4;
on 98 see also Mantua, CI. 10 j.
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the name of Moses Narboni and on the basis of an Italian translation (1550) printed
in Hebrew letters.*®

[Maimonides’ description (Guide 1, 73) of the asymptote to the hyperbole engendered a
number of elaborations in Hebrew; although similar constructions exist in Arabic and Latin,
these were especially necessary for the Hebrew reader, since Apollonius’ Conics was never
translated into Hebrew. Proofs that do not depend upon Apollonius have been collected and
studied by Lévy 1989. For a discussion of the matter see Freudenthal 1988.]

§246. (Introduction, versification.) [With the exception of the very last sentence, this
entire section is devoted to the work Ru’ah Hen. Steinschneider looks upon that writing as an
“introduction” to the Guide; it seems likely that a more precise reappraisal would classify it
as synopsis of philosophy heavily dependent upon the Guide, rather than a tool to prepare one
for the study of Maimonides’ book. The authorship of the tract has never been determined
even though, as Steinschneider can already report, the first generation of modern scholars
invested considerable effort in the study of the treatise. A Hebrew University dissertation of
Ofer Elior 2010 on the matter is being prepared for publication.]

An anonymous author wrote, probably between 1200 and 1250, a small introduc-
tory treatise (numerous printings since 1544) which discusses the basic philosophical
ideas that are necessary for understanding the Moreh. It is called, after the first two
words, M1 11, Spirit of Grace, and it is divided into eleven chapters; the supplement
on equivocal, homonymous, and metaphorical®” terms is probably the work of a
different author. This small treatise has been ascribed, without reason, to various
authors: one of the three Tibbonids (Judah, Samuel, Moses), Jacob Anatoli, then
again another Anatoli,*® or Zerahiah ha-Levi Anatoli, identifying him with an 1427
author of hymns in Greece, because Anatoli (anatolé) is the translation of Zerahiah.
This small treatise, however, has no connection to Greece.*’! It has not yet been
noted that in chapter 2 and 3 the translation of al-Farabi’s Book of Principles has
been utilized.*? The small treatise is already quoted by Abraham Abulafia and in an

8 Steinschneider 1852, 1983, according to which one should complete the biography of Barozzi
by B. Boncompagni (1884), 899.

3¥9Cf. Maimonides, Logic, ch. 12; the Epitome of Averroes on the Isagoge of Porphyry.
Joseph Gikatilla, beginning of the commentary, lists six. For 1» 931 210 9 X Ru’ah Hen has
ORMAT R DIRNT oW, and finally 27 Rn»n. Ibn Arroyo (X”17R) added the latter to Menahem’s 2173,
(Menahem ben Saruq 1854, fol. 90. The explanation of ¥avw found in Menahem’s 0173 concludes
XD 7Y; is 17 ‘02 lacking? Menahem cites on the word 7772: 7 128 2n33; cf. Steinschneider 1870a, 75.

40The supercommentary to Ibn Ezra (see Neubauer 1876-7b, 87, where jr1 M7 ’02 *2101K *2 ’117) is
by Elazar b. Matatya (Berliner 1877a, Berliner 1872, 52 n. 7).

401 See Steinschneider 1879a, 415, German version in Griinwald 1883, 43. Concerning the Firkovich
manuscript see below. On "1x1p (Casani) see Steinschneider (Duran 1881), 82 n. 2 (cf. n. 411). Samuel
’» in London, BD and BM 43. [There is no reference to Samuel Casani in this ms.] The author Solomon
in the Maihingen ms. (Perles 1878, 318) is probably a copyist’s error for Samuel (Ibn Tibbon).).
[As pointed out by Ofer Elior, even if Ruah Henwas not composed in Greece (Byzantium), it apparently reached
Jewish readers in that area already in the early stages of its dissemination; see Elior 2010, p. 60. Furthermore,
the manuscripts of Ruah Hen copied in Byzantium transmitted a unique tradition of the text and its paratexts;
cf. ibid., pp. 180-88.]

402Cf. Steinschneider 1869a, 3 manxm axiwn with the end of ch. 2, Steinschneider 1869a, 45 with
3 771 ma7n. This passage does not appear in Falaquera’s De‘ot ha-Filosofim VIII ch. 2, partly in
Moses Ibn Tibbon’s Introduction to the Commentary on the Song of Songs.
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anonymous medical work (around the end of the thirteenth century);*** Gershon b.
Solomon presents extended excerpts from it.**

It found many medieval readers;*®” its manuscripts are almost countless. [The
catalogue of the Institute for Microfilmed Hebrew Manuscripts now lists over a hundred
copies, not including commentaries, abridgements, etc.] The first Firkovich collection has
no less than ten manuscripts (nos. 491-500); some of them, however, are copies
from printed books. In Ha-Karmel, Firkovich gives some information on no. 494,
which D. Slutzki appropriated for the introduction to his edition (Warsaw, 1865). In
his catalogue Firkovich assumes no. 488 to be an autograph!

The small treatise seemed to be important enough to attract commentaries, and
not only in the Provence, where one of the students of Prat Maimon (around 1420) or
he himself wrote a commentary, the beginning of which, down to the middle of chap-
ter 4, is attributed to Natanel Kaspi in the Paris catalogue (107) on Paris, BN héb
678/1.4% «=Parma, BP Cod. Parm. 2255/2; this means that the commentary in the
same ms. on Maimonides’ Eight Chapters is by Natanel>. The beginning tallies with
the anonymous commentary in Paris, BN héb 1239/4, whereas the anonymous com-
mentary in the editions 1549, 1566, etc.*”’ is different; it contains interpolations from
“another commentary” (chs. 3 and 7). But also in Germany a learned Talmudist,
Zalman (or Seligman Zion Levi) from Bingen (around 1450-60), wrote a philosophi-
cal and mystical commentary*® which is probably lost, if it is not one of the two
anonymous commentaries, published in 1594 and 1620. — From among the editions*”
we mention that of the baptized Jew Joseph Isaac (Cologne 1555), accompanied by
a poor translation, and published under the title Physica hebraea nunc primum edita,
etc.; the vocalization is inexact, but the variant readings sometimes are superior.

The author of the 17 M1 quotes from the Meteorology under the title of 2w MNIR
(chapter 7). He talks about the ten categories, and he follows, from among contem-
porary enumerations, most closely the logic of Maimonides in its translation by Moses
Tibbon (1254), both in the order and in the terminology of the two last categories.*!

4039977 ‘o Steinschneider 1877e, 116. — Cf. Munich, BS Cod. hebr. 210. Steinschneider 1852, 638
and 4036, Steinschneider 1869a, 242, Steinschneider 1874b, 101; Commentary on the Kuzari,
Steinschneider 1879b, 113.

404 Gross 1880, 357; see above 10 (sec. 3) and 69 (sec. 25), Briill 1880, 166 makes the author of the
17 M7 a plagiarist.

405Sachs 1853, 157.

406 Steinschneider 1876b, 128; cf. Steinschneider 1879b, 111. Beginning ww *» 93 979 2°X¥n17 XD
mMX°¥n o ch. 4 7R AT 53 979 IR DN,

407 Steinschneider 1852, 639, n. 4037, 4039 see Additamenta — ch. 5 mentions that Job and the
Kuzari should be considered poetical 2°m>.

408 Zunz 1845, 166; Berliner 1869b, 85 (cf. 83). Berliner 1878, 81.

49 Steinschneider 1852, 639; Zedner 1867, 400; Rosenthal 1875, 618. In Benjacob and
Steinschneider 1880, 544 n. 99 of Maimonides, according to Lilienthal on Munich, BS Cod. hebr.
297/11 (so it should be read), n. 100 of Shem Tov b. Isaac Shaprut, a ghastly muddle.

410See §211 n. 5 and and §240 n. 317. Peculiarly, Saadiah’s commentary on Sefer Yezirah (s. §258)
and Moses Ibn Ezra (Dukes 1843a), 119. Most of the order of the categories is the same,
except for IX and X (cf. Kaufmann 1877a, 64 and 1885, 9). Their denomination includes the terms
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14281 Otherwise the style does not have any conspicuous characteristics. The author
considers P (chapter 3, no. 1; chapter 6, no. 4) to be a well-known word; 7777 is
Greek, for which the Hebrew is 1nw&1 9 (chapter 8); duality, or plurality (that is,
in God), is M 1w (chapter 6, no. 4); the mineral is am7; the “higher elements”
(o>11°%v77 Mmoo, chapter 5) seem to be the “higher bodies” (2’7373, or W1, in
other authors). — Perhaps we have spent more time with this little book than one
would expect. We have done so because it sums up the most sublime philosophical
problems within a very restricted framework, and it illustrates the character of the
clear and simple philosophical style of the Tibbonids’ time.

[A number of other works may be cited here that are paraphrases of the Guide, or parts of
it; their kinship to the Guide is far more intimate than that of Ru’ah Hen.

(a) Nev’'uat ha-Moreh, a summation of Guide 11, 32-48, in which Maimonides’ theory of
prophecy is set forth. (New York, JTS Ms. 2441/8, 130a, 133b; 16th century).

(b) A paraphrase of Guide 1, 1, 3, and 4, done perhaps by a Karaite. (St. Petersburg I0S B
342a, 123a-b; 18th century).

(c) An odd, incomplete work, parts of which are attributed to “Galen” but which is really
compiled from extracts of Ibn Tibbon’s translation of Guide 1, 8-30; 11, 47-48; and III,
14. (St. Petersburg RNL Ms. Evr. 1 476; 15th/16th centuries).]

The Moreh was versified by Mattithiah Ibn 10117 (Kartin).*!! [In 1885 Steinschneider
published a collection of Hebrew poems relating to “Maimonides and his Famous Books”
1885b]

§247. Soon after Samuel (1205-13) the famous poet Judah al-Harizi translated the
Moreh. This translation was published on the basis of a single ms. (written in Rome
1234)*2 by Leon Schlosberg, part 1 containing notes by Dr. Scheyer which compare
the Arabic original and Tibbon’s translation (London, Maimonides 1851-79, title in
Hebrew), parts 2 and 3 (Hebrew and Latin titles), 1876, 1879.#!3 [Paris, BN héb 682 is
still the only complete copy of al-Harizi’s translation known to exist. It is written in a square
Spanish hand of the thirteenth century; the copyist may be Yom Tov ben Shemaia, who also
wrote a marginal note on f. 14a. Rome is mentioned but there is no clear indication that the
manuscript was copied in that city. There are several long (but unfortunately faint) long
marginalia that have not been studied. There is another fragment (five folios) of al-Harizi’s
translation in New York, M. Lehmann MA 13, containing parts of Guide 11, 32-33, 38-40.
Interestingly enough, someone has copied nearly all of the Judaeo-Arabic text of II, 38 into
the margin. Finally, Tiibingen, UB Ma. IV 2, a copy of Ibn Tibbon’s translation executed in
1343, records several times al-Harizi’s translation of a particular phrase in the margins.]

3 and N3, TX and MK, 770X and NDILYT (AMYN), 17 and PIp. In the subdivision of Quantity, Ru’ah
Hen has p9nn, Samuel Ibn Tibbon 77907, and Jacob b. Makhir ponnn. See the table in an Endnote.
41 Steinschneider 1852, 1898 (correct to read, “Wolf 1715, I, 16817) and Additamenta. Or this is
Mattithiah b. Shabbethai (b. Yehiel) of Monte Politiano (see Dukes 1848c Steinschneider 1871c,
105 n.2); perhaps the Paytan in Zunz 1865, 579; cf. Schorr 1873, 45,46 n. 8, 21. His poem
oy °ran in Vatican BAV Cod. Vat. ebr. 298, a five-line acrostic, ends 21077 — . 77217 2w DX 1272
found in «Oxford, Bodl. Ms. Opp. Add. Oct. 59> is Artom?

#2See 111, 91. — T will cite (with simpler Arabic numerals) the page numbers.
43Cf. Steinschneider 1846a, 279. Steinschneider 1852, 1318 and Additamenta, 1897.
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According to the foreword the translation was commissioned by several Provencal
scholars (Marseille, according to the manuscript cited by David Conforte, f. 12).
But al-Harizi says expressly in his Divan*'* that he had translated the Moreh in Spain
(7790) for one of the noblemen (2°3°01), whom he calls Joseph in the dedicatory
poem — we shall see, however, that he dedicated his Divan successively to four dif-
ferent persons in different countries.*!> — Al-Harizi was asked to translate the book in
simple, elegant, and easy to understand style. The intelligent scholar (Samuel) had
in his translation “intentionally made its meaning obscure.” Judah was thus “forced”
to translate it (again), promising, however, not to divulge any of the “secrets”, nor to
intentionally explain anything. He prefaces the translation with two gates (chapters),
one of them explaining every foreign word in alphabetical order, the other giving a
table of contents. For the moment we shall dwell upon the second gate.

Judah’s table of contents was added to Samuel’s translation in the manuscripts
(under Judah’s name) already in the first edition, because Samuel did not replace it
with another one. It is, however, abbreviated in several places, e.g., in I, 7 (72°)
where Judah had expressly remarked that Maimonides does not quote two biblical
verses (Deut. 32:18 and Ps. 2:7) which should be interpreted as metaphors.*!® This
14291 enraged Samuel, as we have seen, and probably more so the orthodox enemies
of the school of Maimonides. Nevertheless — and this is an instructive example of
how pseudepigraphy works — Samuel’s name could still be put in the place of
Judah’s in Leiden, BR Cod. Or. 4800/1, which has nnon (clavis, key) or 1mns
(introduction),*'” as in <Munich, BS Cod. hebr. 401/17>, and similarly nn7pn
(proemium) and 71°nd in Berlin, SPK Or. Fol. 1057/13. In fact its proper place is in
the beginning, not the end, of the book, which is where it is in Schlossberg’s edition.
This edition agrees with the manuscript mentioned above, also concerning the term
7mno at the end.*'8 Even Narboni (to I, 59) agrees with Samuel’s remarks concerning
the register, which he calls &7 737 °19 ¥ 17821 1"Ma22. In the edition of 1553 it
is also called 0’7577 MIM22 Ww. Incidentally, the register in Vatican, BA Cod. ebr. 262
and in the editions 1553 ff. name Judah as >1n%8. The origin of this manifest
mistake is not known; perhaps it is a copyist’s error.*!’

In al-Harizi’s translation, chapters 26 and 27 of part I are conflated into one, as
they were also in Samuel’s first version. The sum total therefore counts 177

414Dukes, 616, Neubauer 1865, 41; Steinschneider 1873h, 89. From 7190 he sent to Maimonides
the poem Wn TNRD (see my 77 DPR T 1885b, 27 n. 41, and see below n. 429); he sent
another one to a certain Hiyya (Neubauer 1865, 40). 415. Steinschneider 1880e, 134; Steinschneider
1881g, 19.

415 Steinschneider 1880e, 134; Steinschneider 1881g, 19.

416See Steinschneider 1846a, 278; regarding Steinschneider 1852, 1318, see Munich, BS Cod.
Hebr 401/7. — Maimonides 1856, 50, takes no notice of al-Harizi’s intimation.

417 Steinschneider 1858, 272.

“180r else this piece initially was illegible like I, 72?

419Steinschneider 1852, 1307; Geiger 1837c, 390: “Wir wissen nicht, auf welche Autoritit etc.”;
> without 7 (Steinschneider 1881e, 134), also is found in Narboni’s commentary to the Guide
1, 59, beginning (1852, 10).
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[chapters], which is expressed by 777v 7173 alphanumerically. Contrary to this, the
propositions at the beginning of part III are counted as chapter 1 in Schlossberg’s
edition. Some manuscripts combine chapters 9 and 10 of part IL1.4%°

§248. Al-Harizi’s glossary drew a lot of criticism from his rivals. For us it provides
very interesting documentation of the status of the Hebrew language at the time, and
thus reveals the influence the scientific translations had on its development. A com-
parison of both glossaries will lead us to the salient points. First of all, we are taken
aback by the awkward arrangement. The entries are arranged haphazardly, some-
times according to the [first letter of the] root, but also according to the first (and
second) letter. Samuel seems to be influenced in this regard by his predecessor, but
at least he says something about it in his introduction. His arrangement mostly fol-
lows the order of roots, while al-Harizi places under the letter 7 many words in
which the initial 77 is not part of the root. Al-Harizi’s vocabulary has a greater num-
ber of purely Hebrew or Rabbinic (Talmudic) words which, one would suppose,
should be sufficiently familiar to readers of a book of this sort (e.g., 731) so as to lend
themselves to the correct interpretation of their particular nuance in a given context.
Al-Harizi, “the poet,” however, designed his translation for the general public; his
entries, most of them consisting of one or two lines, offer a short definition. Samuel,
on the other hand, aimed at a limited circle of scholars. He confined his glossary to
technical terms or neologisms, but he offers substantive discussions of them.
Al-Harizi is more of a purist and stylist, and thus the Arabic does not dominate his
own writing.*! The only Arabic words in his 430! glossary are: Qv and avp,
which he had already found in Samuel. He does not translate the Arabic word '3,
and has in I, 92 1axvon10 and in II1, 49 72°xv (cf. II1I, 250, in the French translation,
Maimonides 1856). He imitates the Arabic 7»7pn in his naTpn s. v. 7P, as well
as three times in I, 85; hence one has to correct 85b, line 7 mn7pIn accordingly; but
since the pu‘al of gdm was not used, other authors have the form P, e.g., in
Falaquera, beginning of I, 66, where al-Harizi uses in7p17. The word mniy, to falsely
appropriate for oneself, or to plagiarize (II, 61, 62), is translated as 2min> and 5ninn,
which do not exist in Hebrew and are not listed in the glossary.**!* — Harizi translates
the name Abt Nasr (al-Farab1) yw» »ax (I1, 25, 31, where we find 0°277 nawn2 for his
commentary to the Physics! III, 28; I, 89 %1 "2k is a gloss; I, 95 ywy °!).422 With
regard to Arabic personal names he sometimes remarks (e.g., II, 46 Ibn Wahshiyya)
that it is a “>xvnw.

420 Steinschneider 1852, 1893, where 1. 19 from bottom vers. Arab. should read Uri 320 Poc. — Uri
345 is Saadia ben David al-Adeni (1474). [This comment is a bit confusing: the Bodleian ms. that was
formerly Uri 320 is presently Poc. 345. The former Uri 345 is currently Hunt. 352, but is not Saadiah ben David.
There are several Huntingdon (formerly Uri) mss. that contain al-Adeni’s Arabic commentary on the Mishneh
Torah.] (Steinschneider 1852, “Conspectus codd. mss. Hebracorum,” 11.)

21 Cf. 1, 92 and Munk, ed. (Maimonides 1856), 11, 308, where one finds 1?1 mmp», and 310.
421b Schlosberg’s edition (Maimonides 1851-79), 11, 62n.1, mistakenly has 5rin» for 2nnn.

422S8ee §158, n. 134. — 11, 28 is lacking the citation. The Latin edition has Albumazer, the manu-
scripts Abumasr; Perles (Maimonides 1875), 43.
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More important is an erroneous reading of the famous Book of Nabataean
Agriculture by Ibn Wahshiyya that can be accounted for by Arabic orthography**
and which leads to a number of literary discussions.*** Al-Harizi read 5>2vp for
021, changing the Nabataeans to Egyptians. Another textual corruption is found in IIT,
44: for o>1¥ni @R NT12Y, read 0°KR; 1, 46 displays only n»xnn 77125 0.
Nahmanides quotes this passage in two works, following the translation of al-Harizi.**

Let us return to the glossary and discuss the following words: 110'9¥, an antonym
for Pi1p (Tibbon 722w and 1°1p),** nvxn, waaa (wan, Tibbon v and wmn), 7nm,
177 90m 10, 5b, 11; M72=10198 (ballota?), read 7 (cf. 11, 15 ff.), 2mRn, Xp 0,
PX1m explained by 7wy, as the following 0p1x¥n, read 0°pxn? The Book of Conic
Sections is named (I, 91) (NRLIN'DN) D*VIMT O’PIXNA, but Arabic 1577 is translated as
7y (I1, 17 chapter 12=13), o>mon (poles, cf. 2vp), ¥7¥; n1°3p (in the ethical sense).
The following words and forms are not found in the glossary: o°2wnnn 1, 84, op™
(there is no word at all under the letter '), 9701 7Wwn Hva and 2P “Hva (7212K)
I, 85, 22101 89b, naanon myun 11, 16; 7nma nowa 11, 17 chapter 12;%26 yio° ('voo°) 11, 18
for yaw~ (cf. the Glossary s.v. ¥aw), *vavi ym I, 19; — to the word naxw;i 1ax (11, 19)
al-Harizi adds v 13 &7p177. The word vxwoy (I11, f. 64 Arabic) is translated by Tibbon
as 0N 2°XW; probably he did not know what to do with it; al-Harizi (III, 44)
explains it as V2PWNR (read Y2PWR?) “scarab”, as Munk has it in his translation
(230). A close study of this translation, which I could not undertake because of the
fine print, might yield some more remarkable details. Here it may suffice to refer to
the parallels 14311 between al-Harizi and Nahum and the anonymous translator of
Joseph Ibn Zaddik’s Microcosm (§238).

A final remark on the rivalry between the translators. In 1191 Maimonides wrote
a treatise on the resurrection, under the title N7R or 2°nKT NN ARM in Samuel b.
Tibbon’s translation. It has been printed repeatedly after 1629.*7 We do not know
the date of this translation. A short while ago, two prooemia to it were discovered

423 poRynwn (read: Na8w) 1oRw 12 1, 86, French 383; see Dernburg 1835, 425. See Steinschneider
1887a, 44.

424 Maimonides 1856, I1I, 231; see Steinschneider 1871a, 350, 1885b, 167, 170; 1870c, 119 below.
Palladius in the Latin Ghafigi for 5nx%5, maybe because of the agricultural author Rutilius Aemilius
Palladius? See Steinschneider 1881g, 55. — The 31X, of Qusta has been edited, Ramadan 1293
(1876) [See, more recently, Qusta 1999b]. — See also Steinschneider 1876c, 205 n. 30; N*7¥» 7712V appear-
ing in Ibn Shu‘ayb mwA7 Ibn Shuaib 1573, on Genesis and elsewhere leads back to Nahmanides
and al-Harizi.

423 Commentary on Gen. 13:31 012°%77 (see Beer, 1854, 99). nwn7 ed. 1872 (Nahmanides 1872), 5
(read: "npnynw) and 36. See Steinschneider 1871a, 499. — In al-Harizi (Maimonides 1851-79), 45
TMn7 is missing below 91, and line 3, read naRx for 72°X; see the citations in Steinschneider
1877¢, 296.

425bSee §23, X9°01 m7ovn in Nahmanides 17, 1872 7w,

426See §238.

427 Steinschneider 1852, 1915; 1875b, 201; a longer citation from the lost original is found in
Abraham b. Solomon, Steinschneider 1880a, 64. [The Arabic original of the Treatise on Resurrection was
discovered and edited first by Joshua Finkel 1939, and most recently by I. Shailat, ed. Maimonides 1986.]
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in a ms. (now Oxford, Bodl. Ms. Opp. Add. Qu. 163)*?® which are preceded by
the verse wn JnR» sent by al-Harizi (according to his Diwan) from Spain to
Maimonides.** Al-Harizi begins his short foreword by saying that Maimonides had
addressed the following letter (7931, for reasons of rhyme?) in Arabic to the (Jewish)
communities and that the translator (whose name is not given here) has not rendered
the contents clearly*® — again the same criticism as in the foreword to the
Moreh. — This translation was retranslated into Arabic, and al-Harizi translated this
Arabic version for Meir b. Sheshet ha-Nasi back into Hebrew.**! After this comes a
proemium by the Arabic translator Joseph b. Joel, a friend of Samuel, who had furnished
him with the Hebrew translation. Joseph remarks that Hebrew is not sufficient for
rendering Arabic writings, and therefore the translation is inevitably unclear. Thus,
he says, he was asked to retranslate it into Arabic. The main principle of translation,
generally accepted for quite some time, consists in rendering the simple meaning of
the text by the appropriate words of the target language; if one is able to put it word
for word, then one has risen to the summit of the art. Meaning is the main thing;
wording is of secondary importance. What comes next makes us wonder whether
we are hearing the Arabic translator, and he is the author of the versified foreword
in Hebrew, or whether al-Harizi himself here as well has translated the Arabic foreword.
The examples, for their part, are in Hebrew. The word 771y (probably Arabic *1y»)
must be translated by 11y, 7112 , 7Y and 127; and the word 71 (20'a?) by awa, 7713
(n. 323¢), oxy ,073 and 7. What perplexes us completely, however, is the fact that
after this proemium there follows none other than the translation printed under
Samuel’s name, which is closer to his other works than to al-Harizi’s; thus the
latter’s was removed from his translation (or found separately?) and placed in front
of Samuel’s! A quotation in Nahmanides could be taken from that translation, but
it does not seem to be verbatim at all.**

[This confusion led Finkel 1939 to conclude that the story of the re-translation was a
work of fiction; Baneth, however, argued that essentially it was correct, and that the
passage by R. Joseph was itself translated from the Arabic by al-Harizi as an introduction to
his translation in Baneth 1940. In 1980 A. David discovered an unknown translation of the
Treatise on Resurrection in Jerusalem, JNUL 3942 8°, ff. 1-13, and speculated that it was
that of al-Harizi 1978-79. Halkin substantiated the speculation and published the transla-
tion on the basis of the Jerusalem and Oxford manuscripts 1980.]

§249. Al-Harizi’s Moreh sometimes renders the meaning of certain passages more
accurately than Samuel’s (even where the latter followed more correct readings).
Nonetheless, it did not escape the criticism of the friends and enemies of the book,**

428 Neubauer 1881, 99; see the correction in Steinschneider 1881a, 134. Parma, BP Cod. Parm.
2785/5 contains al-Harizi’s translation of the Treatise on Resurrection.>

49See above, n. 414.
430990m77 9P0 KDY PUIvR Ponv.

$157r nww. For whether this is the son of Sheshet b. Benveniste in Saragossa, see Steinschneider
1873g, 106.

4214 awn7, edition (Nahmanides 1872), see 137; Nahmanides 1962, II, 154. This passage is
towards the beginning of the actual treatise, fol. 33 3.4, corrupted in the edition of Maimonides 1761.

433 See especially Steinschneider 20, 1875 0°anan n¥1ap.
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nor was it entirely supplanted by its rival. Apparently it was read more extensively
in northern Spain 1432 where it is perhaps quoted by Nahmanides. (See n. 438.)
Abraham Maimonides (around 1235) already considered al-Harizi’s translation
faulty and textually corrupt; we do not know whether this judgment was based on
his own criticism or on hearsay.*** Shem Tov Falaquera**criticizes it in a letter
dated 1290 and printed anonymously; he** talks about both translations, without,
however, naming either author. The first one (Tibbon’s), he says, has only a few
mistakes, and had the learned translator had more leisure, he would have cor-
rected them*®’; the second translation (al-Harizi’s), however, contains numerous
errors and even the correct parts do violence (to the text), often perverting the mean-
ing into its opposite sense. The translator aimed to explain, but instead he “put a big
stone on the bridge” (a play on words), “and I say that whoever receives this trans-
lation in his tent, harbors an injustice” (an allusion to Job 11:14).

A number of notes to the Moreh, up to part I, chapter 14, under the name of the
mystic Joseph Gikatilia (read Chiquitilla) were edited in 1574. They correct, right at the
beginning and in fol. 20, line 2, al-Harizi’s translation, on the basis of the Arabic text**;
fol. 22 has the following passage: “The poor man had no clear eye in the science, he
thrust himself forward to a place flaming with fire which was not seemly for him.”

Al-Harizi’s translation was still studied in the fifteenth century by Asher
Crescas*?; but the supposition that Isaac Abravanel took his paraphrased texts from
this translation has proven to be erroneous.*?

A critical assessment of the editions of both translations will arrive at the same
judgment as that of Pococke, who summarizes his verdict in few words*!: “Versio
(Harizii) illi ab Aben Tibbon factae postposita fuit, non quod illa Tibbonidae
elegantior, sed materiae congruentior fuerit,” etc.

§250. (The old Latin translation) Al-Harizi’s translation has a historical significance
which escaped even Munk, who does not even mention it in the foreword to his
Guide, although he quotes from it repeatedly in his notes.

Agostino Giustiniani edited (1520) a Latin translation under the title Dux neutrorum
sive dubiorum (the title page has Dux seu director dubitantium aut perplexorum)

434 myanon (Maimonides 1859), 9; see Dukes 1845, 616. Perhaps only according to Samuel’s
criticism?

43 Geiger 1839a, 416; Steinschneider 1852, 1897; namely, 151, 153, 154, 155, 157, 158; fol. 257
N R 12 PRy, a play on words

436185, Abba Mari 1838 mixip nnan. Cf. Steinschneider 1852, 2548.

437 As in 770 77 (Falaquera 1837), 155 [ = Shiffman, ed. Falaquera 2001], 358-59; see n. 374 above.
438 Steinschneider 1852, 1463 and Additamenta; cf. Dukes 1845, 616. Steinschneider 1852, 1461
concerning his citation from Nahmanides.

43 Commentary on the Moreh fols. 3b, 7a, 9b (Ed. Sabbioneta 1553) on I, 37, 38, 47, 48, 52
(°™an > 772 Cnk fol. 33b), 11, 29, 111, 43, 51; not all, according to the page numbers of the
Jesnitz edition, Maimonides 1742, found in Straschun 184142, 88.

#0See Landau on Abravanel’s commentary on the Moreh in Abravanel 1574, 11, 32 fol. 21b. The
text is closer to Samuel; Scheyer in Kirchheim 1846, 511 on I, 21; see opposing this Scheyer on
al-Harizi (Maimonides 1851-79), I, 23.

#“l1 Preface to Porta Mosis, Maimonides 1654, cited in Wolf 1715, 1, 856.
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1520;*2 this work has been attributed to the editor himself or to Jacob Mantinus.
Certain quotations from the Guide in some Christian authors of the thirteenth century
show, however, that already in that time a Latin translation existed.*** I have demon-
strated that traces can be found as early as the middle of the thirteenth century in
southern Italy. [433] Moses b. Solomon of Salerno** composed, probably between
1240 and 1250, a commentary to the Moreh which he reworked, but did not
complete. [According to Caterina Rigo, Moses wrote the commentary in the 1270s.] Only
a part of the second recension is known to exist, with notes by his son Isaiah**® in
the manuscripts.*¢

Cambridge, UL Add. 672; Florence, BM-L. Ms. Plut.Il.11; <London, BD and BM 40/5>;
Munich, BS Cod. hebr. 3705>; <Munich, BS Cod. hebr. 60/1>; Oxford, Bodl. Ms. Opp. 576;
Paris, BN héb 687; Parma, BP Cod. Parm. 2435; Parma, BP Cod. Parm. 2910; Parma, BP
Cod. Parm. 3162; St. Petersburg RNL Ms. Evr. I 482.

The author of the commentary had received in the course of his work, perhaps
between the first and the second recension, the glossary of the translator Samuel,
which he labels “Introduction,” 7r°n or 77pi. His commentary is in the main a
paraphrase with explanations or translations of single words into the vernacular
(i.e., Italian). However, he read the Latin translation together with Nicolao da
Giovenazzo, probably Nicolo Paglia, Nobile di Giovenazzo, the founder of the
Dominican monastery Santa Croce in Trani.**’ [See Sermoneta 1969-70.] On the other
hand, we have a report concerning a remark of the Emperor Frederick II on a pas-
sage in the Moreh.**® The person to whom this remark was addressed was, according
to some manuscripts, none other than al-Harizi. The place where this occurred is
also named, perhaps Tropea in Calabria. I do not, however, believe that al-Harizi
visited this province in the course of his travels. Other sources name Samuel Ibn
Tibbon, that is to say, one translator instead of the other. My surmise*” is that this
translation was commissioned by this same Emperor, for whom Jacob Anatoli
translated other works in Naples (§19); and Amari agrees that this is rather plausi-
ble.* Finally, Perles who studied one manuscript of the Latin translation in Munich,
showed that it follows the Hebrew translation of al-Harizi, but in consultation,
according to him, with the Arabic text and with the cooperation of a learned Jew.*!

42 Concerning Justinian see Perles, Maimonides 1875, 3; cf. Steinschneider 1852, n. 1564.
43 Steinschneider 1852, 1896 and Additamenta, according to Wolf, etc.

“4Wolf 1715 '3 no. 1654, where 1n°0nn [rather than 1 on] ; De Rossi 1839, 283: Salera;
Steinschneider 1852, 1995 under 6555; Firkovitch 1863, 46, 80; Steinschneider 1864e, 64; 1867b,
76; 1884, 24; Perles (see n. 451); Steinschneider, 86; 1877c, 68. Giidemann 1880, II, 170. Not to
be confused with Moses b. Solomon from Salonica; see above §48, n. 44 and §87, n. 481.

“3For a note on this person, see Steinschneider 1875a, 88.

#6See Steinschneider 1884, 1. c.

47See Steinschneider 1877b, 68, 68.

48 See Steinschneider 1864e, 62, 136. 1878a, 136; 1879d, 118; 1880f, 24 and V1. 1884, 25.
49 Steinschneider 1863c, 31 etc.

40 Amari 1854, 111, 696, 705-8.

41 Perles 1875 (extract from Monatsschrift XXIV 1875); on this see Steinschneider 1875, 86.
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Moses b. Solomon of Salerno, Commentary on the Guide of the Perplexed

Cambridge, University Library Add. 672 (SCR 701) (IMHM F 17001), 1-139.
Florence, Biblioteca Medicea Laurentiana Plut.Il.11 (IMHM F 17658), 1-132.
London, Beth Din & Beth Hamidrash 40 (IMHM F 4708).
Munich, Bayerische Staatsbibliothek Cod. hebr. 60 (IMHM F 1140), 1-329.
Munich, Bayerische Staatsbibliothek Cod. hebr. 370 IMHM F 1606), 1-296.
Oxford, Bodleian Ms. Opp. 576 (Ms. Opp. 1163) (Neubauer 1261/1) IMHM F 22075G),
1a-313b.
Paris, Bibliotheque Nationale héb 687 (ancien fonds 234) (IMHM F 11565), 1-187.
Parma, Biblioteca Palatina Parm. 2435 (De Rossi 1369) (IMHM F 13439), 1-195.
Parma, Biblioteca Palatina Parm. 2910 (De Rossi 1071) (IMHM F 13803), 1-49.
Parma, Biblioteca Palatina Parm. 3162 (De Rossi 106) IMHM F 13902), 1-222.
St. Petersburg, Russian National Library Evr. I 482 (IMHM F 51349), 1-181.

The extant manuscripts of the Latin Moreh have not been investigated
sufficiently;*? perhaps they contain information that is as yet unknown. The transla-
tor allowed himself to omit passages that he deemed unimportant, but he also added
some comments of his own.*? For particulars and some extracts which are proof of
the inadequacy of the edition, we must refer the reader to the useful article of Perles.
Wolf (3rd ed., 782) has already compared the two Latin translations of the introduc-
tion. He has called attention (779) to the titles Directio and Director neutrorum,
Directio Perplexorum, und Demonstrator errantium which we find in the writings
of Raymund Martin (a contemporary of Albertus Magnus), and the baptized Jews
Paulus Burgensis and Alfonsus de Spina. Perles remarks that Raymund partly
follows the translation of al-Harizi.*>* Thus it was primarily through this translation
that the learned Christian world 1434| was first acquainted with the philosophy of
“Moses Egyptius,” and not unprofitably, as M. Joel in his treatise on the connections
between Maimonides and Albertus Magnus has shown (Joél 1863).4%

[Scholarship on the Latin Guide has proceeded apace in the last century. The scholarly
consensus is that there are three independent translations of at least parts of the Guide:
De parabola (Guide 3.29-30, 32-49) (completed 1222-23), De uno deo benedicto
(Guide 2.1-2), considered by Kluxen 1954 to be completed around 1240, and Dux neu-
trorum sive dubiorum, also from around 1240. In addition, there apparently was a fourth
translation, based on the Ibn Tibbon translation, to which Giles of Rome refers, but which is
no longer extant. The Perles-Steinschneider-Sermoneta hypothesis, that the Latin translation
of the Guide was made in southern Italy, perhaps as the result of Jewish and Christian
scholars working in tandem, was challenged by Kluxen 1954, who argued for a Provencal
location and who connected the translation with the Dominican involvement in the
Maimonidean controversy in the late 1230s. This hypothesis was argued against by Gad
Freudenthal 1988, 120-29. Schwartz 2002, 46, speculates that the fourth translation
originated from southern Italy.

42 Cambridge Lat. Ms. 1711 is given in Steinschneider 1877b.

453 Perles (Maimonides 1875), 22.

#*Maimonides 1875, Anmerkungen, 1, 2.

43 Joel 1863. See Hebrdische Bibliographie V, 131. [This appears to be an erroneous reference.].
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Recently G. Hasselhof has questioned the attribution of De Parabola to Maimonides; rather
he considers it an “adoption of Maimonides into a different context,” 2001, 262. He does not
appear inclined to accept the southern Italian provenance of the translation and concludes that an
analysis of the manuscript tradition, of the sort first proposed by Steinschneider, leaves the
question of provenance open. See also Hasselhof 2002.]

We think that we should conclude this long entry on the most important
Jewish-Arabic work by indicating a few recent publications (apart from those by
Munk and Friedlaender already named) that analyze the Moreh, or explain the
Maimonidean philosophy basing themselves mainly on the Moreh, or treat a
particular problem in it.

[Steinschneider proceeds to list works on Maimonides and his influence by Scheyer 1845,
Joél 1859b, Foucher de Careil 1861, Rubin 1868, Eisler 1870-83, Kaufmann 1877a,
Miinz 1887,%¢ Holub 1884, the latter of which he knows only by the German title.

Needless to say, an enormous amount of literature on Maimonides has appeared in print
since 1893. Specialized bibliographies on a number of topics have been prepared by Jacob
Dienstag. For a partial listing of studies through 1964, one can consult sections on Maimonides
in the English translation of Guttmann’s Die Philosophie des Judenthums 1964, 405-7. In the
second part of Vajda’s important annotated bibliography of studies in medieval Jewish
philosophy from 1950 to, 1973 Vajda 1972, 1974, Maimonidean studies are discussed on
206-22. Other bibliographies help to bring the field up-to-date: Lachterman 1990 (English
studies from 1950-1986); Bitya Ben-Shammai 1991 (Hebrew studies from 1965 to 1990);
and Kellner 2004 (English studies from 1991 to 2004). There is also a very extensive
bibliography — as well as a detailed discussion of the translation and transmission — in Schwartz
2002, available online at http://press.tau.ac.il/perplexed/].

§251. 2. Logical Terminology. Maimonides wrote, certainly in his youth, perhaps
still in Spain (before 1160, earlier, that is, than his 15th year), an explication of the
terms employed in logic, obliging the wish of a noble theologian who was well
versed in Arabic. The treatise contained fourteen chapters, and at their end the
explicated terms are enumerated.*”” No complete manuscript of the Arabic original
is known to exist. Paris, BN héb 1202/5 (in Hebrew letters) contains only chapters
1-7 under the title puIPR TYRIL 0 778PY, Treatise on the Art of Logic. I discovered
chapters 7 and 8 and a fragment of chapter 11 in a book, Bodl. Hunt. 593 (Hebrew
letters). Some 1435] passages of it are published.*’® [These fragments were taken from
the binding of Bodl. Hunt. 593 and now are in Oxford, Bodl. Ms. Hunt. 632. They were

436 See also Miinz 1887, cf. 203), a popular work. Graetz 1875 VI, 363 ff. — Cf. also Steinschneider
1877¢, 355. — The history of the Moreh in the struggle concerning the legitimacy of philosophy
does not belong here; an interesting note is found in Neubauer 1886, n. 2240, 774; cf. Steinschneider
1857a, 373, on 295. J. H. Weiss discusses Maimonides as a law teacher in his biography 1881; see
below Part I'V.

47For general comments see Steinschneider 1852, 1891 ff and Additamenta on Munich, BS Cod. hebr.
307/6. Reifmann 1884, 17 contests the attribution and emends on the basis of conjecture. Munich, BS
Cod. hebr. 388 has Latin terms for chs. 1-5. — With respect to Turin, BN 245 A VII 33 (‘3777 '287n)

[, no longer extant,] see Peyron 1880, 262, where one still has 11°377 mon [wopwa ,”8p“] n¥p Man
“argumenta singulorum capitum logicae Maim.” Are these the footnotes? See below 681. Pasini
1749, no. CLIX, supplies “Almagest.”

457 Baer Goldberg 1861, 46; 1862, 62; see Pinsker 1862, 152.
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catalogued by Neubauer as Bodl. Opp. Add. Qu. 151. According to B. Richler 1987,
the Oxford pages were separated from the manuscript now at Paris. The fragments were
published by I. Efros in 1938 as part of his edition of the work 1937-38. Later, M. Tiirker
discovered two complete manuscripts of the work, written in Arabic letters, in Ankara and
in Istanbul, and published the text twice Tiirker 1959-60b, 1961. Efros 1937-38 then pub-
lished a complete critical edition of the Arabic text, in Hebrew characters, based on Tiirker’s
readings and the Paris and Oxford excerpts.

Recently, Herbert A. Davidson has questioned the attribution of the work to Maimonides
in Davidson 2001, 118-25, and Davidson 2005, 313-322. As Davidson points out, the first to
do so was J. Reifmann; see n. 447.]

The Hebrew translation under the title of 7°377 M%7 or MR°2 (V17°D) is extant in
many manuscripts; there are no less than ten in Paris alone. Some manuscripts bear
the abbreviated title 137 (logic), and even 7% 177 (concise logic). The printed
catalogues have not correctly identified the copies of our treatise that are found in
Parma, BP Cod. Parm. 2445/2 and Paris, BN héb 1005/3 (1% 2n& 17a7) [a copy of
which appears in Paris, AIU 432].4® Most manuscripts, as well as the numerous
editions since 1552, do not name the translator. Some manuscripts end with an
epigraph saying that Moses Ibn Tibbon translated the book in Kislev 5015
(Nov. 14-Dec. 13, 1254), from a faulty and deficient manuscript of the original, a
statement which we know already to be merely an empty phrase.

[In addition to the translation by Moses Ibn Tibbon, there is one by Ahituv, a thirteenth-
century Jewish physician in Palermo, and one by Joseph Ibn Vivas or Joseph Lorki (see
below). The Ahituv translation was first edited by M. Chamizer 1912, but later corrected on
the basis of more material by Efros, who published an edition of the Arabic text (then extant),
the three medieval Hebrew translations, and an English translation in 1937-38. Langermann
1995, 381, noted another copy of the Ahituv translation (incomplete) in Moscow, RSL Giinz.
1020/4. Efros based his edition of the Ibn Tibbon translation on the first editions and on eight
mss; there are close to eighty manuscripts of this translation, most of which have not been
studied, not to mention marginal glosses on other manuscripts. The version of Ibn Vivas is
extant in Paris, BN héb 1201/4].

Mss. of Hebrew translations of Maimonides’ Treatise on the Art of Logic other than
by Moses Ibn Tibbon

Trans. Ibn Vives
Paris, Bibliotheque Nationale héb 1201 (IMHM F 31369), 63a-75b.

Trans. Ahituv ha-Rofe
Moscow, Russian State Library Ms. Guenzburg 1020 (IMHM F 48110), 25b—8b.

4581 know it from the communications of Perreau (1882) and Neubauer. — 9% 1737 in Munich, BS
Cod. hebr. 307/6 and Hamburg, SUB Ms. Cod. hebr. 292b — 2w 1°37 in Solomon Dubno’s hand-
written catalogue (Amst Ub ms. Rosenthal 469; see Additamenta to Steinschneider 1852, 1893).
Paris, BN héb 1005/3 ends (ch. 13) 1manna 2°717, the last two words are missing in the edition.
Slutzki (Saadia ben Joseph 1864), fol. 62b has 027177 — St. Petersburg RNL Ms. Evr. 1 419, according
to the catalogue anonymous [Identified in the IMHM catalogue as the Ahituv translation] fragments of 4
pages, runs as follows in ch. 4: AR 19910 1°NWH AAXW X9X 19EY2 AR 3720 (1) RUAW M1 0w 92
n2>mn; ch. 9 MX¥AIT 3 M2o; or is this the composition of Joseph Lorki? See n. 466.
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New York, Jewish Theological Seminary of America JTSA 2278 (IMHM F 28531), 16 fols.
St. Petersburg, Russian National Library Evr I 419 (IMHM F 52721), 4 folios.
Vatican, Biblioteca Apostolica BAV 349 (IMHM F 380), 2a—17a.]

Sebastian Miinster edited (Basle 1527) a bad text* under the title 777’0 (!)
with a Latin translation which, according to Richard Simon (1638-1721), does not
contain one single passage that is correct. Richard Simon falsely attributed the
translation to Samuel Ibn Tibbon.

The first editions are already accompanied by two anonymous commentaries
whose date I have not investigated. Munich, BS Cod. hebr. 289/1. See above, §18
[where Steinschneider, following Neubauer, misattributes this commentary on Averroes’
Epitome of Logic to Narboni, rather than to Mordecai Nathan. For Moses Narboni’s
commentary on the Millot ha-Higgayon, see Hayoun 1983], and the end of §36, where a
commentary found in Paris, BN héb 1061/11 may be attributed to Albo. In the
fifteenth century the learned Mordechai Khomatiano (or: Komatiano/Comtino)
composed in Turkey a commentary according to the wish of his student Isaac Zarfati
whom he addresses with the same words as does Maimonides in the Moreh. This
Isaac Zarfati is probably the author of a letter, published in print.*® Khomatiano’s
commentary is extant in several manuscripts,*®! among others in Paris BN héb 681
where in the end an alphabetic register of the terms that have been discussed is
appended. The catalogue attributes this to Khomatiano; however, it does not figure
in the manuscripts that have been studied nor in the edition by D. Slutzki (Warsaw
1865). Khomatiano, a famous mathematician, was well versed in logic.

Frankfurt, SUB oct. 55; Leiden, BR Cod. Or. 4794/10; Moscow, RSL Giinz.
469/1; New York, JTS Ms. 2407/7; New York, JTS Ms. 2875/4; New York, JTS Ms.
3409/8; Oxford, Bodl. Ms. Mich. 214; Oxford, Bodl. Ms. Opp. 519; Paris, BN héb
681/4; Parma, BP Cod. Parm. 2446/4.

Since this small treatise had already become famous by virtue of its author and,
in addition, it was adequately congruent with the principal rules of logic (which,
among the Jewish scholars of the North, had been supplanted by the degenerate
method of Talmudic studies), Moses Mendelssohn composed a Hebrew commentary.
In his introduction he recommends the study of Aristotelian logic and justifies it by
referring to Maimonides. The first two printings of this commentary (1761 and 1765)
do not display the name of the author; it has been frequently reprinted ever since.*
M. S. Neumann published a German translation. Another one, with a register of
terms (actually by R. Fiirstenthal?), was issued by Heilberg in 1828; the translation of
W. Heidenheim remains unpublished (manuscript Bodl. Mich. 83). P. Heilprin
published (1846) a text, allegedly based upon the rules of textual criticism, but
which is in fact abysmal. 1436l [The standard edition of Mendelssohn’s commentary was
edited by H. Borodianski in volume 14 of the Jubilaeumsausgabe of the Gesammelte

4This tallies with the variants in Geiger 1837a, 435.

460 See the citations in Steinschneider 1858, 262. Levy 1859, 32; Berliner 1869a, 178. Concerning
Graetz 1875, VIII, 447, see Steinschneider 1873g, 108 note; Fiirst 1862, II, 301 n. 5.

4601 Steinschneider 1858, 263.
462 For publications see Zedner 1867, 581; Rosenthal 1875, 863; Benjacob 1880, 332 n. 1292 ff.
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Schriften 1929, [23]-119. J. Dienstag published a comprehensive bibliography of editions
(28), translations (several into German, one into Italian, Russian, French, and English),
commentaries, and studies on the Logical Terms in Dienstag 1960.]

The terminology of this small treatise has come to dominate in the Hebrew litera-
ture. Thus it achieved in Hebrew letters the goal that had been the original purpose
of the Arabic writings. It has often been confused with the logical compendium of
Averroes (§17).

Paris, BN héb 1201/4 contains our treatise, translated from Arabic, according to
the title, by Joseph b. Joshua Ibn Vives from Lorca, or Joseph Lorki.** This transla-
tion is dedicated to Ezra b. Solomon Gatigno (or Gatinho), a well-known writer who
lived in Saragossa and Agremont (1356-72)** and refers elsewhere to his late
teacher Joseph Ibn Vives, certainly our translator.*®> According to Simonsen,*
however, Joseph’s work is not a new translation, but a transcript amended by him, if
not simply a text plagiarized from Moses Tibbon — which is surprising since
Tibbon’s translation should have been already well-known at that time. If used
cautiously, the manuscript might serve to amend the existing editions. Is there any
relation between this recension and the one published by Miinster? [Efros 1937-38, 10,
calls Simonsen’s judgment “unfair”; according to him, while the author did have the Ibn
Tibbon text at his disposal he translated directly from the Arabic. There are close to a hundred
mss. of the Hebrew translations of Maimonides’ treatise on logic, the vast majority of them
by Moses Ibn Tibbon. As for the others,

Mss. of Mordecai Khomatiano’s commentary on Maimonides’ Treatise on Logic

Frankfurt, Stadt- und Universititsbibliothek oct. 55 (Merzbacher 13) (Carmoly 227)
(IMHM F 34036), 1-18.

Leiden, Bibliotheek der Rijksuniversiteit Cod. Or. 4794 (Warner 56) IMHM F
27912), 251a-66b.

Russian State Library Ms. Giinzberg 469 (IMHM F 43040), 1a—64a.

New York, Jewish Theological Seminary 2407 (IMHM F 28660), 85b—95b.

New York, Jewish Theological Seminary 2875/4 (IMHM F 31713), 192a-220b.

New York, Jewish Theological Seminary 3409/8 (ENA 2771) (IMHM F 32094),
192a-220b.

Oxford, Bodleian Ms. Mich. 214 (Ms. Mich. 81) (Neubauer 2187/3) (IMHM F
20469), 129a—68b.

Oxford, Bodleian Ms. Opp. 519 (Ms. Opp. 1026) (Neubauer 1911/8) IMHM F
18844), 209a—28b.

Paris, Bibliotheque Nationale héb 681 (ancien fonds 223) (IMHM F 11559),
104b-49b.

Parma, Biblioteca Palatina Parm. 2446t (De Rossi 556) IMHM F 13450), 90a—130a.

43See Dukes 1848c, 358; Dukes 1848c, 454; Steinschneider 1852, 1504, 1892. For a younger
Joseph Lorki see §433?

44 He wrote the Arabic compendium of Averroes in 1356, Paris, BN héb 1008/1.
S For the copyist Joseph b. Isaiah (b. Joseph) Messene, see above n. 396b.
466 Simonsen 1878 68; cf. Steinschneider 1879d, 94 n. 3; see n. 458.
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§252. 3. Treatise on Unity.*” No copy of the Arabic original of this small theological
and ethical compendium in three chapters, followed by a chapter addressed to a
friend,*®® is known. [Langermann recently found a fragment of the Arabic original in New
York, JTS Ms. 9069/4, 19b, and published it as an appendix to 1996¢.] But for those who
make their judgment only after they have studied the matter there is not the least
reason to doubt the authenticity of this treatise in which the author refers to his
Moreh.*® Tt is already quoted by the Hebrew title of 7w qnkn (perhaps it carried
no Arabic title, which would have been something like 7m0 »0 1798pn) by the translator
of the Mishna commentary (Ord. II [ = Seder Mo’ed], around 1287).47° It contains
an outline of the fundamental philosophical ideas upon which Maimonides had
expounded in Hebrew in the first two books of his great Talmudic work. The passages
quoted from the Holy Scripture were paraphrased in Arabic in the original, but the
Hebrew translator Isaac b. Nathan (middle of the fourteenth century) (§192) did not
restore the [original] texts. Instead, he translated the Arabic quotations literally, a
fact that was expressly noted by one copyist.*’! This title is signalled in:

Hamburg, SUB Ms. Cod. hebr. 310b; Mantua, CI Ms. ebr. 78b; Munich, BS Cod.
hebr. 150/1 (with better readings)*’*; New York, JTS Ms. 2274/6; New York, JTS Ms.
2274/6; New York, JTS Ms. 2407/7; Oxford, Bodl. Ms. Mich. 491b (an 1840 copy of
Hamburg, SUB Ms. Cod. hebr. 310b); St. Petersburg, RNL Ms. Evr. I 357; Vatican,
BA Cod. ebr. 170/3 (without the Supplement); Vatican, BA Cod. ebr. 171/13.

I have edited the small treatise, first on the basis of a copy in Hamburg made by
Dukes (issued in Berlin in only a few copies in 1846), and again in Maimonides
1847, together with a small treatise of Abraham Ibn Ezra, under the title mmxni "1w
(The Two Lights). The text is accompanied by Hebrew notes which cast light upon
the style and some other details as well, and by a study in German. It is preceded by
aletter of S. L. Rapoport who (erroneously) 14371 supposes this treatise to be identical
with a pseudepigraphal work (Xxn17 '0) 472

The translator has retained some Arabic words from the original: p. 37 “X>"37
(ms. for DXWPr), YPDIRI RMIPR and 7’ N7RY "IM9R (ms. for o™mn 7R); he translates
£X79R by X917 (p. 36)*7° and seems to have translated o°on twice (18, 31) errone-
ously by &91. The small treatise is full of syntactical Arabisms. For a number of
passages, however, where the edition presents us with readings which can hardly
be called Hebrew, the Munich manuscript removes all difficulties. [Some select

467 Steinschneider 1852, 1916 and Additamenta to Munich, BS Cod. hebr. 150/1 1875b.

48 Not recognized by Geiger (1857a, 100), to the catalogue Paris, BN héb 273/3 (The Index of
Zotenberg 1866, 256, provides the wrong number.) [The index refers to Nine Chapters on Unity attributed
to Maimonides. Vajda 1950 argued against that attribution.]

49 Graetz 1875, VI, 461, speaks about it without any knowledge.
40 A Bornstein in Mav:, Ibn Ezra 1874, 9 n. 12.
471 Vatican, BA Cod. ebr. 170/3, anw% nanra (Rapoport 1885, 8) should read n7nwa?

42 For readings see endnote; for 16 ,770m . . . 7177 last line, the ms. has 731727); see however
§146 n. 1179.

4720 Maimonides 1847, 8 (Hebrew). [No note is provided by Steinschneider.]
473 Steinschneider 1883a, 144.
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quotations and a discussion of the translation are available now in the study of Langermann
1996¢. Throughout his long career, Steinschneider never flinched from his firm belief in the
authenticity of this treatise, despite the doubts expressed by Graetz; nevertheless, the scholarly
consensus is to regard the Treatise on Unity as a pseudepigraph. Langermann’s article reopens
the question.]

Mss. of the Treatise on Unity attributed to Maimonides

Hamburg, Staats- und Universititsbibliothek Cod. hebr. 310 (Hamburg 256/2)
(IMHM F 1095), 38a—48a.

Mantua Comunita Israelitica Ms. ebr. 78 (IMHM F 864), 85a—90a.

Munich, Bayerische Staatsbibliothek Cod. hebr. 150 IMHM F 1168), 1-15.

New York, Jewish Theological Seminary Ms. 2274 (IMHM F 28527).

New York, Jewish Theological Seminary 2407 (IMHM F 28660), 85b—95b.

Oxford, Bodleian Library Ms. Mich. 491 (Mich. 575) (Neubauer 1317/2) (IMHM F
22131), 23a-31a.

St. Petersburg, Russian National Library Evr. I 357 (IMHM F 50948), 6 fols.

Vatican, Biblioteca Apostolica Cod. Vat. ebr. 170 IMHM F 232), 116a-22a.

Vatican, Biblioteca Apostolica Cod. Vat. ebr. 171 (IMHM F 8630), 79a—88a.]

§253. 4. A small Arabic treatise on felicity, in two chapters, is found in Paris, BN
héb 719/4, according to the catalogue; it appears to be only a fragment of a more
comprehensive work. As far as I know, nobody has studied this ms. which is not
noted in Steinschneider 1852 either (col. 1917).

This treatise was translated into Hebrew (by whom, when?) and printed under the
title nn2xm2 %P9 (Chapters on Felicity) in 1567. Mordechai Tama included it under
the inaccurate title 779%72 2779 in the collection of legal opinions, translated by him
from Arabic in 1765,47* which led to the belief that Tama himself was the translator.

[A manuscript of the Hebrew translation was identified by Fritz Baer in a codex then at
Pamplona, now New York, JTS Ms. 2341/11. Along with the copy of the Judaeo-Arabic
original at Paris, it served as the basis of the doctoral dissertation of H. S. Davidowitz.
D. H. Baneth considerably revised this thesis for publication, and the two texts were later
published in facing columns under their joint authorship, along with an introduction and
notes (Maimonides 1939). The Hebrew translator is named as “R. Zerahiah ha-Levi” and, after
deliberating the various alternatives, Davidowitz (xxvii—xxx) leans towards identifying him
with Zerahia ben She’altiel Hen; the main difficulty remains the appellation ha-Levi, which
is not added to She’altiel Hen’s name anywhere else. A late copy (1781) of the Hebrew
translation is London, London School of Jewish Studies 20.]

The author talks about his Moreh and addresses his student (according to
S. Rapoport, Joseph Ibn ‘Aqnin).*”> From this one may infer that this little treatise
was meant to be a kind of appendix to the Moreh. There is nothing in it that proves
the attribution to be false. The mystical shade which lies over this rather theological,
at some points rhetorical, analysis does not directly contradict Maimonides’ spirit.

474See Mawn Y217 Maimonides 1765 11, 32.
473 Graetz 1875, VI, 461 “allegedly to Joseph™!
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This treatise (D2nw 2¥p 7R MRA) is quoted already in the middle of the
fourteenth century by Joseph b. Elazar (explaining Genesis 5:34) and somewhat
later (as 7n%%77 N7AX) by Don Benveniste b. Labi in a letter, so far unpublished.*’
[Steinschneider’s claim that the treatise is authentic was strongly supported by W. Bacher
1896. In support of the authenticity of this writing, Bacher (279, n. 6) even cites a parallel
from Ma’mar ha-Yihud, another tract that Steinschneider alone viewed as authentic!
Davidowitz in Maimonides 1939, however, mustered a long series of philological and other
arguments (xiv—xxii) against the attribution to Maimonides, and since his publication, the
scholarly consensus is that the tract is a forgery. For further bibliography see Dienstag 1986.]

§254. 5. The Eight Chapters. Maimonides wrote a commentary in Arabic to the
entire Mishnah. The treatise Abot (a compilation of ethical sayings) is preceded by
an introduction [in eight chapters] on the soul, its faculties and their use for the
attainment of a goal. This introduction was called “Eight Chapters” (2°p1o 71nw),
after their number.

It was, together with other parts of that commentary, edited in Arabic (with
Hebrew letters) and in Latin in Porta Mosis by Edward Pococke (Maimonides 1654),
and recently with German translation and notes, by M. Wolff (Maimonides 1863,
title only with Arabic letters). Numerous corrections were made with the help of
H. L. Fleischer.

The commentary to Avot was translated into Hebrew by Samuel Ibn Tibbon. His
translation found a place in the Italian prayer book (Maimonides 1484), and again,
in a separate printing, small quarto,*’”” in [438| the Greek prayer book (Romagna,
around 1523 (Maimonides 1523), in an edition of the whole commentary to the
Mishna and, finally, in all editions of the Talmud and the Mishna with the
commentary of Maimonides.*’® C. C. Uythage translated the commentary to Abot
(Maimonides 1683) into Latin; a translation by Jacob Mantinus remains unedited;
and there are several German translations from Hebrew of which we name only that
by Gotthold Salomon (in Maimonides 1809). Samuel’s preface is extant only in part,
in two different recensions. According to one of them, Samuel was asked by schol-
ars of his hometown Liinel to translate this commentary, just as they had asked him
to translate the Moreh. The date of the translation is given only in Parma, BP Cod.
Parm. 2303/6, which is Tebet 963 (Tebet 1=Nov. 28, 1202). The eulogy of the

476990 X9 MME 0 XOXIT? PINNN PIONN WK 737 DMK DWW W TIRD TWRD 2NARAT ONIR WONY K7 OX
1Y M3%an oA, 110 2237 NAIPKA AT 0, 77727 2°IM0 02137 2N AR AR NIAR[2] XD ,00IKR 213
AA9XAN DAY MAR POn 5% 2°7RN WK %P9 MIwnT CH DN AW *in 279, Vienna, ON Cod.
hebr. 72 (Steinschneider 1863d, 14; cf. Steinschneider 1875f, 59), NY JTS Ms. 10762, Oxford —
Bodleian Library ms. Opp. Oct. 26, NY JTS Ms. 10762, fol. 10; in London, Mon. 371, fol. 250,
757 for anean.

477 Steinschneider 1852, 228 n. 1433 with unvocalized text, first one white page, then signature
48 ,) — X pages; small 4% read 1°2°7 for 11771 in De Rossi 1775, 131. In addition, the British Library
possesses an unknown (Zedner 1867, 8147) special printing from the Mahzor ed. 1485 in gr. 4°, 23
pages, the beginning without the signature » 7 of the Mahzor. The cast iron decoration of 7wn fol.
7b has sprung off on the right.

478 Steinschneider 1852, nos. 1890 and 2483; Zedner 1867; Rosenthal 1875, 870; Benjacob and
Steinschneider 1880, 458 n. 101, 592, n. 828.
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deceased appended to the name of Maimonides (he died in December 1204) may
have been added at a later date.*””

[Two translations into modern Hebrew may be mentioned: that of Y. Qafih Maimonides
1962, as part of his edition and translation of the entire commentary to the Mishna; and that
of Y. Shailat, Masekhet Abot (Maimonides 1994). For an English translation and study, see
Joseph 1. Gorfinkle 1912; a more recent translation is by Charles Butterworth and Raymond
Weiss in Maimonides 1983.] Translations of the remainder of Maimonides’
Commentary to the Mishna, including the introduction to the chapter called Heleg
(which is where he enunciates his famous creed of thirteen principles), as well the
Letter to Yemen and the Letter on Apostasy, both of which contain some philosophy,
are deferred to paragraph §554, along with the Book of Commandments and some
miscellaneous correspondence.

§255. Saadia (Gaon) b. Josef from Fayyum (Pithom). [A full accounting of Saadia’s
literary output, outdated in places but unsurpassed in scope or quality, is available in the book
of Steinschneider’s student, Henry Malter, Saadia Gaon, His Life and Works 1921.] His
Arabic name, as it is cited by al-Mas‘tdi, was Sa‘id Ibn Ya“'quab al-Fayyami. Head
of the rabbinical school in Sura near Baghdad (died 941/2),° he owed his appoint-
ment probably to the renown which he had acquired in Egypt for the scope of his
learning as well as his opposition to the Karaites. He was knowledgeable not only
in the sciences of his community, but also in those practiced by the Arabs. Abraham
Ibn Ezra calls him “the premier speaker on all subjects.” In fact, among the Jews he
is the first author who is well-versed in the different branches of literature. Inter
alia, he translated into Arabic and commented upon the entire Old Testament. His
commentaries indulge in long digressions, inflated by polemics, on different schol-
arly subjects; but to our regret they are almost completely lost. [Scholars have debated
and continue to debate the question whether Saadia commented upon the entire Torah. In any
event, significant portions of his commentaries to Genesis and Exodus have been identified
and published: the former by Zucker in Saadia 1984, the latter by Ratzaby in Saadia 1998.
Small portions of a Hebrew translation of his commentary to Genesis have been identified in
Judah Barceloni’s Commentary to Sefer Yezira; see Malter 1921, item c; another passage was
recently identified by Y. Tzvi Langermann in a thirteenth-century text; see his note in 2004.]
We limit our discussion here to only two of his works. The first, written in
Egypt, soon met with criticism in his fatherland. Two or three centuries later,
however, the first Hebrew translation was replaced by a compilation of a quite
different character, printed under his name. The second work marks for us an
epochal event in Jewish philosophy; hence we place it first in our entry, but only
after this remark: After Maimonides, Jewish philosophy in the East did not rise
above the basic doctrines of the mutakallimiin. In fact, we observe that Saadia,
building his arguments first from the senses, secondly, from reason, and lastly, from

479 Steinschneider 1852, 2493. Baneth 1879, 170, 237.

#0Sources: Steinschneider 1852, 2155 and Additamenta. What publications on his separate writ-
ings have meanwhile appeared have not been taken into regard. The dissertation by Taubeles 1888
is not available to me. Moses Taku in his Keter Tamim 1860, 69, knows about the imprisonment
lasting 13 years.
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revelation, just as the mutakallim@in do in their theorizing, goes quite astray, even
as far as endorsing the notion of compensation of animals for undeserved pain.*®!
It does not follow from this, though, that he should 1439I have acknowledged all of
the consequences of those doctrines. — Let us now turn to the works themselves:

1. NRIRPNYRIRY NRIXAROR 2xXND (Book of Religions and Dogmas),*? in ten
treatises, written in 933. The title is interpreted wrongly in the Hebrew translation.
[Steinschneider gives the title in German as Buch der Religionen und der Dogmen. He makes
it clear that this is the correct meaning, i.e., that Saadia’s book treats of religions. All other
modern scholars follow the understanding of the Hebrew translator: Munk, e.g., in his
Mélanges 1859, has Livre des croyances et des opinions; Samuel Rosenblatt called his trans-
lation from the Arabic The Book of Beliefs and Opinions (Saadia ben Joseph 1948) and
Alexander Altmann entitled his abridged edition, translated from the Arabic, The Book of
Doctrines and Beliefs (Saadia ben Joseph 1946). Finally, Yosef Qafih, in his edition of the
Judaeo-Arabic with facing modern Hebrew translatio n (Saadia ben Joseph 1970), points out
that the full Arabic title is DXTRPNYRDRY NRINARIR 3D IWN'INIR 2RN3, The Book of the Choicest
Beliefs and Opinions; his Hebrew title reflects this (nM¥72) M1n&2 917217 790), though he gives
the traditional title afterwards in parentheses.]*** Until recently, only one copy of the
original was known, Oxford, Bodl. Ms. Poc. 148; however, the Petersburg library
has just now acquired another manuscript of the Judaeo-Arabic text (Firk. 627, see
the following paragraph). [There are currently only two fragments of the work in the
Firkovich collection: St. Petersburg, RNL Evr. Arab I 3038 and St. Petersburg, RNL Evr.
Arab I 3084. Oxford, Bodl. Ms. Or. 311 is yet another copy.] Joseph Gagnier published a
specimen of the original, along with the Hebrew and his Latin translation (Oxford
1711), but even the Bodleian Library does not have a copy. S. Landauer (Saadia ben
Joseph 1880b) edited the text on the basis of the two manuscripts, printing it in
Arabic letters. Goldziher corrected a number of erroneous transcriptions and other
mistakes,** stressing all the while the importance of the book for the history of
Arabic philosophy.

§256. Saadia’s book was translated into Hebrew by Judah Ibn Tibbon (in 1186,
according to some manuscripts and the epigraph, missing in other editions, of the rare
editio princeps, Constantinople 1562) without a translator’s preface. The Amsterdam
edition (Saadia ben Joseph 1648) adds nothing in the way of textual criticism
and interpretation; it even repeats a switch of folia (77 and 78) of the first edition.
A very bad edition, though arranged in chapters, with a double commentary full of
mistakes by “Leo b. Jeminis” (I. L. Bensew, or Benseeb), was published in Berlin
(Saadia ben Joseph 1789).4% The Leipzig edition (Saadia ben Joseph 1859) purports

481 Already Steinschneider 1841-1842, 332 and 1846a, 404, which is quoted in Kaufmann 1877a,
503. Cf. also Kaufmann 1877a, 3.

482 Steinschneider 1852, 2172; 1883d 78; 1872d, 141, 1881g, 19.

483 Steinschneider 1852, 2174; 1873f, 68, 1875¢, 52; anwa IV, 490 ; 5n1371 1873 81; Harkavy 1878a,
104; Landauer (Saadia ben Joseph 1880b), Introduction 5.

484Goldziher 1881.
45See Loewe 1867 [and Malter 1921, 372-73].
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to be a reprint of the editio princeps; it contains some notes by Adolph Jellinek,
e.g., 23, and is not free from mistakes.** I do not have access to the Leipzig edition
(Saadia ben Joseph 1864), part of Slutzki’s series, accompanied by a short commen-
tary that was continued by Y. Dynes (from p. 87) and an introduction that was
omitted in the Cracow reprint (Saadia ben Joseph 1880a), along with the names of the
commentators. — The German translation, or rather paraphrase, by Julius Fiirst 1845,
which omits the last book — appended only later, according to Landauer (p.xx) — is
full of mistakes and does not deserve the trouble that has been taken in correcting
some of them.*%

Although the Hebrew translation gave occasion to leave some technical terms in
their original Arabic, for instance, theological expressions whose precise meaning may
have eluded the translator,**® almost none are to be found. The word 7190 (Saadia ben
Joseph 1859, 1, 23) is accompanied by a literal translation which leaves the reader
uncertain about the specific meaning.*® We shall return to this translation. 1440l

§257. (The anonymous paraphrase.) The character of another Hebrew translation, or
rather paraphrase, already reveals itself in its title: M7 (012°0) 2X7M NIMART 190 NS
mnoX nawsn n¥onn.*0 It appears, however, that this translation underwent several
redactions, especially with regard to some chapters or less philosophical sections,
which were printed from the beginning of the sixteenth century onwards (for which
we have to refer the reader to the bibliographical works).*! These are extant in some
manuscripts as well.*? — This paraphrase has not been published in its entirety, nor
have all of the manuscripts been studied:

Manuscripts: Oxford, Bodl. Ms. Opp. 599 (deficient). Munich, BS Cod. hebr.
42/3 (deficient in chapter 23; Bloch used a copy); an abbreviated preface in Munich,
BS Cod. hebr. 65/3; Paris, BN héb 669 (an abbreviated redaction, end deficient).*>
Parma, BP Cod. Parm. 3018 (deficient, copy in Halberstam). Vatican, BAV Cod.

486 Steinschneider 1881d, 19; Guttmann 1882, 28 alleges that the editio prima was not used at all.
“TRoest 1877-78; cf. Landauer (Saadia ben Joseph 1880b), 152; on 89 an article “De inleiding ...
bijdragen,” Amsterdam 1838 is quoted. — Fiirst depends on Ben-Seéb (Saadia ben Joseph 1789);
Bloch (Saadia ben Joseph 1879), 51; cf. Guttmann 1882, 28. On Treatise X cf. Guttmann, 258.

48 Cf. Goldziher 1881.

49 Cf. the quotations in Steinschneider 1862b, 143 and 1883d, 78.

490 Steinschneider 1852, 2175 ff. and Additamenta; Zunz 1872, 4 ff. (1876 I11, 231); Bloch 1870.
#1Steinschneider 1852, 2178 ff, 2224. Jellinek possesses an edition of 7°mn7 [the chapter on
Resurrection, which was published separately as Sefer ha-Tehiyah ve-ha-Pedut] (2179) in 12° without place
and date, nine folia, a vignette in front. — Zedner 1867, 664 and 91 under Berechiah [Zedner has a
question mark after the name]; hence Rosenthal 1875, 159, Benjacob 1880. s.v. 649 i°nni7 ,456 ni7o.
42 Steinschneider 1852; c¢f. Munich, BS Cod. hebr. 120/4 [The IMHM catalogue lists fifteen mss. of the
“Ten Questions on Resurrection,” in Arabic and in Hebrew.] Munich, BS Cod. hebr. 65/6 (77¥71 190 by
Berachia) fol. 172. Could “Quaestio R. Elieser Wormat.” (!) be de Rossi 286/9? [Actually, it is a copy
of the She’elot u-Teshuvot min ha-Shamayim of R. Jacob ha-Levi he-Hasid of Marvege. On this work see
Ta-Shma 1988.] — Zotenberg 1866, on Paris, BN héb 416/9, does not notice that “Ten Questions” is
the unedited translation [from the Emunot ve-De ‘ot].

493 Cf. Kaufmann 1883a, 233. The name Berachiah does, of course, not occur in the ms.
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Vat. ebr. 266 and Vatican, BAV Cod. Vat. ebr. 269. Heidenheim 1 (where is it now?
[In Jerusalem, JNUL Ms. Heb. 28°2132; Escorial, Escorial G-1V-6; fragments in Parma, BP
Cod. Parm. 1265]).

None of the manuscripts names Berachiah ha-Naqdan (c. 1260, see §275) as the
translator. One or two of his works, along with our book, are extant in Parma, BP
Cod. Parm. 2106. [None of the Parma manuscripts contains both the paraphrase and
“one or two” works by Berachiah, but Parma, BP Cod. Parm. 2106 contains Berachiah’s
philosophical treatise, which cites large portions of the paraphrase under consideration.
See Gollancz 1902.] Rapoport’s conjecture (in his biography of Saadia) that Berachiah
paraphrased the Arabic original still will not go away, even after its origin and
invalidity have both been demonstrated.** The Paris catalogue, speaking of Paris,
BN héb 669, cites Berachiah as if his name appears in the manuscript.** Talk persists
of Berachia’s translation,*® or of “Pseudo-Berachia”. It has been suggested that
we differentiate between two or even three authors bearing this name in order to
distinguish the author of the paraphrase (which is in fact anonymous) from that of
the fables etc. True, Berachiah does display some passages from our translation, but
he does not present them as his own doing.*’

We know nothing about the anonymous translator. The published extracts from
the paraphrase give no clue as to its [geographical] origin, apart from its very particular
literary style to which we shall return.*®

The problem of the geographical origin of the paraphrase is connected with that
of its date. Unfortunately those quotations which one could suppose to be the oldest
occur in writings whose own dating is not yet established with certainty. I have
found quotations in Jakob b. Reuben’s anti-Christian work, which is dated 1170 and
written probably in France; but this date has been called into question, and the doubts
have not yet been resolved. In any case that work, especially its 1441| final section,
which contains the quotations, is not much younger.*”® Our translation was exploited
in the composition of a hymn on God’s unity found in the German liturgy;
the identity of its author is uncertain.® A third witness is Isaac Naqdan, who knows

494 Steinschneider 1852, 1.c.; Steinschneider 1873b, 80 ff.

493Zunz 1872 has erroneously Samuel Tibbon.

6 Cf. Steinschneider 1873b, 82; 1876¢, 151; Kaufmann 1877a, 53, n. 101.

¥77Zunz 1872, 10. Steinschneider 1869d, 92; cf. 1873b, 82.

48 Geiger 1850, 38, from Munich, Munich, BS Cod. hebr. 42/3 beginning I, 1 in Dukes 1848b, 554
from the Paris ms.; beginning VI in Creizenach 1840-1841 from the Heidenheim ms.; beginning
VIII in Steinschneider 1852, 2180, from Oxford, Bodl. Ms. Opp. 599 — Bloch 1870, 401 from
Munich, BS Cod. hebr. 42/3, and in his book (Saadia ben Joseph 1879), 6, 13, 17, 18, 21, 27, 30,
35, 36, 39, 44, 45, 54, 72, 86, 90, 92, 100; Nachtrige II.

49 Steinschneider 1873b, 84; Neubauer and Driver 1876, Preface (Hebrew), VIII, Joseph b. 127 is
most probably Zabara. This person may however have written something as early as 1170.

S0 Cf. the quotations Steinschneider 1852, 504 and 2417; M1 o°viIX is by Judah he-Hasid
(died 1216 in Regensburg), Zunz 1865, 298. — Bloch 1870, 456, makes the translator the author of
the 771 w; ¢ f. 654, where the arguments are very weak.
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a number of philosophical terms taken from it. He probably lived in France,’!
perhaps in Germany, where this translation was known at least from the end of the
twelfth century through the first half of the thirteenth. That is the period in which the
latest author who quotes from it, Berachiah, lived in France.

Hence this translation probably originated in or near the Provence, since we do
not know of any translation from the Arabic that was transmitted from Italy to
Germany at that time. Spain is not a possibility, in our view, because the translation
lacks a scholarly character. Moreover, its style is reminiscent of the liturgical poetry
of the contemporary French and German ritual. As far as its character is concerned,
this translation remained an isolated phenomenon. Its language had no influence,
and it was almost unknown after the first half of the thirteenth century, even in
Germany. There is no trace of it at all in Italy and Spain throughout the Middle
Ages. It is the German Elijah Levita (sixteenth century) who probably saw it.5
[These and other questions connected with the anonymous paraphrase were taken up in
Kiener 1986. Kiener dates the translation sometime before the end of the eleventh century, and
claims that it originated east of the Provence. He asserts that it was prepared by a Rabbanite
scholar, eager to counter Karaite anti-Saadia propaganda, which was flowing out of Byzantium
in the form of Hebrew translations of Karaite works; and he emphasizes its linguistic debt to
Kallir, its longwindedness, mystical scent, and influence on the German pietists. The text
remains unpublished; more manuscripts are available (including the elusive Breslau-Heidenheim
copy) than were known or utilized by any student of the text, including Kiener.]

When was it written? Is it older than Judah Tibbon’s translation? It probably is,
but this has not been sufficiently demonstrated. It is improbable, however, that Ibn
Tibbon would have known it, as some have maintained.’®

With regard to its style, and some striking terms in particular,* I refer the reader
to the characterizations given by Bloch and Zunz, because I do not think that this
kind of style matters for the general history of translations (but see the end of
this paragraph). I only make this one remark: The books into which it is divided are
called 71731.5% It contains only a few Arabic words, like 28n39R 77% and y7wHR 01
(Steinschneider 1852, 2277-28).

This translation can be of help towards a better understanding of the original.
More important is the fact that, according to Landauer, it exhibits one particular

Olg9yo mo2...22% Py; Zunz 1865, 467 (651); Zunz 1872, 4; Steinschneider 1852, 2171;
Steinschneider 1873b, 83, presumably the father of Krespia (1242, 3).

327Zunz l.c.; Bloch (Saadia ben Joseph 1879), 3, asserts that [the translation] probably belongs to
the Orient; he finds in it a tendency towards Syriac (!) in word formation and technical terms; it
was, he says, widely read and circulated! — that is completely unfounded; he means, by the way,
Chaldean (Bloch 1870, 413, line 5).

303 According to Bloch (Saadia ben Joseph 1879), 21, Tibbon retained 7wn. Kaufmann 1883a, 233,
even intimates that the translator knew the Moreh, therefore he lived after 1190.

34Zunz 1872, 7; in Dukes 1848b, 554, always 117 for y1p. Bloch 1870, 412, 452.

395 Also in Joseph Albo Sefer ha-Iggarim IV. 1, in Zunz 1872, 4; cf. also Steinschneider 1876¢, 151,
on a quotation, purportedly from Moses Ibn Tibbon, in Mosconi. — What is 11127 *wIX (N1°209R)
in Guttmann 1882, 279, note.
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redaction of the text, namely that of the Bodleian manuscript, whereas Ibn Tibbon’s
translation tallies more with the St. Petersburg manuscript. This means that one
should not simply emend it 1442l on the basis of the other redaction (as does
M. Wolff).’% Landauer illustrates the differences between the two redactions,
especially in the seventh book.’

Moses Taku did not find Saadia’s name in his manuscript and doubts the authenticity
of the work,>”® but then Moses frequently displays a lack of critical analysis. Saadia’s
book touches on various opinions which were familiar enough for his contemporary
readers so that he could dispense with a more precise presentation. Saadia, who was
quite prone to controversy, has as his main concern the refutation of those opinions.3%
A satisfactory translation, accompanied by explanatory notes, such as Landauer
has promised, must take into account both [Judaeo-Arabic] texts as well as both
translations.

Meanwhile some younger German scholars have attempted to elucidate our
book, or parts thereof, in various ways. An indication of their titles and tendencies
may round up this section.

M. Eisler 1870-73 presents, in his lectures on the medieval Jewish philosophers,
section 2 (Vienna 1876), an analysis of our work

In his dissertation, David Kaufmann treats the theory of (divine) attributes in
our book. Later on he incorporated this into his Geschichte der Attributenlehre
1877a. He presents an analysis of the texts with notes, using Ibn Tibbon’s
translation.

Philipp Bloch (Saadia ben Joseph 1879) translated and explained the introduction
and the “Cosmology” (Book One), for the most part in the Jiidisches Literaturblatt,
on the basis of Ibn Tibbon’s translation, but also making use of the anonymous one.>®

J. Guttmann 1882 presents Saadia’s philosophy by means of paraphrases or
analyses of passages from our book, prefaced by some general observations, and
accompanyed with notes which refer to sources and parallel passages. Dr. Simonsen
has compared the passages under discussion with the Arabic text and Ibn Tibbon’s
translation.>'®

David Kaufmann 1883a’!! compared Ibn Tibbon’s translation of the introduction
(using manuscripts) with the [Judaeo-Arabic] text and the anonymous paraphrase in
order to arrive at a judgment on the translation.*'> We wish to underscore his correct
observation that Judah is not responsible for many mistakes of the copyists, multi-

S0 Wolff 1878, 695, 707 and Wolff 1880, 73-100. Cf. also Margulies 1882.
07 Cf. Steinschneider 1852, 2178; Guttmann 1882, 227.
307 Kirchheim (Taku 1860), 75. His quotations are recorded in Zunz 1876III, 233.

308 59 1w 9y, Kirchheim (Taku 1860), 79. On polemics against Christianity and Islam
cf. Steinschneider 1877c¢, 341.

3% Saadia ben Joseph. Vom Glauben und Wissen: Saadiah’ Emunoth, etc. Munich, 1879.
519Guttmann 1882. Cf. Steinschneider 1883d, 77.
5111883a, Saadia’s introduction in Ibn Tibbon’s translation.

312The poem N1 MndI °nX 29X 7w, in Parma, BP Cod. Parm. 2562 and Parma, BP Cod. Parm.
2425 fol. 3a, might well be by Judah.
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plied by easily corrected printer’s errors. Kaufmann characterizes the paraphrase
very well (232) as “variations on Saadian motifs,” nevertheless I would not be
prepared to call the author a “linguistic artist,” because his phrases and metaphors
are imitations of quasi-poetry or rhetoric which, even when evaluated within their
proper context, i.e., ritual, beg for apologies rather than 1443 admiration. By academic
standards, this verbose style, whose meaning must be guessed, this self-repeating
paraphrase, reminds one of Voltaire’s dictum, “Paraphrase is the mark of a poor
tongue.” The anonymous translator may have been learned, but he did not have the
talent that his rival possessed to render ideas and abstract terms in a concise,
scientific form. Kaufmann recommends an edition of this paraphrase because it is,
as he says, an incomparable mine for a lexicon of medieval Hebrew. It exhibits, it
is true, a lot of forms and phrases which, due to better taste and an advance in the art
of translation, have remained singular instances without imitation. Once one has
collected all the expressions and phrases existing in the literature, some amateur
specialist may add to them some oddities found in our paraphrase.

Mss. of the Anonymous Paraphrase

Biblioteca de San Lorenzo de El Escorial G-1V-6. IMHM F 10467), 103 fols.

Munich, Bayerische Staatsbibliothek Cod. hebr. 42/3 (IMHM F 1612), 301a—526a.

Munich, Bayerische Staatsbibliothek Cod. hebr. 65/3 (IMHM F 1130), 20b-1a.

Oxford, Bodleian Library Ms. Heb. Opp. 599 (Ms. Opp. 1185) (Neubauer 1224)
(IMHM F 22038).

Paris, Bibliotheque Nationale héb 669 (IMHM 11548), 1-72.

Parma, Biblioteca Palatina Cod. Parm. 3018 (De Rossi 769) (IMHM F 13747),
75b-90a.

Vatican, Biblioteca Apostolica Cod. Vat. ebr. 266 (IMHM F 323), 1b-131a.

Vatican, Biblioteca Apostolica Cod. Vat. ebr. 269 (IMHM F 326), 140 fols.

§258. 2. Commentary to the Book of Creation. We have already on another occasion
(§227) touched upon the Book of Creation (777°% 190). The oldest extant commen-
tary to it is Saadia’s, which was written in Arabic. For the original we have only the
Bodleian manuscript, Oxford, Bodl. Ms. Poc. 256 (formerly Uri 370, of which Dr.
Lowe in Brighton possessed a copy; another one was made by B. Goldberg), which
carries the title *7827X 28N> 7°09n;!* some parts of this have been published.”'* [The
Arabic text was published by M. Lambert (Saadia ben Joseph 1891) and again by
Y. Qafih (Saadia ben Joseph 1972); none of the editions take into account all of the available
fragments of the original text. The Arabic manuscripts are as follows: Paris, AIU 170; Paris,
AIU 69; Cincinnati, HUC 567; St. Petersburg, RNL Evr. Arab I 3070; Oxford, Bodl. Ms. Poc. 256;
St. Petersburg, RNL Evr. Arab I 3085; St. Petersburg, RNL Evr. Arab II 1068; St. Petersburg,
RNL Evr. Arab I 3071; Oxford, Bodl. Ms. Heb.d.62]. In a long introduction, eight

3139091 is omitted in the Fihrist, ed. Fliigel (Ibn al-Nadim 1871), 23, who in II, 12 refers only to
the reprint in De Sacy 1826 I, 357 (Steinschneider 1852, 2219 ff.). Ibn Janah 1875, 130 w1, men-
tioned in Neubauer 1863, 190, quotes 77°¥* '0 5.

3“The end of the introduction in Steinschneider 1852, 2220; on 1°n in Goldberg 1867, 37
(cf. Steinschneider 1857a, 323 n. 18); IV, 3 fol. 78 line 6 to 80 line 3 from bottom (promised in
Steinschneider 1852, 2221) in Neubauer 1863, 215 ff.; 81, line 5 ff. in 1871, 188.
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theories concerning the origin of the world are presented; the eighth is that of the
Book of Creation, attributed to the patriarch Abraham, who, however, is said only
to have taught this theory. Only later was it committed to writing by scholars. In this
regard it is similar to the case of a part of [King] Solomon’s sayings.’'* The seventh
and eighth theories contain only part of the truth, which is expressed completely
only in the ninth, namely the Torah. This introduction elaborates in a clearer fashion
some of the opinions that are refuted in Saadia’s Book of Religions (i.e., the Emunot
ve-De ‘ot)

The work contains the complete Hebrew text, divided into eight chapters, each
of which consists of a number of laws (m397). Each coherent unit of text is
accompanied by a translation (7°095n) and a double commentary (77w) explaining
both the words and the ideas.

We shall not enter here into the problem of the date of composition. We know
that the author quotes from several of his own linguistic, exegetical, and legal
works.>!® Most probably the book was first written while the author was still in the
Fayyam (i.e., before 928).5"7

§259. A Hebrew translation of this commentary (77°%* '0 ¥17°9) exists in 444

Manuscripts: Munich, BS Cod. hebr. 92; Munich, BS Cod. hebr. 221 (deficient;
a transcription of Werbluner which Kirchheim quotes is now in Breslau, and
probably is identical with the one mentioned by Guttmann 1882 (26)? Halberstam
possesses a transcription of Chaim Meir Horowitz. Parma, BP Cod. Parm. 3018.518
[New York, JTS Ms. 1911; New York, JTS Ms. 1912; New York, JTS Ms. 1902]

The translator — according to the Parma manuscript, he is “Moses b. Joseph b.
Moses ha-Dayyan, b. Nathan ha-Dayyan, b. Moses of Lucena” — translated the
work for Aaron b. Elijah b. Isaac.’" The Jewish community of Lucena was expelled
in 1148; we do not know if the translator himself or his ancestors lived there. But
neither alternative is likely; the translation may just possibly have been done before
1148, but most probably it is to be dated some four or five generations after 1148.

Recently the problem has become even more complicated. At the end of the
commentary of Judah b. Barzillai [1885] (before 1140), there is a postscript which

315 A similar [idea] in the preface to the commentary on Proverbs, see Steinschneider 1870f, 172.
316771 (M) 1°av2 aws Ch. 11, Halakha 2 (cf. Judah b. Barzillai 1885, 348 ad 230; cf. Steinschneider
1852, 2163; Mordechai, Steinschneider 1878c, 66), grammatical writings and commentary on
Isaiah in Judah b. Barzillai 1885, 261 (Steinschneider 1852, 2820; Munich, BS Cod. hebr. 221fol. 67,
Munich, BS Cod. hebr. 92 fol. 87).

317 Steinschneider 1852, 2221. Cf. Schorr 1862, 73, overlooked by Briill 1876, 160. According to
this, Halberstam’s emendation ad Judah b. Barzillai 1880, 235, is not satisfactory.

S18Who has S. G. Stern’s copy of this ms.? [According to the IMHM catalogue it may be New York, JTS
Ms. 1902.] For Halberstam’s copy cf. Judah b. Barzillai 1885, 318-31 ad 174, 270 and elsewhere
in his and Kaufmann’s notes, also used for the text of Sefer Yezirah. On Werbluner, cf. ibid.,
349 ad 320.

319 Steinschneider 1852, 1837; “Aaron” has been overlooked by De Rossi Parma, BP Cod. Parm.
3018; cf. Dukes 1853, 25. Elijah b. Isaac in Carcassonne, cf. Steinschneider 186265, 1:243;
Berliner 1877b, 231, incorrectly under Lattes; cf. Steinschneider 1883b, 112; cf. 65 [?].
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contains the introduction to and the beginning of the commentary by Saadia up to the
end of the first halakha of chapter 1, in a different translation.’® Judah himself (184)
refers to this postscript and remarks that the style of the (unnamed) translator is not
good Hebrew (unclear?).’?! At other places in his book Judah quotes probably from
the same translation, which I suppose covers the whole book; and it warrants his
stern judgment. [The copy recently identified by Langermann in Vatican, BAV Cod. Vat. ebr.
236 does in fact cover parts of the entire book.] Perhaps, however, another translation of
parts of the book circulated,’?? since also Moses Taku (around 1230) quotes a passage
from the beginning of chapter 4, following yet another translation.>® Perhaps one of
these old [445] translations reached southern Italy, where Moses b. Solomon from
Salerno (around 1240) mentions Saadia’s commentary, unfortunately without quoting
a passage from it.>** [According to Malter 1921, 355-357, we have evidence for five, perhaps
six, translations of Saadia’s commentary: (i) that of Moses b. Joseph of Lucena; (ii) two, per-
haps three, translations mentioned by Judah b. Barzillai, two of which are cited in his commen-
tary; (iii) the translation employed by Moses Taku; (iv) a translation cited by Berechia
ha-Naqdan. See also Habermann 1947, where the author displays in facing columns the two
translations of Saadia’s introductory essay, using the citations in Judah b. Barzillai for the
anonymous version and Munich, BS Cod. hebr. 221 for the Moses b. Joseph rendition. Like
most scholars before him, Habermann is no less interested in Saadia’s text (sometimes called
“the Saadia version”) of Sefer Yezirah as he is in Saadia’s commentary. Two recent articles on
the Saadia version are by Weinstock 1982 and Allony 1982.]

S2Even beyond the passage on the Categories (Dukes 1853, 3). I wonder whether more was
intended. Luzzatto in Pollak 1847 wanted to copy it; imprecisely Steinschneider 1852, 2200 (cf. n. 73).
I have made only superficial use of Halberstam’s ms. for the Prize Essay. [Perhaps a reference to the
original Mémoire of the HUe?] The postscript (268) contains a title (238 ny77 n1w?, cf. the introduction
XVIII bottom) which apparently goes back to Judah and which fits only a beginning. The following
excerpt from 21w Xrol with the reference Xn2on P10 12 W really is too ridiculous; cf., how-
ever, 101, 102.

328 nnnen MW 777 X7, cf. Zunz 18635, 433. mnx corresponds with Arabic {nx¥s (Bacher 1881, 18);
for “grammatica” Arabic 1, in Joseph Kimhi 1888 (in Lebrecht 1847 ad Kimhi 14); cf. Azulai
1852 I, 182 s.v. Sherira "MXM 12 PP 0¥ °27v NwH3; cf. Steinschneider 1869a, 135 n. 9 and
above n. 52.

S22Register of the passages in Halberstam in Judah ben Barzillai 1885, XIII, plus the notes. The text is
unfortunately so garbled that often the parallel passages from the other translation are not sufficient to
make emendations (230 M1 pan3 is not 348 Mnpond, rather NNM3). According to Kaufmann, Judah
ben Barzillai 1885, 338 perhaps Judah himself is the translator (therefore 34749 without reservation).
However, after 237 Judah did not have the Arabic text; 213 17702 X2W 01 0W» PRYIY '0211°%7 (on the
different arrangement and number of chapters cf. 213, 215, 221 pnyaw '02 11°¥», not five ch[apters]
[cf. 105] 261; 162 [316] 21w nwY wrron, read 1w, is 1, 4, 5, in Saadia II, 1). A second
translation is being introduced (255) 277 ... 077 °727 11 1AW °» WM (on 1nn cf. Zunz 1876
I, 50). — It is questionable whether Judah quotes verbatim throughout, because he is mostly using
1727 770 (essential contents).

523Taku 1860, 66; cf. Munich, BS Cod. hebr. 92, fol. 90, Munich, BS Cod. hebr. 221, fol. 71; 1V, 1
(1, 9 of the first recension); the same passage in Judah ben Barzillai 1885, 177 and 342 on the basis
of the Munich ms. — I have not investigated from which translation the beginning in Eleazar of
Worms Munich, BS Cod. hebr. 81, fol. 242 b) is taken. [Malter 1921, 359, claims that Eleazar drew on
Saadia’s commentary indirectly, via Judah b. Barzillai’s commentary.]

524 Ad Moreh 1, 71, cf. Steinschneider 1852, 2221.
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As there is little promise of finding a better basis, any observations on the fragmen-
tary and unreliable material of this translation that can be made must be accompanied
by some reservations. The completely extant introduction is frequently abbreviated.
It offers complete Arabic sentences (Judah b. Barzillai 1885, 214 bottom and 215), as
if the translator was not sure what he was doing or had not completed his task. There
is also no lack of single Arabic words, often present next to the Hebrew translation:
a3 (p. 213 last line, 346) X1'a7% (214, 1. 14, probably o8 is missing after 1), 7713
(209, 345, cf. supra 494), oD RAOKR (230 1. 12), '7a98 (221 1. 4 from bottom, cf.
346), no7a1 (214 1. 9 read Hwni, 70T DR *D 9277 19, p. 272 read 707X (in Moses
707177) and 0TI 27y PWHA, PIRIPR (230 1. 3 and bottom line, wrongly yXIoXR 1. 4
from bottom), o1 (Categ. 248, cf. 353), *:mpo (for 'Pox? 214 line 3 from bottom),
921X 0012 (222),724 521y 2193 "2wOR (230, 348), v3%129K an (230, 1. 3, 348).

Instead of v17°0 we find w77 (even 1WA NND 229), also Nws (245, 274), Wwd
12771 (214 1. 3 from bottom), 72 7woaw (213 1. 4 from bottom). Finally, we note these
forms and expressions: 21pn 162, 1. 6 from bottom, 7w *2v2 174, 255, 266 (also
in Moses b. Joseph), 177 w1anw 1> 177 (cf. 345 from Moses, and Taku 1860, 66),
n10nn 178, Rvama (logic, cf. 346) 213 one line up Xw 127214 1. 1, mn L 12 (from
13, declination [If this is meant to be an astronomical term, then declination is
almost certainly wrong; the word usually refers to retrograde motion.]; one word is
missing before), 72157 71 (Arabic ¥7X02X) and 72197 1012, 72W2 7337 and 7R W3
1. 17 from bottom; w>11 "wpn 1. 7 from bottom; 230 ay 1. 20 (for Arabic 212, people,
cf. 348 07x),% mnx 349 (for M>130, also in the anonymous paraphrase of Emunot
in Zunz 1876, 235).

Mss of the Hebrew translation of Saadia’s commentary to Sefer Yezirah

Cincinnati, Hebrew Union College 567 IMHM F 19492).

Munich, Bayerische Staatsbibliothek Cod. hebr. 92 (IMHM F 23122, PH Scholem
21), 75a-99a.

Munich, Bayerische Staatsbibliothek Cod. hebr. 115 (IMHM F 23126, PH 90
(selected pages)), 110b—26a.

Munich, Bayerische Staatsbibliothek Cod. hebr. 221 (IMHM F 1104), 50b—82b.

New York, Jewish Theological Seminary Ms. 1902 (Loewe Ms. 20) (IMHM F 11000).

New York, Jewish Theological Seminary Ms. 1911 (IMHM F 11009).

New York, Jewish Theological Seminary Ms. 1912 (IMHM F 11010), 4a—53a.

Oxford, Bodleian Library Ms. Heb.d.62 (Ms. Uri 370) (Neubauer 2850) (IMHM
F 21397, PH 3417), 13-18.

Oxford, Bodleian Library Ms. Poc. 256 (Ms. Uri 370) (Neubauer 1533) (IMHM
F 16901).

Paris, Alliance Israelite Universelle H 69 A (IMHM F 3159).

Paris, Alliance Israelite Universelle H 170A (IMHM F 3235).

324 Moses translates (p. 347) P?21vwy; likewise Judah Tibbon, n1mX I beginning 2, ed. Saadia
ben Joseph 1562, p. 26 n*212170xR 711% for XM21% X20w of the text, p. 41; compare the Hebrew
Euclid and >1%°X77 29137 in Steinschneider 1864c, 91 n. 14.

32 The general meaning of the word is not recognized by Guttmann 1879, 151, 160, 162, 185, 223,
and he seeks to attribute a particular meaning to it.
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Parma, Biblioteca Palatina Cod. Parm. 3018 (De Rossi 769) IMHM F 13747),
75b-90a.
Vatican, Biblioteca Apostolica Cod. Vat. ebr. 236 (IMHM F 292), 95a—142a.

§260. The Hebrew commentary, printed under Saadia’s name ever since 1562, is,
according to Munk,’® the greatest insult that one could possibly do to Saadia, a
work not worthy of a sublime mind, nay, of a reasonable human being. In fact, this
false attribution was already recognized more than a century ago by the learned
critic Jacob Emden.* We have already remarked that the anonymous author relates
a physiognomical anecdote which perhaps derives indirectly from the Arabic
Secretum secretorum; an incorrect reading in the printed book, substituting Mainz
(Mayence) for Athens (§260, 253), led Rapoport to locate the author in Germany.
Nobody now upholds the authenticity of this sham (“factum”, as Munk calls it);
however, it does display quotations under the name of Saadia, and these are proba-
bly responsible for the misattribution. In fact, they prove the opposite — something
not at all rare! Were it possible to establish a connection between these quotations
and one of the two translations, it would be useful for the problem of their dating.
l4461 A quite different, and now more accessible, source has been discovered, it is
true, but we cannot carry out here the difficult and complicated investigation that
may lead to a clear conclusion. Since no such clear result is now at hand, we shall,
for the time being, explicate the most important points.

In the printed Ps.-Saadia (which we shall call “Ps.”) the abbreviation 0”19
(sometimes 1”’0), which is 7°7y0 27 w0 (R. Saadia explained), appears more than
sixty times.’?’ According to S. Sachs>?® this abbreviation is ubiquitously a mistake
of the copyist for w75 (°knaw " w1'd), i.e., Shabbetai (Donnolo), author of a
commentary (946) which Sachs knew from one copy®*® and which has recently
(Florence 1880) been edited by Prof. David Castelli 1880. I cannot agree with this
opinion unconditionally. One still has to take into account the manuscripts of Ps.
that are complete and arranged differently. Furthermore, the quotations from
Sabbatai (Donnolo) in Ps. do not occupy the same place throughout, and a number
of them do not have a place at all in the printed Donnolo (the references follow in
an endnote). Thus it remains to be investigated whether some of these quotations
may possibly be found in one of the two translations of the authentic Saadia. I
believe I have found at least one which, however, concerns the text of Sefer Yezira.

§261. The translation of Moses b. Joseph and even the freer (anonymous) translation
which I call, for the sake of brevity, a “paraphrase,”’ differ in their whole character

32 Munk 1838, p. 15.
326 Additamenta to Steinschneider 1852, 2219.

32 Thus in manuscripts and in the commentaries on the Kuzari, Sachs 1854c¢, 208, Steinschneider
1875b, 114, penultimate line. 3”0 — III, fol. 97° means 073 7w0 "N; cf. 377 0”10 IV fol. 98; in
Munich, BS Cod. hebr. 115, fol. 118, end of chapter V o»nw 2wy 198 [07137] 27937 is Saadia IV,
5(=V, 3 or) VIfol. 104°.

528 Sachs 1854b; Steinschneider 1852, 2238.

32 Sachs does not give his source. Munich, BS Cod. hebr. 37, copied by Werbluner, contains only
chlapter] 1, as Paris, BN héb 843.
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from the anonymous paraphrase of the Book of Religions which some wished to
attribute to Moses.>** Moses does not offer a paraphrase, but rather, in the words
of Neubauer, “an all too slavish translation.”>*! At that time, I had only Halberstam’s
copy of the Munich manuscript, which is in small script, at my disposal, and this did
not allow me to carry out a thorough investigation. Now I have a copy of the intro-
duction and some excerpts, e. g., of the two grammatical passages (see note 531)
from the same manuscript. To these, Kaufmann’s excerpts in his notes to Judah b.
Barzillai may now be added. When we compare Saadia’s texts as preserved in the
translation to the two redactions of Sefer Yezira, we see that his version differs from
both with regard to the order of chapters. Chapter 7 corresponds to chapter 5 of the
second redaction, f. 104%, line 7 from the bottom 7”3 "1 7"X; chapter 8 in the
beginning o¥ 7x11 is composed of pieces from the end of chapter 3 to 6 of the same
redaction; chapter 4 para. 1 =1, 9 of redaction no. 1, eight paragraphs. Chapters 5
(corresponding to 3, 5 bis, f. 73 redaction no. 1) and 6 (=V, 2 redaction 1) are not
divided into paragraphs (halachot). Since the Munich manuscripts are missing
chapter 2 and the beginning of chapter 3, I cannot indicate the paragraphs.>*? Saadia’s
Arabic translation of the text has of course not been 1447| retranslated into Hebrew
except for words and passages indicated in the commentary. The commentary is
called n11no and 7w, and the explanation of single words mows;>* when the
meaning is clear it is simply called nynwn> qows.>3*

The translator uses Arabic words from the original, or ones in Hebrew form, as,
e.g., 0°vvod (I, 1 vuROD Arabic?), Maana N (3?11, 1, cf. Steinschneider 1869a,

308, G. Stern, cf. Steinschneider 1852, 1837. Derenbourg, too, writing in Geiger 1862, 223,
wanted to investigate whether the translation was indeed the work of Berachia, the translator of the
book Sefer Yezira (in Kaufmann).

33 Neubauer 1863, 219 where the Hebrew translation from Munich is compared with the Arabic
grammar (passage IV, 3); amno for Amnon is common usage; 731 A%12p for Ammn'ey, if not a
variant reading. — Ad 11, 2 Arabic in Derenbourg 1871, 207 (cf. Kaufmann (Judah ben Barzillai
1885), 347), cf. Ibn Janah 1880.

332 The missing part is indicated in the Munich catalogue, according to Derenbourg in Kaufmann
(Judah ben Barzillai) 1885, 349 around 12 folia (in the Arabic version chapters 2 and 3 have six
paragraphs each). — Quotations in Guttmann 1882, beginning of introduction, 48, other passages
49, 81, 262; opinion 1, 70; opinion 2, 4446 and 48; opinion 3, 77; opinion 6, 59; opinion 7, 26;
opinion 9, 107. -1, 178, 116, 135; §4 36, 201. 11, 1 88; §2 59. 111, 1 259. 1V, 1 126 fer; §3 (astronomical
measures) p. 66; §5 (Galen) p. 206; §5 and 6 106; — where? p. 119.

33 For instance 1. 1 >NWDY...725M7 NYM2Y TR307 MIRYD SNWID IR MYRT MRPK2 7200 210X 7N
DIV WD PIDYY 12 MR DOWNRNI 2RV MANRY DWW 117 AR MITI0T %D 'NATR WK DWW DR
' MIRPD WP 907 31 7o XIpa 7 7onn. Cf. Introduction, Opinion 2 JaRM wnnm) Pymm vws: 1107
913 98 [29Mm] 0 1 71007 oM M7, the last word seems to be Arabic 2398, Immediately after-
wards NPT Wi NRIPIT TMTRR 1aK; ibid., 270 only s 1. 4 93 "miaTpaw 1 53 MR MAR NwD
PWDW 1173 (?) YW PR SNINDY IR 79K DIW DWRm MTIO 2P DWW MARY NAR MR 70N
%D OPIWH POMNA D173 2393 99N SNWIDY...MT 23R IR Y2123 SNANDY... IR W22 1ARD TR 1M napnn
[23] .. . WX ANWRY A9YN2 WM [TI0°7] TI0N 2wk 973 IREY 117 MWK PWRIT WHna W 1o R
m>yni; see also 270 1. 13] For ownn see also the other translation, 339 on 155 o w1 vav and [from
Jacob b. Nissim] 246 n. 3 o'wnn X1 (Realia); Saadia Emunot 1. beginning of ch. 8 in Taku 1860,
76 Dwinnn XN o°n?an wm, Saadia 1864, 37 Leipzig has only the former, as Arabic 58. mwnn see
n. 3469.

534 For instance 1, 4, 11, 2, cf. Jacob b. Nissim above n. 211.




Philosophy. Jews 179

246), 11701 and perhaps M1 (IV, 1, 2, Kaufmann (Judah ben Barzillai 1885), 340), 270m
(IV, 3 for 1781) 171 % (X172 VIII), Ax005p for mn7a or mata (VI from 72p), X073
(Introduction, notes 1 and 9 7%, Man and X0717). In II, 2, where Saadia utilizes
Arabic words in order to illustrate his remarks on the letters, the translator adds (?),
“and all these words belong to the Arabic language.”

Very frequently a phrase or a word is translated and explained by another one, mostly
with the use of 9?3, e.g., in the introduction n. 8, Y73 771 7790 IR NHOINT TN
7T MR 7790% AR TNY; in Arabic only X'77 792 RADINY RIX TIRT OOK RN,
I, 1 (Kaufmann (Judah ben Barzillai 1885), 339) my7 Xbw m92 mann 0vya
and 193y 190 mwn; 11 2 27932 01919 27 970 M 9an ot oy qw; 11 6
77277 7772 990 1Y 27p3; ibid. (end of chapter) 2°X3mi7 173 X2Wni 197; but for v,
I, 1 (f. 59, B. f. 81) the Arabic text would seem to have *191.5%¢ Frequently we find
7wIng mon (beginning of the introduction I, 1, 2, also in the paraphrase; §259,
end),>*” also Ayn0 for 7awnn and the like (also in the paraphrase of Emunor), I n. 4:
7RI qYIon 717 (paralleled on 271 anmm nyT °0).

We present more details following the order of the book (‘P’. refers to the paraphrase in
Judah b. Barzillai). Introduction, opinion no. 1 2717w av, P. 269 line 10172 ; 727 myny,
[448] P. mwo mx12;°% n. 2 72 a7 OAMI 020 DY ma 1nRw b 907 b,
the passage is missing from P.; »19p2 77pni7 191 (for the Arabic 78n3), P. 7212 377 199,
perhaps garbled from nann? M1 wow , P. 0p%; n. 3 0w (elsewhere, 023 oonwna I,
1, a1, 2); a1 1 1wen 1Y, P 271, line 11 17171 7127 777 99 000 Tne 2 on wnb;
n. 4 o»1m1a, for animals; P. nvm; cf. n. 5 21270 o1maa, P oa orn 95 nnwa
(probably alluding to the prayer 1 73 nawl); n. 6 >IN0 D37 932; missing in
P.272; n. 7 o219 3wn 72w 091 1 (Arabic PR'S, cf. Steinschneider 1857b, 121), missing
in P.; n. 9 X7 98 0°%pn, P. 273 0°21m0. — For the following passages the variant read-
ings are missing from P. The quotations in the notes of Kaufmann to Judah b.
Barzillai, viz. from I, 1 338 to 119, 339 to 155 (where we find p1¥1 112), 1, 4 345 to
209, 1V, 1, 2 340-42, 1V, 4 345 bottom, offer little material. I note from my excerpts:
I, 1 729 M70 ,”wN, names of the Categories (see Endnote), 772 p9; end
XmnuweRa nawn (£ 59, cf. 10, 1 f. 64 b); I, 2 m»y and onmwvn (from nmw?), thus
also to be read onmyn in III, 6; 7R M3 221nA, and parallel, DTRT ¥Xnn;
SO VAR XWTOD ena o ama oax; L4 1 pagp axpy g0 ovavw  yaw;
MY 237X IR 92 D Yya; the same 07779y A9 0o 22 MPEY;>* oonm and XY (read
n0?). 11, 1 99777 72 213w 73 ww; 10, 2 %9007 5 100, 6 £. 70 b ®naxoxeT; IV, 6 1op 07,

35Cf. Neubauer 1863, 218.

336 9m95 ,X1277 790 IMIRIPY AR 190 pRVIAY R 193 1Y K127 IR RDAAT SO0 AVAINRA hizabah] 1357

972 PRI (7) R122M ,0001 JWHWR DY oanawhw IR 1YY 1991 7700 [NTn0w] 11mbw mw nnona
1

SWIHW D0 PRYIT 090 AW 9K MR, R 0200 31 NNV NP SNWw2 CAwn 190 ,NAR DAR MTI00

PRI [ARMAR] ARTIAR 2¥°277 790m o°1am maTpaa. Cf. Dukes 1868, 49; Derenbourg, Geiger 1862,

223, thinks that the translator does not know at all what all this is about.

3370n w0 see Steinschneider 1880b, 85.

3% For another passage cf. n. 523.

S¥CE. 1, 1 w2 a7 vav 5 in Judah ben Barzillai 1885, 339 ad 155.

0Tncapacity, commonly nMX? (Arabic ‘ajz).
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IV, 8 oaxa [nhyim] v mnaa 'o Xpw » (probably Galen is meant); IV, 12
nw 1nm; V (in Jellinek 1852, 33) owr»omi and (f. 79) oravnp; VI (Jellinek 1852, 73
Zunz 1865, 318) 1x.

§262. (Pseudo-Ibn Ezra.) A small work, tainted with superstition, bearing the title
oy 790 (Book of Substances, or Beings), is extant in the following
manuscripts:

Berlin, SPK Or. oct. 244/4 (Catalogue 56, formerly Luzzatto). Oxford, Bodl.
Ms. Mich. 238. Florence, BM-L. Ms. Plut.Il.25 (deficient in the end). Mantua, CI
Ms. ebr. 78a%! Parma, BP Cod. Parm. 2615/3. — Schonblum 81 (II, 72).3*? [The latter
manuscript has not been identified. Other known manuscripts are Cambridge, UL Add.
1186/7, New York, JTS Ms. 2321/3, New York, JTS Ms. 2323/1, New York, JTS Ms. 2349/1,
London, BL Add. 16934, London, BL Add. 27038, Moscow, RSL Giinz. 338/3, Naples, BN
VE Il F12.]

The translator is nowhere named. Samuel Zarzah (1369) displays almost all of
chapter 3°* as well as a long passage from the beginning in which the author tells us
what he was told by an eminent religious person “who in the true sense of the word
deserves the title philosopher.”>** Zarzah admits>* that he does not know Arabic.
He asked Jacob Ibn Alfandari ben Solomon to translate for him the explication
of some passages in Ibn Ezra’s commentary to the Pentateuch (the explication is by
Solomon Ibn Yaish?*¥’; al-Fandari was probably also the translator of the note of
Joseph Ibn Wakkar cited in the same passage by Zarzah)>*® as well as the Book of
Substances by Abraham Ibn Ezra.’*3® [The Book of Substances was printed by
M. Grossberg 1901; Grossberg used only one manuscript, namely the copy found in the
British Library. Jacob al-Fandari is named as the translator in Naples, BN VE III F12, dated
1492 and possibly the earliest copy of the treatise.] 1449I

Abraham is also credited with the Arabic Book of the Substances by Samuel Ibn
Motot (1370) who presents some passages from it in Hebrew. [The passage is found in
Milan, BA P 13/7 Sup., fols. 319bff., and corresponds to Grossberg’s printing, 12 ff. The text
cited by Ibn Motot is almost certainly the same translation found in the manuscripts, though

3 The Mortara Catalogue remarks that Mantua, CI Ms. ebr. 78a, mentioned in Steinschneider
1859a, 93, is ruined by water. See in general Steinschneider 1880b, 71.

32Zotenberg 1866 no. 189 (23) emends correctly to 2 yvi, according to which Geiger 1866, 187,
should be corrected.

33x9p7 'o fol. 624 edition (Zarzah 1559). And in 720 nv237n (Ibn Ezra 1721), fol. 89b. Shem Tov
Ibn Mayor (1384) uses Motot; cf. Steinscheneider 1876a, 109.

Sxw1 's fol. 93, n°Hx i 72w fol. 118 b, namely that in Latin and Greek “He” means God (cf. the
quotations in Steinschneider 1862e, 123, and Kaufmann 1877a, 333, 509; cf. Ibn ‘Arabi’s Risalat
al-Hawa, Hajji Khalifa 1835-58 1III, 457 no. 6426; al-Huwiyya 1835-58 I, 518 no. 1588 by
Muhammad b. Muhammad Kifi (after 1475).

S5smpma fol. 87, o 113.

346 0n the Alfandari family, cf. Zunz 1845, 425.

37 The elder, cf. §483.

S8 0n nR°ATID (NRMIRTID) see Steinschneider 1869a, 240; cf. 1873f, 92, 1874f, 91, 1879¢, 100.

348 On the philosophical views of Ibn Ezra, cf. Krochmal, m777 1213° 7117 (where, however, spurious
material is used), Eisler 1870-83, 113 ff.
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there are some variant readings.] But this work is not by Ibn Ezra. It may even be the
work of a Muslim, perhaps modified by the translator. [The text refers to Jewish ritual
and scripture. ]

It is divided into six chapters (191%): (1) On the First Cause; (2) On the influence
of the Higher Spheres (of the Separate Intellect) on the Lower ones; (3) On the
followers of positive (i.e., not a revealed) creed®® like the Sabians, the Nabataeans
(corrupted into v33 and v12); (4) On the Soul; (5) On the Animals (not a separate
chapter in the Parma manuscript, so that Perreau in his analysis of the work lists
only five chapters);* (6) On the Spheres.

The traces of this book vanish soon after its translation. No direct quotation is
known after the fourteenth century. [However none of the thirteen extant copies are
earlier than the fifteenth century. Moreover, with the exception of New York, JTS Ms. 2323/1,
all copies are in Italian hand; the JTS manuscript is an Ashkenazi hand, but it mentions
Lombardy in the incipit, so it too seems to have an Italian connection. Thus interest in the
treatise seems to be concentrated in two very specific moments: the supercommentators to
Ibn Ezra’s biblical commentary who worked around the middle of the fourteenth century
(Zarzah, Ibn Motot), and Renaissance Italy. At least two incipits relay information about the
text and its transmission. It was called in Arabic Kitab al-Jawahir, and it was written by Ibn
Ezra for Judah Hallevi. This second point cannot be confirmed from any other source; it may
reflect the observation of one reader that the tenor of the text is similar to that of the Kuzari.
Interestingly both of these manuscripts are missing the last chapter, which deals with
astronomy. Here follow the two incipits:

New York, JTS Ms. 2323/1, f. 31a: w>w1 >1a7 w2 971 ¥7aR1 0o1:7 172an a1 1907
MIw >7°2 Npnya aRTIAM? (?) W02 CNREA A9INAT NPT 00A R¥A1 RP M9 R ' 0onR
3799 WS 77pm.

Naples, BN VE III F12, f. 104: 2”kn3> 2°n¥ya 190 71 KW jaRY 2°MXv7 790 nonna
DRI PR KXY XD D77 190 3707 M2 WOw M WL 0bwa 0onn 112 971 37aR% (1)7nnoR
97I99R 2PY° M PPNV DRI 390N DO

Mss. of Pseudo Ibn-Ezra, Book of Substances

Berlin, Staatsbibliothek (Preussischer Kulturbesitz) Or. oct. 244 (Steinschneider 79) (IMHM
F 1996), 17-21.

Cambridge, University Library Add. 1186/7 (SCR 575) IMHM F 17052), 101a—7b.

Florence, Biblioteca Medicea Laurentiana Plut.I1.25 IMHM F 17666), 1-132.

London, British Library Add. 16934 (Margoliouth 793/12) (IMHM F 5478), 146a—80b.

London, British Library Add. 27038 (Margoliouth 1073/7) (IMHM F 5716), 45a—54a.

Mantua, Comunita Israelitica Ms. ebr. 78 ebr. 78 (IMHM F 864), 91a-99a.

Moscow, Russian State Library Ms. Giinzberg 338 (IMHM F 47620), 33a—42b.

Naples, Biblioteca Nazionale Vittorio Emanuele IITI F 12 (IMHM F 11526), 104a—7a.

New York, Jewish Theological Seminary Ms. 2321/3 (NY JTS Acc. 2979) (IMHM F 28574),
29a-36b.

New York, Jewish Theological Seminary Ms. 2323/1 (NY JTS Hi 109) (IMHM F 28576),
31a-37b.

349 o, n. “310.
30 Perreau 18761877, 230. — Beginning 71 MI1R MWK 7707; end onwon 217 an.
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New York, Jewish Theological Seminary Ms. 2349/1 (NY JTS Acc. 75327) (IMHM F
28602), 31a-37b.

Oxford, Bodleian Ms. Mich. 238 (Ms. Mich. 316) (Neubauer 1234/3) (IMHM F 22048),
34b—44b.

Parma, Biblioteca Palatina Parm. 2615/3 (De Rossi 1355) (IMHM F 13316), 30a—38a.

[An anonymous defense of creationism. Ms Vatican ebr. 236, ff. 62a-64b, contains a
series of refutations of the eternity of the universe. We learn from the incipit that it has
been translated from the Arabic by an unnamed individual at the request of “my master
and brother Moshe ben Yo av “: p>nynb °1Xm >Ny 07> 2K 12 Awn /AKX 027 JNwR2 N
M2y PWHY 27y Pwon /A 1900, The translator worked from a borrowed copy of the original.
Though he complains that the stipulations imposed upon by the owner (7778w °X1n) prevented
him from copying “part of it”, in the very next sentence he states that he “copied it in its
entirety”. In any event, the one extant manuscript is incomplete, breaking off with the words
0%wn on I nR¥n &Y. This, however, could possibly be the comment of the copyist rather
than the translator.

The opening sentence names 0121 0113RN’D as the authorities who denied the possibility
of creatio ex nihilo. Though no available Pythagorean text known to us argues against
creation, the name of Pythagoras was closely associated with the pagan neoplatonists, so his
inclusion is not surprising. The name of Ptolemy, however, makes no sense in this context.
017 must be an error for 01W°; and indeed the Timaeus was one of the major sources for
the view of the pre-eternality of matter. Moreover, the Timaeus is Plato’s most “Pythagorean”
text; hence it is much to be expected that “Pythagoras and Timaeus” would be mentioned
together in this context. Indeed, later on Plato and “his evil disciples” are named as the
authors of this view.

A second school named at the beginning of the treatise is the M771077 *7v2. In their view,
the causes of everything are to be traced to the four elements and their mixture (31); in other
words, they deny the existence of a first cause. Later on a third school of thought is named:
that of Aristotle, who considers hyle and form to be “the Agent” (?197). The treatise contains
both rebuttals (;721wn) of the pernicious doctrines as well as proofs (7°°X7) for the existence
of a single creator.

The formulations of the arguments, and perhaps some of the strategies as well, are
unusual; the text awaits close study. This much, however, can already be said with some
degree of certainty: the text bears many similarities to the Saadia’s Beliefs and Opinions and
arose out of the same milieu. Most notable is the pride of place given to Plato’s Timaeus as
the chief authority for the eternity of the world (not mentioned by name in Beliefs and
Opinions, but certainly the source of the “second school” refuted there), and the complaint
registered in both treatises that some Jews have been persuaded to accept Plato’s teachings.
Note that in Beliefs and Opinions, book I, before setting forth his rebuttals of all the schools
known to him to have denied creation ex nihilo, Saadia mentions additional arguments that he
proftered in other writings; and one cannot rule out the possibility that the treatise under
discussion is the work of Saadia, perhaps from this refutation of Hiwi al-Balkhi. A full dis-
cussion of the plausibility of this suggestion is beyond the purview of this notice. Let it be
said briefly that in the extant portions of Saadia’s reply to Hiwi there is no discussion of
creation; and the fact that a rhymed Hebrew text does exist does not negate the possibility of
a prose writing in Arabic as well.

Some of the Hebrew terminology employed is unique to this writing, and the meaning
of some words remains a mystery. Here are some examples: nn? omp whwm
MPT2 PNNW; WA DY ROR O MR PRY WRT R 0w, 0wom amana. The translator
employs 073 for jawhar and Xx for madba'.
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This text was first identified by Y. Tzvi Langermann, and his edition, translation and
analysis appears in Langermann 2013.
The Karaites

§263. We collect here the writings of the scholars of this sect, because the sources
for the few authors to be considered are the same and, accordingly, only with diffi-
culty can one decide to which one of them a given source may relate. Moreover, the
character of the translations is quite peculiar, so that the quotations in later works,
which are written under the influence of the Rabbanite translations, stand out on
account of their strikingly unusual character.>! [For a recent and authoritative study of
the peculiar Hebrew of the Karaite translators, see Simon Hopkins 1992; also noteworthy is
the ML.A. thesis of A. Maman on the Hebrew of Tobias b. Moses, submitted at Jerusalem,
1978, and his essay on Karaite Hebrew Maman 2003. For an exhaustive treatment of the
Karaite translators in their communal and intellectual context, see Zvi Ankori 1956, passim.
A recent comprehensive guide to Karaite philosophy is surveyed in Ben-Shammai 2003.
Maman and B. Shammai’s essays are part of the close to thousand-page guide to Karaite
Judaism edited by Meira Polliack 2003, and with a comprehensive bibliography by B. Walfish.
Walfish and Kizilov have greatly expanded the bibliography in 2010.]

§264. Until recently, it was customary to speak of two Karaite authors by the name
of Joseph whose date was not known exactly, but taken approximately to be shortly
after Saadia Gaon (941). It would lead us too far to discuss thoroughly all that has
been brought forward concerning these authors and their works in Arabic, part of
which were translated into Hebrew. Therefore we confine ourselves here to a discus-
sion of a few key points, i.e., to identify, if possible, the authors of some philosophi-
cal works translated into Hebrew. We must, however, preface this discussion by some
remarks concerning the authors.

The confusion between the two Josephs, or at any rate the uncertainty as to how to
distinguish between the two, seems to go back to the twelfth century. The older
Joseph, living perhaps around the last years of Saadia (937) or somewhat later, is
Joseph al-Qirgisani, called already in the eleventh century Abt Ya“qub.>> [The confu-
sion of which Steinschneider speaks no longer exists. Al-Qirgisani’s name was Jacob, or, more
precisely, Abt Yusuf Ya“qub. Steinschneider knows of a source that cites precisely this name,
but he rejects it; see §266. Throughout the remainder of his entry, Steinschneider erroneously

31Secondary literature in Frankl 1819-1889, 24; on the character of the sources cf. especially
Steinschneider 1877c, 341 and 1880d, 70. The section “Karaiten” in J. H. Weiss 1871, IV, deals
mainly with the legal aspect. As to the chronological dates one misses the results of the most recent
literature; cf., e.g., n. 561. [The now standard reference guide is Polliack 2003.]

3329nm1 Oxford, Bodl. Ms. Opp. 26, fol. 114 51 »1x0OpIp7R ¥17°7 101 2py° 22X 19177; cf. fol. 109b, 112b
[2°ym °321 R9MI0T 270] DIOR °3 IRNDIN *WIRY 77X WIR 72 DWIR [NXPR] 2Xpn DY 7237 277 2IR0pIRT 22 V.
For older sources on him, cf. Steinschneider 1852, 185; cf. also Pinsker 1860, 169, Appendix, 200;
Gottlober and Chwolson 1865, 176; according to Fiirst 1862 1I, 140 in the year 990! — “Josef ben
Jakob” in “Moses Kohani” (Pinsker 1860, Appendix, 200; Fiirst 1862 II, 207 ff. knows that this
man lived in 1125, etc.! Gottlober and Chwolson 1865, 193 [wrongly paginated 203]; but Moses
Kohani is fabricated from Gikatilia; Geiger 1861, 43, from 215wk (Hadassi 1836), according to
Frankl 1876, 650). In the 7w n of Samuel ha-Ma‘aravi (Berlin, SPK Or. Oct. 351) we find Joseph
and Jacob, the latter of which most probably an imprecise version of Abu Jacob.
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refers to “Joseph” Qirgisani. There are other errors as well in his report, and we shall draw
attention to them. However, in the concluding sentence of §266, Steinschneider wisely urges
caution with regard to all the conclusions and inferences that he has drawn, given the state of
knowledge in his time. Indeed, much of the confusion had been dispelled in his Die arabische
Literatur der Juden, published 9 years after HUe. There al-Qirqisani receives a lengthy notice
(79-84); he is identified as the author of Kitab al-Anwar; and many manuscripts are listed. On
the other hand, Steinschneider still gives his name as “Joseph Abt Ya‘qub”. The “second”
Joseph, conventionally referred to now as Yusuf al-Basir, receives a separate entry on 89-91.
Al-Qirqisant's Kitab al-Anwar edited by Leon Nemoy in 1939; see his corrections and emenda-
tions 1959-60. An English translation of the first treatise by W. Lockwood, with two important
introductory essays by B. Chiesa, is found in Ya“qub al-Qirqisani 1984. Since Nemoy, the most
important studies are those by Vajda in the REJ and the doctoral dissertation of Haggai Ben-
Shammai on al-Qirqisant and Yefet b. ‘Eli 1977. For the works of Yusuf al-Bagir, see Basir
1985, which lists many of Georges Vajda’s studies on al-Bagir, and David Sklare and Haggai
Ben-Shammai’s catalogue on the works of Yusuf al-Basir in the Firkovich collection (Hebrew)
(1997).] One quotation has the name Jacob b. Joseph 1450 Qirqisant®*; among the first
Karaites a certain Jacob b. Isaac Qirgisant is named.>** The second Firkovich collec-
tion, unfortunately little known up to now, contains two Arabic works that were previ-
ously known only by title. Firkovich®® names as the common author of both works
“Abt Yusuf Ya‘akov al-Qirqisant”, for the first one even Jacob b. Isaac b. ynw.>
The second is a commentary to the passages in the Pentateuch which are not con-
cerned with the Law, under the title P>XT12X) TX™M2X [Book of Heaths and Gardens),
allegedly composed in 937. A. Harkavy>’ confirms the author’s name and connects
the Arabic title with the Hebrew 0°1%17 'o (Book of Flowers); this latter has been
ascribed to both Joseph Qirqgisant and Joseph b. Noah (?).58 Perhaps the treatise on the
Decalogue, ascribed to Joseph b. Jacob Qirgisant in ms. Paris BNF héb 755, is part of
this commentary? [Indeed the author’s name is given in this manuscript as MX»71...70"
"IXDPP; however, it is now believed that the commentary is the work of Elazar b. Eliezer.]>*
According to Harkavy the author of the Arabic work quotes Saadia Gaon.

331n Jacob b. Reuben, Pinsker 1860, 84; cf. 170, appendix, 200 (undecided whether father or son);
Gottlober and Chwolson 1865, 180; Fiirst 1862 II, 112 ascribes most books to him, among others,
“Kitab el-Azul (sic!) el-Din,” which, he says, refers to Bahya (cf. Steinschneider 1877c, 412 and
further below).

>*Mordecai ben Nisan 1830, fol. 11b, S. Luzki 1830, fol. 21 b; Pinsker 1851, 742; see further below.
33 Firkovich 1871, qwn 12 “Bne Reschep” (sic), n. 21. The Arabic is incorrect throughout. — The
first work is no. 493, the second nos. 1142 and 1144.

3¢ Firkovich 1871, 18, 19; n. 21. wnyvn is a misprint, not the Persian ending — 7, as in ,7"°0
TPRO, etc. Steinschneider 1870f, 113 note, Steinschneider 1874d, 58 n. 19; cf. the references
below n. 628.

THarkavy 1878-80, 2 and 16, 17 (cf. Steinschneider 1880h, 107, 1881d, 13) and Mitteilungen
157 only p>x719x; cf. Harkavy 1880, 44 n. 119. Moses Bashyazi ad n1»y in Neubauer 1866, 64,
presents passages from the commentary on the Pentateuch by Joseph.

558 Cf., however, Steinschneider 1858, 389 under this author; below n. 617. Fiirst 1862 1, 144 n. 149
makes 0°1%1 out of *1x1 (for »x2).

S¥Fiirst 1862 II, Endnotes, 40 n. 25, declares n771 *ww n°wX12 'o appearing in the list of Pinsker
1860, Appendix, p 192, to be unconnected. [Pinsker there suggested that the title gave two names,
nwxM2 'o and n7n ww, for the same book. ]



Philosophy. Jews 185

Considering the uncertainty and confusion governing this whole field one may
venture the conjecture that the Arabic manuscript has seen a switch of names, so that
the name of Joseph, displayed in other sources, would be that of the author, and Abt
Ya‘quib his cognomen. The combination Abi Jacob (for Ibn J.) with Joseph®® has
been unjustly attacked; but, then again, I do not believe that someone changed the
names intentionally in order to arrive at the more common combination.

Finally, there is an author known only as Abt Jacob who is most probably one
of the two Josephs. We shall soon return to him, as well as to a second work
ascribed to one Jacob and a number of other designations of one or the other
Joseph.

§265. (Joseph b. Abraham) Almost everything appertaining to the second Joseph is
likewise not free of doubts. He is usually called Joseph b. Abraham ha-Kohen.*!
Firkovich objected to the last element 14511 in his name for no good reason.’®* In an
Arabic work he also carries the cognomen Abi Ya'qub.®® Being blind, he was
called with aeuphemism common to Jews and Arabs’* “the seeing” (1°¥27,77R177). %
That epithet was applied to Joseph Qirqisani; this was due to some sort of confu-
sion, probably connected to the titles MX»7 or 21737 XM which were attached to his
name. This leads us back to the Arabic work that was mentioned in the preceding
paragraph.

S0 First proposed by me in the Sabbatblatt 1846b, 75, also in Munk 1851, 10, without naming the
actual author. Chwolsohn, in Gottlober and Chwolson 1865, 222, thinks Abu J. Joseph is impos-
sible! In the index of HajjT Khalifa 1835-58, 1249, there are two [names], and where is Joseph b.
Abraham? Cf. Firkovich 1871, 20, 21, and n. 617.

%I Concerning him cf. the quotations in Steinschneider 1858, 181; Pinsker 1860, 115, appendix
192 ff.; Gottlober and Chwolson 1865, 134, 175; Fiirst 1862, II, 50-75 (It his hard to tell which of
his pair of articles in Fiirst 1849-51, II, 109 and 111, 163 is more inaccurate); Steinschneider 1877c,
346 n. 12; writings in Frankl 1872, 175. — Harkavy 1880, 4, refers to n. 114, where there is nothing
about him, cf. 46 (thus, I presume, one should read ‘n. 41° for n. 44 in Frankl 1819-1889, 17; cf.
Steinschneider 1881h, 13.J. H. Weiss 1871, 77, 99 still thinks he is a contemporary of Saadia. — On
Joseph b. ‘Abd al-Karim (Steinschneider 1858, 182) see Steinschneider 1877c, 39 n. 2,
Steinschneider 1882, 325.

32 According to Firkovich 1871, 20, last line, this is supposed to be evident from the IX¥2n0x! --
171277 in Tobias (?) Steinschneider 1858, 172. Variant reading in 7197, cf. Steinschneider 1858, 389;
Abu Nasr Joseph Ibn 17757% 187772 cf. Steinschneider 1880h, 107, 1881h, 13 and VII; — cf. Joseph
Burhan al-Fuluk, Steinschneider 1865a, 31.

3639x%200X or X 7 in Firkovich 1871, 21; cf. further below. In the quotation of Jacob *1Xnni in
Firkovich 1871, 18, line 3 from bottom, 12X is missing before X»071 2py°. Cf. 19; in Pinsker 1860,
51 n. 1,701 .

364 Hebrew 1771 %30 1w5.

365 Pinsker 1860, 193 (read u77, as in Steinschneider 1858, 182) is based on 1V yn.. 00y TR
oY; the beginning of the phrase is typical (Zunz 1865, 628; Verzeichnis 1879b, 141; Gastfreund
in 1879, p. 111); 2w o> K&» Xpn 12 (790 Steinschneider 1858, 386, Pinsker 1860 Appendix,
100). Cf. Menahem Gizni (on whose period after Maimonides, cf. Steinschneider 1861a, 46,
1863c, 31, 1864d, 15) in Pinsker 1860, n. 51 (thus read instead of 15 in Fiirst 1862 II, 18, n. 206);
TIRD PRM MNIMA TWR. — DR 72 AOP...rNROR PR in Moses Bashyazi; Steinschneider 1858, 11. —
An allusion is also the title I8%2n0K, cf. n. 553 and further below. — On >XM;739X 1Y in Pinsker 1860
appendix, 193; cf. Steinschneider 1861a, 47, 1864f, 69; Schorr 1862, 82.
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§266. The Book of Lights (MX1&?X 28n3),% no. 493 of the second Firkovich col-
lection, is — according to its owner — ascribed to Abt Joseph Jacob b. Isaac b.
Shemaya al-Qirqisant and composed in 937. This is very dubious. [As noted above,
no one any longer doubts the correctness of the name or date as reported in the Firkovich
manuscript.] In an account by Neubauer,’®’ the author bears the name “Joseph of
Kirkisia”; Israel Maaravi®*® calls him Qirqisani. Simcha Isaac attributes the book
0°7IX7, quoted without a name for the author by Levi, to Joseph b. Jacob Qirgisant®;
others speak of a Book 787 or 21737 1801, written in 910 or 930 by Joseph (7x1177)
who, according to them, is earlier than Qirqisant (later on mentioned in one of the
two sources)’” and engages in a refutation of Saadia Gaon. This then would be
Joseph b. Abraham who would not, however, be missing from the list of the Karaite
scholars.”! Nevertheless Simcha Isaac attributes the book 21737 K17 to Qirgisant.
— Moses b. Solomon ha-Levi *12%71 72 is the author of a compendium of the Book of
Lights, called TX1X?X 98097, [The current view is that the proper spelling of his name is
*1537; some twenty-two copies of his abridgement have been identified.] Moses Bashyazi,
to whom we owe this reference,’” quotes and 1452 translates passages from this
Arabic work, saying “Moses b. Solomon relates in the name (aw2=2awn) of Joseph
Qirqgisani.” [As noted, the Arabic text of Kitab al-Anwar was edited by Leon Nemoy in
1939. Portions of al-Qirqisani’s Book of Lights were translated into Hebrew probably by
Moses Bashyazi, son of the great Karaite leader Elijah Bashyazi. To date six small portions
of his translation have been registered in the holdings of the Institute for Microfilmed
Hebrew Manuscripts; for the most part they are translations of selected passages that have

3698 in Firkovich 1871, 20, 21 misprint, cf. Harkavy 1880, 42.
367 Neubauer 1876, 4.
S681bid., 114.

39'¢ 'x fol. 23, not Urim, as Fiirst 1862 II, 57 and 58, and Neubauer 1876, 63 (naming Moses him-
self as the author); 2% '0 ¥3, anonymous in Levi (Pinsker 1860, appendix, 90), missing in the
index 209. Fiirst 1862 II, 52, 57, 320 presents Arabic X170, perhaps following Steinschneider
1857a §14 (cf. Steinschneider 1857a, 313, n. 26; against the same title of the Mishna commentary
by Maimonides, Steinschneider 1852, 1883; Steinschneider 1879b, 66, cf. Derenbourg 1883).
A passage, where the commentators Alexander of Aphrodisias, Yahya al-Nahwi, Porphyrius, and
Galen are mentioned, in Neubauer 1876, 64.

50Yefet b. Zair in Mordechai ben Nisan 1830, 11b 71 around the year 930; the 722p11 'o, copied
by Elijah (ben Baruch Yerushalmi, according to Geiger 1864, 19), probably Bashyazi’s npnyn
707, St. Petersburg — Russian National Library Evr. I 751 (cf. also Steinschneider 1858, 237
note); Steinschneider 1882, 332, Pinsker 1851, 742 nopn 7R» around the year 910. [Pinsker has
21737 MRN.]. — MY 7T R 1D 102 in Pinsker 1860, 115 is imprecise.

5" Mordechai ben Nisan 1830, f. 12 7y X177 017 11721 21737 MRDT *127 7Y

S2Cf. 12's71 *12 in Japeth b.‘Ali ha-Levy Paris, BN héb 283 (Steinschneider 1880d, 92). Fiirst 1862
1L, 59 (around 1500!), 320: Zikani, page 121 n. 271 "1%2°%, in parenthesis "IX1X, in place of which
the softer form *1XX°X is supposed to have been used later on [Fiirst has *13°, in parenthesis "%, “in
place of which the softer form *1x3°0 was used later on.”’]. Pinsker 115 note *19% is a misprint [in Pinsker:
>15¥]. Samuel b. Abraham b. Moses ha-Levi *12¥%x writ[ing] in 1402 p>X7n7%) 'yR*728; Firkovich
1871, 21.

373 Steinschneider 1858, 14, the unnamed source in Pinsker 1860 under 115 (hence Fiirst 1862 II,
page 121, note 271, where 22wn occurs instead of own).
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been penned into the margins of the Judaeo-Arabic original. However, by far the largest sec-
tion of Moses’s translation is found in St. Petersburg Oriental Institute of the Russian
Academy D4 (IMHM F 69408), a manuscript that has not yet been catalogued at the IMHM.
Fols. 3a—64b contain Bashyazi’s translation of book VI in the right column, usually headed
awn npnyi; the left displays the Judaeo-Arabic. At the bottom of f. 6b Moses reports that he
found the manuscript used for the translation in Egypt, but that it was missing an
entire quire: 07w TR DILIP 0N T7RI XM D°I¥MNA OPW PORIA 7D TV PANYAT SXWI AW K.
Another portion of this translation may be found on fols. 110a—116b of the same manuscript.
It may be added that the first section of book VI discusses the “premises of the Alexandrian”
(mugaddamat al-Iskandarani); and it has been suggested that “the Alexandrian” is none
other than Philo of Alexandria, whose nonpresence in medieval Jewish philosophical writing
is striking.] From this formula it cannot be inferred that Qirqisani is the author of the
basic text of the compendium,>’* since Qirqisant could well be quoted by Joseph b.
Abraham if, as we shall see, the latter was the author of the original work. This,
indeed, is the more likely possibility, according to everything which we have col-
lected concerning “the blind one” who would thus have authored the Book of
“Lights”. Similarly, one has supposed that Isaac the Blind, son of Abraham b. David
(beginning of the thirteenth century), is the author of the mystical book “ha-Bahir”
(the Shining). [This may be a reference to M. H. Landauer’s attribution in the Literaturblatt
des Orients (1845), col. 215, mentioned by Scholem 1987, 253 n. 116; since Scholem, most
scholars prefer to talk of redactors of ha-Bahir. See Anonymous 1994.] However, the date
937 in the ms. Firk. (if it is not simply taken over from manuscript copies of the book
'vX™12% would decide against [the authorship of] Joseph b. Abraham who lived, accord-
ing to Firkovich and Harkavy, almost a century after Saadia (and Qirqgisani).
Harkavy thought that the author of the Book IXX¥2anoX?R (or MR 7, fiat lux, again an
allusion to the blind) polemicizes against Samuel b. Hofni (d. 1034).5° Thus this
book is different from the translated compendium of the work on dogmatics.

If I understand correctly the latest information from Harkavy (which does not
fully agree with his earlier reports),’’® the Book of Lights is an introduction to the
commentary on the Pentateuch. It treats the history of the Jewish sects, contains
occasional polemics against Christianity and closes with a complete Book of Laws
(¥’XWX 28n). The last item appears to be the Book of Laws which Yefet b. Zair
attributes to Joseph b. Jacob Qirqisant.’”’

S4Pinsker (and hence Fiirst. l.c.) infers that already Moshe Bashyazi confuses the two Josephs,
attributing 7X&»77 to Joseph. b. Abraham who, for him, is the elder one.

s> Harkavy 1878b, 22, Harkavy 1880, 45, where passages from 7Xx210R, 44, are to be found, among
which n17I87 > 'vn 79392 YR TNOXOR AnY are reminiscent of another title (Steinschneider 1858, 71);
Pinsker 1860. 196 nnx 'o, in Fiirst 1862 II, 56 and 204 Kitab al-Zichat! and mMR» > from Tobias
in Pinsker 1860 93. — The passage on Samuel, elucidated by Harkavy, does away with the combi-
nation Samuel b. Sakawijja (sic) and everything else in Fiirst 1862 I, 101 II, 61.

376 Communications in Stade’s Zeitschrift fiir die alttestamentliche Wissenschaft 1881 156; cf.
Harkavy 1880, where the N7 '0 appears as TX1X?X 28N and the quotation is unclear.

S7In Mordecai ben Nisan 1830, fol. 11 b; cf. Steinschneider 1858, 181. — Joseph b. Abraham
himself quotes his n1x» 'o; cf. Steinschneider 1858, 172 (Fiirst 1862 II, 56 Schira y&w!).
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These involved discussions demonstrate that we can talk about the earliest
Karaite authors only with strong reservations.

§267. (The translated writings.) Joseph b. Abraham composed the following works
of which the first one is the most important.

1. "nnn2x (The Encompassing). The original was thought to be lost. D. Kaufmann
recently purchased an almost complete manuscript Budapest, MTA Kaufmann A 280;
fragments exist in St. Petersburg. [For a sample catalogue and description of the fragments,
see Sklare with Ben-Shammai 1997, 77-89. The Budapest ms, which is missing the first
chapter, was the basis of Vajda’s edition of the Arabic text; on the basis of the St. Petersburg
fragments, an edition of the missing material has been prepared by H. Ben-Shammai in the
sample catalogue 1997, 113-26.] The Hebrew translation is called n1»°v171 750 (Book of
Agreeable Things); Hadassi (chapter 258) calls it also mn71 1121 (Book of Sects?).
[On the translation of N»°¥1 790 see Jacob Mann 1935 11, 290 n. 10.]°7®

Manuscripts. Leiden, BR Cod. Or. 4779 (a copy in Trigland, no. 24, another
one in L. Dukes).5” Paris, BN héb 670b°%° St. Petersburg RNL Ms. Evr. I 687,
St. Petersburg, IOS B 241b (with compendium); St. Petersburg I0S B 394
(compendium); St. Petersburg, IOS C 103b (with compendium). Ms. of Abraham
Misri in Petersburg [ = St. Petersburg, 10S B 241b7].58! [453|

Although this work has been brought closer to us by a century, it has lost
nothing of its significance for the history of Arabic and Karaitic dogmatics, for it
is the sole extant model of a work of Mu‘tazilite kalam that could just as easily
have been written by a Muslim. The enlightening analysis of the book, which
takes into account the compendium (§268) as well, published by F. Frankl in the
Sitzungsberichte of the Royal Academy in Vienna,’*? was meant to be followed by
an edition based on the original. Unfortunately the industrious and expert scholar
in this field died (August 1887) after all of the preparations (for this sequel) had
been completed.

The translation continues to be beset by a number of (text-)critical problems.
The translator is anonymous. The end of the Leiden manuscript reads 0°2w1°2 10,
which may mean that either the work or the translation was written in Jerusalem, or
else that this copy was corrected there. We know too little about the translator for
us to decide whether his travels took him as far as Jerusalem, something that

378 Steinschneider 1858, 180 (on 2pnna 'o cf. Frankl 1819-1889 15). Concerning Yefet, an
egregious misunderstanding occurs in Fiirst 1862 II, 71 and Notes, 24, no. 329. An Arabic passage
has recently been presented by Schreiner 1888, 650.

579 Steinschneider 1858, 173.

580=ms. Cahen in Munk 1859, 476.

#13n in Pinsker 1860, Appendix, 195, written in 1672 (Bardach 1869, 54 n. 2), by Jacob b.
Mordechai (Gottlober and Chwolson 1865, 180, quotes only Pinsker 1860, 98), according to which
Misri in Frankl 1872, 9, is to be corrected.

382 Fin Mutazilitischer Kalam aus dem 10. Jahrhundert (above, n. 551); cf. also his article (Frankl
1871). In his essay “Nachricht iiber das arabische Original des Muhtawi Josef al Basir’s, etc.”
(Frankl 1887) (which I designate hereafter as “Nachricht”), he condiders (14) the work as a
comment(ary) on a Mu‘tazilite work on the roots of religion. The appendix (17-20) presents a
conspectus of the chapters (he counts 40) in the original text and the Hebrew translation.
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seems improbable.’® The translation is the work of a scholar who lived in or in the
vicinity of Greece, since he frequently resorts to Greek words.’* At the beginning
of the same manuscript, at the end of the list of forty-five “gates” (chapters), there
is an index of the topics that are discussed. I took the trouble to actually count the
chapters, a cautionary measure dictated by the number forty given by Simcha Isaac.
According to Pinsker, 1860, 195, the Misri manuscript has thirty-five “gates” and
three “chapters” (four, according to Frankl’s table). St. Petersburg RNL Ms. Evr. I
687 in Firkovich’s catalogue numbers forty-three chapters. Doubtlessly, it was nei-
ther the author nor the translator who numbered the chapters. Apparently Pinsker
himself added the numbers, erroneously giving two of them the number sixteen
(v and ). He gives no chapter titles at all after no. 3, even though they are dis-
played in the Leiden manuscript. Frankl divides the work into two parts, with nineteen
and twenty-four chapters respectively.’®

The author himself remarks (chapter 16b is in Pinsker, “That God is abundant™)3%:
“We have counted (11°3n) [this theme] among [or: taken it up within] the chapters on
theodicy (w1 7 wwn). Others have dealt with it together with the chapter on
God’s unity.®” The deviant designation 1454| of the final three “chapters” is not to be
found in the original; they would have had their counterpart in the Arabic work, had
they been the work of the author. Pinsker uses this, without justification, to support
his hypothesis that the three “chapters” were supplied either by Joseph’s student,
Jeshua b. Judah, or else by Tobias, who translated the book. On the basis of this
assumption Pinsker maintains that the books w51 n2°wn and 7m1 71X, to which the
author refers only in these three chapters, are works of Jeshua. Frankl, whose analysis
covers the three last chapters, did not raise this question beforehand. Fiirst had the
rare luck to hit upon a correct observation of his own; he replies to Pinsker that one
can find in the compendium chapters that correspond to those three.>® Unfortunately
he forgets this remark in the course of his very own article, when he presumes
that the passages which contain references to the two books just mentioned are
interpolations of Jeshua, “as Pinsker has correctly proven!”® — But this is a different
hypothesis, one which concedes the authenticity of the three chapters, except for the

33 Frankl 1871, 114; cf. the passage in Pinsker 1860 95; in Fiirst 1862 II, endnotes, 16 n. 179; on
II, 53 he claims that Joseph died in Jerusalem in 940; no evidence is given.

34 For instance Steinschneider 1858, 168 1unwva; cf. Pinsker 1860, appendix, 280, without refer-
ences; Steinschneider 1875h, 38. Fiirst 1862 II, endnote 83, n, 653, intended to collect the Greek
words. Frankl’s studies on the Greek [material] in Hadassi regrettably were left incomplete due to
his premature death.

385 Frankl 1872, 13; cf. 31, 34.

Bosp=7wy, without justification Steinschneider 1858, 182, 185; Steinschneider 1863a, 114.
Zerahya in Botarel[’s commentary on Sefer Yezirah 1562], fol. 72 (Steinschneider 1852, 1781).
S7Cf. also in the compendium, end of ch[apter] 21; Steinschneider 1858, 180 n. 3. Fiirst 1862 I,
70 infers from variants (which he has not gone into) that the work has not been preserved
undamaged! On p7x71 W, see n. 632.

S8 Fiirst 1862 II, Notes 24, no. 308.

3 Fiirst 1862 11, 73 and Notes 26, no. 342. — Schorr (1862, 82) had also assumed interpolations;
his criticism (cf. Steinschneider 1864d, 14) does not exist for Fiirst.
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quotations in question, which Jeshua would now have interpolated. Fiirst, however,
does not tell us whether these interpolations were done in the Arabic original or in
the translation, nor whether he adopts Pinsker’s opinion that either Jeshua or
Tobias is the Hebrew translator. In the end of the section on Jeshua, Fiirst com-
pletely forgets his objection and his own view; Jeshua is the Arabic author of the
three chapters, and in the section on Tobias, this person makes his entry as the
translator!®® So we have to deal with two different questions: the authenticity of the
three chapters, upon which the authorship of the two books mentioned therein
depends, and the identity of the translator.

One quotation, in Steinschneider 1858, 172, which Fiirst has forgotten to take
into account, proves that the author of one of these chapters is identical with the
writer of a passage of the book 7nm1 7%, Oxford, Bodl. Ms. Opp. 26, attributed to
Tobias. It is too early, however, to judge whether this compilation was translated
from Arabic or is an original, what its sources are, etc. No other manuscript of this
work is known to exist.®! [Tobias b. Moses is now presumed to be the author; a second
copy has come to light in ms. St. Petersburg, Institute of Oriental Studies C 116.] For the
quoted wo1 n2wn, see §271.

For us, the question of the translator of the entire book is the more important one.
Most of the old Karaite translations do not name the translator; from the first period
(until mid-twelfth century) almost none is known by name.**> Only Tobias (§268),
a student of Jeshua and the “translator” par excellence, is well known, but he hardly
translated on his own all of the writings that we have (apart from those which are
lost or which we do not know), nor even all those which by using Greek words
betray their origin in Greece or its neighboring countries.®® In order to maintain
(following 1455I Pinsker) that Jeshua was the author of our work, we need additional
proof, beyond the few passages in the three chapters, which allow for diverse
interpretations. One would rather assume that in the Orient, where the tradition of
composing in Arabic continued, the need to translate Arabic works was not yet felt.
Perhaps Tobias was the first translator and Hebrew compilator,”* because he had been
in Jerusalem and lived in Constantinople, the only region where Karaite immigration
was significant enough to bring about translations. As a matter of fact, the first traces
of Karaite literature in Constantinople may be observed approximately in Tobias’s time,

0TI, 186, 188, 189, Notes, 74, 75; Note 543 and 548 as a separate writing, and 206.

M1 Cf. also Frankl 1871, 471 on *nwipns.

392 Jacob b. Simon, translator of Jeshua’s N1y, is otherwise unknown; Fiirst 1862 II, 196, 203, 206,
however, knows everything; Graetz 1875, VI, 95 also follows Pinsker 1860, 219 etc., but cf.
Steinschneider 1858, 190.

3 Fiirst 1862 II, 204 names 13 writings of Joseph, among them also those that are only known
from quotations. Frankl 1887, 13 points to the speed in which translations were made.

34 Frankl 1819-1889, 17: calls him the “center”. In Frank 1887, 13, he presumes that Jeshua’s school
(end of the eleventh century), operating from Jerusalem, wanted to support the Karaite propaganda
in the West by the speedy production of translations. This presumption is still in need of corroboration
from other sides. It is not evident that such translations were done in interlinear form.
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[a coincidence] to which we shall return shortly.>*> This period is of interest to us
primarily because of an entirely new question, i.e., whether the first Rabbanite
translators may have borrowed words and forms from old Karaite translations. I
shall tackle this very complicated inquiry when the study of some pertinent manuscripts
will be granted to me. [Steinschneider apparently never carried out this intention.]

The character of our translation is described in detail in the Leiden catalogue
1858, 167 ff.; Pinsker 1860, Appendix, 199, has collected a number of unusual
words, and Fiirst blends them into a stew of mistakes, as is his habit. The translation
has a highly Arabicizing character, leaving a great number of Arabic words and
even phrases as they are and structuring the Hebrew according to Arabic forms.
Attention has already been called to Greek words. Frankl (Nachrede, 7) thinks
Tobias is the translator, since he has translated the compendium (§268); the identity
of the translator, he says, is “quite evident” — but under current circumstances, as we
have explained, a more detailed argumentation would not be superfluous. More
important is his remark that the three (or four) final chapters, discussed above, were
considerably abridged, probably because Tobias could refer in their place to his own
writings w51 N2°wn and 7M1 XX (sic). One may still resolve all of the difficulties if
those writings in their principal contents were not written by Tobias, but are rather
compilations from Arabic texts, to which Tobias may have added something (§271.5).

Joseph ha-Roeh Sefer ha-Ne ‘imot

Leiden, Bibliotheek der Rijksuniversiteit Cod. Or. 4779 (IMHM F 28071).
Paris, Bibliotheque Nationale héb 670 (IMHM F 11549), 50b-51b.

St. Petersburg, Institute of Oriental Studies B 394 (IMHM F 53555), 44a—63a.
St. Petersburg, Russian National Library Evr. I 687 (IMHM F 51269).

St. Petersburg, Institute of Oriental Studies B 241 (IMHM F 53371), 4a—124b.
St. Petersburg, Institute of Oriental Studies C 103 IMHM F 69335), 1b—48a.

§268. 2. ™nnoR 28nd 3 Book of the Compendium [?]. The original was assumed to
be lost. Recently the British Museum purchased a defective manuscript from 1456l
[Moses Wilhelm] Shapira (chapters 9-20 and 23-29). In the preceding work the author
quotes it under the title *17¥m%X; Joseph Ibn Zaddik, who calls the author Aba
Ya‘qub, follows his method in part.”” [For the question of the identity of *1%m78 with

5 Cf. Frankl 1819-1889, 18: “in other countries like (i.e. as) Byzantium no trace”; ibid. 222
tenth—eleventh century Egypt and Byzantium; according to Fiirst 1862 II, 190 only in the eleventh
century. Aharon b. Judah 117017 is a contemporary of Solomon ha-Nasi, cf. Steinschneider 1877a,
113. — What does the codex Krim 4 (Steinschneider 1858, 237) contain?

3% om0 in Fiirst 1862 11, 57, 64 and 204; according to Notes, 18 n. 201 cod. Mitschri has 7°n; but
in Pinsker 1860, appendix, 196, we find 711, and according to Firkovich 1871 r»nn. Delitzsch on
Ez Hayyim, ch. 315 has the emendation 70 from Jefet, not under this person in Fiirst 1862 II,
138 ff.. 64,7%2n‘on>} and Notes, 24 no. 305 is not attested to, but is found in Delitzsch on Ez
Hayyim (“perhaps in fact referring to this IX¥n'>» has the name "nnMR.”).

97 Steinschneider 1858, 185; Steinschneider 1857a, 313, n. 26; hence Pinsker 1860, 196; he misses
a passage which is quoted in M»°v1. On the method, cf. Kaufmann 1877a, 281. The Arabic title is
quoted with difficulty from the Hebrew translation, and Weinberg’s deduction (Mikrokosmos 1888, 10)
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™nN9X I8N, see Sklare with Ben-Shammai 1997, 65, which introduces the catalogue and
description of the Judaeo-Arabic fragments in St. Petersburg, 65-89.] I shall not comment
upon Fiirst’s hypotheses concerning the title of the work.>®

The Hebrew translation, which carries the title *ns nn°onn (Psalm 19:8), is extant
in the following:

Manuscripts: Paris, BN héb 670/2; Oxford, Bodl. Ms. Poc. 213 (defective)®®;
Oxford, Bodl. Ms. Heb.f.12; Leiden, BR Cod. Or. 4779/3 (1858, 179). Paris, BN
héb 670/2. St. Petersburg RNL Ms. Evr. I 688, St. Petersburg RNL Ms. Evr. I 689
(defective). — St. Petersburg IOS B 342b, St. Petersburg, IOS B 241/4, St. Petersburg
10S B 394 Misri.®® Deinard (1888). [For selections of the Hebrew translation, see
Vajda 1976.]

According to the epigraph in the Leiden manuscript the book contains additions
by Tobias,®' who would then be the translator from the Arabic. — The Paris
catalogue writes that “this treatise was apparently originally written in Arabic.”
As a matter of fact, it contains few Arabic words, but stylistically it exhibits many
arabisms. The Greek words may just possibly be traced back to the author, but it is
easier to assume they were added by Tobias. On the other hand, a double Arabic title
does not fit a Hebrew work, and we do not know of any other Hebrew work by this
author. Neubauer®? supposes our book to be identical with IX¥2nOXYR, but he him-
self notes a quotation from the eleventh treatise of the latter® which proves that it
is not our compendium; in any event, its chapters are not numbered. Neubauer
exhibits part of the epigraph of St. Petersburg RNL Ms. Evr. I 688; he was led to
assume, on the basis of the equivocal p°nyn, that the book was translated three
times.®** The manuscript was copied by Elijah b. Isaac who says, towards the end,
talking about some historical facts, particularly concerning the Karaites, that 500
Karaite books were burned in Constantinople in 1735; he himself had lost between
50 and 60 books in Gosloff®> and could not find a complete copy of the copied
book. The prototype of this manuscript was copied, not translated, by Elijah b.
Barukh Yerushalmi, a well-known copyist (around 1654); Elijah is probably also the

is unfounded. That Judah ha-Levi himself knows one single Karaite philosopher (Fiirst 1862 II, 51)
is a misunderstanding of Pinsker 1860, appendix, 194 1%11 °2°% 3 and only *2X.

39811, 50, 53, 63; cf. Frankl 1872, 8.

3 First recognized in Steinschneider 1858, 182.

€0 This person (in Pinsker 1860, Appendix, 195) is passed over by Frankl 1872, 9.

01 Fiirst 1862, 11, 64, purportedly according to the ms. in Steinschneider 1858; Furkan ...! Pinsker
1860, n. 198, had corrected to 7w "™ W; in Pinsker’s text, 219, where reference is made to
Steinschneider 1858, “197” should read “179.”

%02Neubauer 1866, 7, 114.

3 Fiirst 1862 1II, 56, on nine sections of the Book of Commandments etc. is, as everything else
here, of no use.

%4 Neubauer 1866, 108; cf. 8; imprecisely Steinschneider 1877c, 346.

“5Neubauer 1866, 120 o'vw o nn; according to St. Petersburg RNL Ms. Evr. T 689 (659 in
Neubauer 1866, 119, is a misprint, cf. 9) 2ww IX.
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author, not translator, of some Hebrew works.5* He always tried to improve his copies;
probably we owe to him also some alterations to the text. He supplies prologues
and epigraphs which sometimes have been given more authority than they deserve.
In our manuscript, at the end of the foreword, Elijah apologizes for leaving out some
words or adding letters, something that the translator Tobias had already done,
according to the observation of Elijah Bashyazi (died 1490) in his copy (not
“translation”). He (Elijah Bashyazi) has also, according to Elijah b. Baruch, 1457I
placed the conspectus of chapters at the end of the book. After counting he found
them to number thirty-three, and so he marked them with the mnemonic 7w 32
(Lev. 14:12). He himself, he says, has put the register at the beginning of the book
and indicated the subject of every chapter at its beginning.5"’

Thus there is only one single translator called Tobias, or, to give his full name,
Tobias b. Moses, called ha-Oved (Arabic 72¥9R, the servant, namely of God), also
“the Scholar” (°pa7), from Constantinople, probably the student of Jeshua in
Jerusalem (mid-eleventh century?), one of the first translators from Arabic known
to us.%%8

Pinsker 1860 (Appendix, 198) gives us the contents of the thirty-three chapters.
Generally they tally with the “comprehensive” work (no. 1 in this entry), except for
the polemic against the sects, which is not found in the compendium, for that book
was directed at those who had no need of it.%” Since each of the two books refers
to the other, it is impossible to decide which one was composed first. FrankI!°
deduces from one passage of the compendium missing from the more elaborate
book that the latter is the more recent version.

Leiden, Bibliotheek der Rijksuniversiteit Cod. Or. 4779 (IMHM F 28071).

Oxford, Bodleian Library Ms. Heb.f.12 (Ms.Heb.f.12) (Neubauer 2789) (IMHM F 17286).
Oxford, Bodleian Library Ms. Poc. 213 (Ms. Uri 129) (Neubauer 323) (IMHM F 17242).
Paris, Bibliotheque Nationale héb 670 (IMHM F 11549), 50b—51b.

Paris, Bibliotheque Nationale héb 670/2 (IMHM F 11549), 77a—107a.

St. Petersburg, Institute of Oriental Studies B 342 (IMHM F 53537), 8§1a—122b.

St. Petersburg, Institute of Oriental Studies B 394 (IMHM F 53555), 44a—63a.

St. Petersburg, Russian National Library Evr. I 687 (IMHM F 51269).

St. Petersburg, Russian National Library Evr. I 688 (IMHM F 51269), 69a-95a.

St. Petersburg, Russian National Library Evr. I 689 (IMHM F 51332), 69a-95a.

St. Petersburg, Institute of Oriental Studies B 241 (IMHM F 53371), 4a—124b.

St. Petersburg, Institute of Oriental Studies I0S B 241/4 (IMHM F 53371), 180a-226b.
St. Petersburg, Institute of Oriental Studies C 103 IMHM F 69335), 1b—48a.

60 Geiger 1864, 19; Neubauer 1866, 67; cf. the quotations in Steinschneider 1882, 332. Cf. also
Steinschneider 1881h, 13; n. 601 and §271 n. 5.

%07The index comes first in Steinschneider 1858, 180.

%%Tsaac b. Reuben Barceloni translates in 1078, Moses Ibn Gikatilla (Gramm.), Joseph Ibn Sahl
(1123/4). Steinschneider 1857a, 294, n. 13; Judah ben Barzillai 1885, X.

% Cf. Frankl 1872, 13 and Steinschneider 1858, 183 mny: 1 *nagp.
©10Frankl 1871, 153; in Frankl 1872, 9, he is indifferent to the question.
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§269. (Doubtful works.) Here I collect those works whose author or original lan-
guage are doubtful, continuing my numbering and beginning with those attributed to
one of the two Josephs.

3. 1717 217% 279 (Chapter on Theodicy):

Manuscripts Leiden, BR Cod. Or. 47903 (1858, 227). Paris, BN héb 670b,
St. Petersburg RNL Ms. Evr. I 679; St. Petersburg, IOS B 241/5 [formerly belonging
to Abraham Mitschri], St. Petersburg, IOS B 241/5; St. Petersburg I0S B 394

The author is not named in the Paris manuscript, copied by Simcha Isaac, who
attributes it in his bibliography to Joseph b. Abraham. Pinsker 1860 (Appendix, 198)
also takes this to be probable; for Fiirst (1862 II, 69) and Gottlober and Chwolson
1865, 176, it is a fact that the book is translated from Arabic, which contradicts my
opinion (1858, 227). In the Firkovich manuscript there is a note near the beginning
by Elijah b. Baruch Yerushalmi®! who adds to the title, “by R. Aha” (if this is not
one of Firkovich’s forgeries).®'? The copyist took it for the Book 2°212377, mentioned
by Judah Hadassi (as anonymous),®'* whose author was, according to him, Nissi b.
Noah. [Concerning this author, see Jacob Mann (Falaquera 1935), 11, 305 and 1413.]6!
Firkovich refutes this combination with the book 2°21237 or 221237 N127 in a note;
the latter, he says, is a geographical (!) work, whereas our chapter deals with defi-
nitions, since a variant reading displays >173 instead of M3, and in fact it
contains definitions (according to Firkovich, ninety-four). Our chapter, according
to him, refers to ten things that are explained at the beginning of the book (according
to Fiirst, the ten articles of faith!); it is therefore none other than the book
D273Wnn NI or MNXAT IR 099, a work on the commandments whose introduction,
under the title 07277 nwy, 1458l is found in manuscripts Firkovich 610 and
Geiger 12. Nissi, the purported author, lived in 790 and was the first Karaite to
write in Hebrew, his predecessors having written in Aramaic. However, some
fragments of this introduction, or rather of an introduction to an interpretation of
the Decalogue, as well as a part of the latter, edited by Pinsker, are more than
dubious.®" Schorr®'® supposes interpolations in some philosophical terms; I think
the piece is more recent.’’’ Concerning the identification of Nissi with a

10n Elijah, cf. n. 506.

2Tn the Paris catalogue as beginning up to ¥7 727 also in Steinschneider 1858, and in Pinsker
1860. The writing itself begins with n¥7a NN ¥71 3MK; the end is TM7Y X 25 v,

613 Ch. 33; but ch. 100 letter 1 (cf. Steinschneider 1858, 49) 0°7123 nnan — thus not Isaac Israeli, as
Steinschneider 1852, 1119 f. 20 has it; cf. §224 and further below.

61411172 °01 in Neubauer 1866, 146; in Firkovich ms. 17X "1 701

15 Pinsker 1860, 37 ff., appendix, 2 ff.; cf. the variant readings from the ms. in Geiger 1864, 9 ff.
616 Schorr 1862, 70. — On 10w ' cf. Gottlober and Chwolson 1865, 196 (from Mugammis, who
wrote in Arabic; cf. Abraham b. Hiyya, Steinschneider 1864c, 85). The word w0 occurs
frequently.

617 Steinschneider 1881a, 35 and VII; cf. Steinschneider 1869a, IX, 18781, 141 (cf.
n. 3103). Supplement 6 127 nwx1a; cf. Mma Steinschneider 1858, 226; 1870e, 99
(Steinschneider 1872c, 6, 57) Menachem b. Saruk, Steinschneider 1879b, 4. — 2: y>%n odn 25w
207 7771 93 ’9Y; does 7oon replace X°21? The regulations for teachers and students (12) see above 33.
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Rabbi Aha (XnX), who is supposed to have been a Masorete,®'® Fiirst’s explana-
tion of the error is plausible.®” The introduction (37) has: 1PR2 m3 j2 °03 IR
mI*1 2PA° IR " RIPI7 00 ]9 [2°0] °n; for 40, 1R, someone substituted XnxX 3. This
kind of rhyme, however, is accepted only in the Franco-German school.®* The
passage seems even more suspicious in view of the fact that Firkovich used it to
fabricate a title, composed by Nissi b. Noah in 688.52! Simcha Isaac seems to have
emended it to M1 PR X622

Now if the combined discussion of theodicy along with the interpretation of the
Decalogue were to be confirmed — on the basis of their styles, which, however, seem
very different to me — one would have every reason to date both of them several
centuries after Nissi, in whose name Joseph Bagi (beginning of the sixteenth century)
already cites a passage from the introduction.®?

Finally, we remark that God’s ten promises listed in the theodicy are perhaps
related to the signs of the Messiah.®**

Leiden, Bibliotheek der Rijksuniversiteit Cod. Or. 4779 (IMHM F 28071).

Leiden, Bibliotheek der Rijksuniversiteit Cod. Or. 4790 (Warner 52) (IMHM F 28074),
13a—41a.

Oxford, Bodleian Library Ms. Heb.f.12 (Ms.Heb.f.12) (Neubauer 2789) (IMHM F 17286).

Oxford, Bodleian Library Ms. Poc. 213 (Ms. Uri 129) (Neubauer 323) (IMHM F 17242).

Paris, Bibliotheque Nationale héb 670 (IMHM F 11549), 50b-51b.

Paris, Bibliotheque Nationale héb 670/2 (IMHM F 11549), 77a—107a.

St. Petersburg, Institute of Oriental Studies B 342 (IMHM F 53537), 81a—122b.

St. Petersburg, Institute of Oriental Studies B 394 (IMHM F 53555), 44a—63a.

St. Petersburg, Russian National Library Evr. I 679 (IMHM F 51336).

St. Petersburg, Russian National Library Evr. I 687 (IMHM F 51269).

St. Petersburg, Russian National Library Evr. I 688 (IMHM F 51269), 69a-95a.

St. Petersburg, Russian National Library Evr. I 689 (IMHM F 51332), 69a-95a.

St. Petersburg, Institute of Oriental Studies B 241 (IMHM F 53371), 4a—124b.

St. Petersburg, Institute of Oriental Studies I0S B 241/4 (IMHM F 53371), 180a—226b.

St. Petersburg, Institute of Oriental Studies B 241/5 (IMHM F 53371), 228a—50b.

St. Petersburg, Institute of Oriental Studies C 103 IMHM F 69335), 1b—48a.

e e e e e e

Nissi talks in the beginning (37) of @ nnxm o nwKRIT o°2own: Firkovich in Gottlober and
Chwolson 1865, 141!

18 According to Karaite manuscripts; cf. Steinschneider 1880c, 104 and Harkavy 1876, 174; in
Strack Stud. und Krit. 1875, 480 vol. 48, or 47 611, 739, &nX is not mentioned. It is not conceivable
why Fiirst 1862 1, 14 and 152 n. 53 assumes an old Aha at all, since he differentiates him from
Nissi. Firk. in Gottlober and Chwolson 1865, 141 (cf. 196 pagination “206”) assumes the existence
of two XnX; the masorete, he says, is the more recent!

59 Fiirst 1862 1, 67 and 156.

620 Steinschneider 1880c, 104.

02 Harkavy 1874, 1875; the inscription also in Geiger 1875a, 293 (cf. 295); Harkavy 1876, 243,
cf. 221. Harkavy has failed to point out the relation to our passage.

022 Geiger 1864, 11.

023 Steinschneider 1858, 125; cf. 390 s. v. "01.

024 Steinschneider 1877¢, 348, 356; cf. M7 nyoX mw, Neubauer 1866, 7; Pinsker 1860, Appendix, 192;
for mmx 2wy cf. Steinschneider, 1874—1875, 630, 635 (vol. 28), 163 (vol. 29).
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§270. 4. mxw (Questions) which Aba Jacob (Ya“qub) put to all scholars of the
world, “Israelite and non-Israelite,” concerning the central issues of dogma, a
work whose Arabic original is not known,’ in Hebrew [Not a few collections of
responsa in Arabic by al-Basir have been identified; however, none of those that have been
inspected are the original of the Hebrew m>xw.]:

Manuscripts. Leiden, BR Cod. Or. 4779/5, 104, copy in Trigland. Paris,
BN héb 670/4; St. Petersburg, IOS B 67; NY, JTS Ms. 3409. St. Petersburg RNL
Ms. Evr. T 682; St. Petersburg RNL Ms. Evr. I 684 Tischendorf 5 (defective).52
Yerahmiel Fried in Odessa.

The name Abu Jacob may refer to different Karaite authors, e.g., Joseph b.
Noah,*”” Joseph b. Bakhtawi (?),°% 1459 Joseph Qirgisani, and Joseph b. Abraham,
as well as to Isaac b. Bahlul®® who, as a matter of fact, is straightforwardly credited
with our book by the Firkovich catalogue, and by Gottlober and Chwolson 1865, 146.
Pinsker finally opted for Joseph b. Abraham, and Fiirst relays this identification as
a fact®%; and although I do not see any good reason to attribute the Questions to
any other author, there is still no sufficient basis for [attributing them to] Joseph
b. Abraham. According to the title in the Leiden manuscript there are thirteen
questions. However, they are not numbered, and, in fact, there are twenty-one.
The Firkovich manuscript counts fifteen in the title, 15.6%!

The translation whose author is not named uses few Greek words.

Leiden, Bibliotheek der Rijksuniversiteit Cod. Or. 4779 (IMHM F 28071).

Leiden, Bibliotheek der Rijksuniversiteit Cod. Or. 4779/5 (IMHM F 28071), 133b-38a.

Leiden, Bibliotheek der Rijksuniversiteit Cod. Or. 4790 (Warner 52) (IMHM F 28074),
13a—41a.

New York, Jewish Theological Seminary 3409 (ENA 2771) (IMHM F 53002), 146a—61a.

Oxford, Bodleian Library Ms. Heb.f.12 (Ms.Heb.f.12) (Neubauer 2789) (IMHM F 17286).

Oxford, Bodleian Library Ms. Poc. 213 (Ms. Uri 129) (Neubauer 323) (IMHM F 17242).

Paris, Bibliotheque Nationale héb 670 (IMHM F 11549), 50b—51b.

Paris, Bibliotheque Nationale héb 670/2 (IMHM F 11549), 77a—107a.

2 Fiirst 1862 II, 73 makes up the Arabic title “Kitab al-Azul (sic) al-Din” etc.! — In Simcha Isaac:
MAwm Moxw.

926 Steinschneider 1859a, 93.

©27Cf. Harkavy 1881; cf. Steinschneider 1858, 389; Gottlober and Chwolson 1865, 177; cf. n. 548.
928 Steinschneider 1858, 184, cf. Steinschneider 1870f, 113; Geiger 1867a; Gottlober and Chwolson
1865, 146, 177, 9xon2 Steinschneider 1858, 25, cf., however, Firkovich 1871, 22. On the pronun-
ciation of the Persian ending ™ (wayh, see n. 556), cf. Ibn al-Nadim 1871f II, 107; Noldeke 1876,
753, and De Goeje 1882, 341, according to which my quotation in 1878a, 443, has to be
supplemented.

629 Steinschneider 1858, l.c.; cf. Steinschneider 1862d, 50. For 1772 cf. Stickel 1864, 780
(Steinschneider 1878d, 451; still in the eighteenth century in De Jong and Weijers 1862, 180). — A
Jew 1972 still in 1862, cf. Coronel 1864, fol. 95b. — Gottlober and Chwolson 1865, 146 assumes
51973, but Chwolsohn has 1972,

00 Frankl 1872, 9, assumes the authorship to be dubious and planned to address the problem
elsewhere; Pinsker 1860 115, n. 198; Fiirst 1862 II, 73.

91 Neubauer 1866, 146.
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Paris, Bibliotheque Nationale héb 670/4 (IMHM F 11549), 121a-34a.

St. Petersburg, Institute of Oriental Studies B 67 (IMHM F 53002), 92a—103b.
St. Petersburg, Institute of Oriental Studies B 342 (IMHM F 53537), 81a—122b.
St. Petersburg, Institute of Oriental Studies B 394 (IMHM F 53555), 44a—63a.

St. Petersburg, Russian National Library Evr. I 679 (IMHM F 51336).

St. Petersburg, Russian National Library Evr. I 682 (IMHM F 51005), 1a—15a.
St. Petersburg, Russian National Library Evr. I 684 (IMHM F 51374), 1a—15a.
St. Petersburg, Russian National Library Evr. I 687 (IMHM F 51269).

St. Petersburg, Russian National Library Evr. I 688 (IMHM F 51269), 69a-95a.
St. Petersburg, Russian National Library Evr. I 689 (IMHM F 51332), 69a-95a.
St. Petersburg, Institute of Oriental Studies B 241 (IMHM F 53371), 4a—124b.
St. Petersburg, Institute of Oriental Studies [0S B 241/4 (IMHM F 53371), 180a—226b.
St. Petersburg, Institute of Oriental Studies B 241/5 (IMHM F 53371), 228a-50b.
St. Petersburg, Institute of Oriental Studies C 103 IMHM F 69335), 1b—48a.

e e S S S S T P NP P

§271. There are several Karaite authors by the name of Jeshua (not to be con-
fused with Joshua).®*? The most famous is Jeshua b. Judah. The Arabic form of his
name is very probably Abt 1-Faraj Furqan b. Asad®?; he is supposed to have been
the student of Joseph b. Abraham and the teacher of the translator Tobias (that is to
say, second half of the eleventh century). The chronological problems besetting that
teacher have been resolved by recent research (§264).54 Other than this, very little
is known about his person; everything that Fiirst presents®® is found only in some
anonymous works, falsely attributed to him, e.g., in a Hebrew (translated?) com-
mentary to Exodus and Leviticus which is attributed to one Jeshua b. Ali (other-
wise unknown), supposedly composed in 1088 (St. Petersburg RNL Ms. Evr. 1
588). In another place, I have briefly discussed Pinsker’s opinions about the work —
which are mutually contradictory.®*

5. wo1 n2wn (Consolation of the Soul), a dogmatic and ethical work similar to the
writings of Joseph b. Abraham, is extant in Hebrew (probably translated from
Arabic) in the following:

Manuscripts: Paris, BN héb 670a, St. Petersburg, RNL Evr. I 690, [St. Petersburg,
10S B 339, St. Petersburg, IOS B 241a, St. Petersburg, RNL Evr. IT A 40, St. Petersburg,
10S C 103a, St. Petersburg, IOS B 340.]

02 Kaufmann 1877a, Index, 518: Josua b. Ali (!); for the passage, cf. Steinschneider 1858, 173. —
For Jeshua b. Jacob, cf. Steinschneider 1879b. 130.

930n Jeshua, cf. the quotations in Steinschneider 1858, 174; Pinsker 1860, 219 A. 169 ff., espe-
cially 173; Fiirst 1862 II, 168 (Notes, 66), Gottlober and Chwolson 1865, 195; Neubauer 1866. 20;
Steinschneider 1862d, n. 3; Steinschneider 1877¢, 347 8; Bacher 1876, 51.

93 Elijah Bashyazi (1835, n17x Pentecost, chapter 6, fol. 42 d [ = 1966, fol. 72d-73a)] says expres-
sis verbis that he was younger than Levi b. Yefet (cf. Pinsker 1860, A. 172).

0331862 11, 162 ff. — That he was in Jerusalem can supposedly be inferred from Hadassi (Bashyazi
1835), fol. 76, according to Pinsker n. 173 (but no mention of it on 170); cf., however, Firkovich in
Gottlober and Chwolson 1865, 185 (“195™).

036 Steinschneider 1877c¢, 347—48; cf. Neubauer 1866, 20.
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St. Petersburg, RNL Evr. I 690 has been redacted by Elijah (b. Baruch
Yerushalmi?); he is then the first person to attribute the work to Jeshua. Following
after him in this attribution are Simcha Isaac (who copied the Paris manuscript;
nevertheless, Simha mentions (3”& 24°) a book by the same title which, he says,
is mentioned by Joseph b. Abraham in his Ne ‘imot). It is very improbable that a
translator should have given the same title to two different books; therefore, the
quotations in the last chapters of the Ne ‘imot have been taken to be interpolations.
Frankl assumes Tobias to be their author (§267). 1460l Curiously enough, no other
medieval author seems to know of the work; therefore, we have too little information
about it to enter into a detailed discussion.%?’

Leiden, Bibliotheek der Rijksuniversiteit Cod. Or. 4779 (IMHM F 28071).

Leiden, Bibliotheek der Rijksuniversiteit Cod. Or. 4779/5 (IMHM F 28071), 133b-38a.

Leiden, Bibliotheek der Rijksuniversiteit Cod. Or. 4790 (Warner 52) (IMHM F 28074),
13a—41a.

New York, Jewish Theological Seminary 3409 (ENA 2771) (IMHM F 53002), 146a—61a.

Oxford, Bodleian Library Ms. Heb.f.12 (Ms.Heb.f.12) (Neubauer 2789) (IMHM F 17286).

Oxford, Bodleian Library Ms. Poc. 213 (Ms. Uri 129) (Neubauer 323) (IMHM F 17242).

Paris, Bibliotheque Nationale héb 670 (IMHM F 11549), 109a—20b.

Paris, Bibliotheque Nationale héb 670 (IMHM F 11549), 50b—51b.

Paris, Bibliotheque Nationale héb 670/2 (IMHM F 11549), 77a—107a.

Paris, Bibliotheque Nationale héb 670/4 (IMHM F 11549), 121a-34a.

St. Petersburg, Institute of Oriental Studies B 67 (IMHM F 53002), 92a—103b.

St. Petersburg, Institute of Oriental Studies B 342 (IMHM F 53537), 81a—122b.

St. Petersburg, Institute of Oriental Studies B 394 (IMHM F 53555), 44a—63a.

St. Petersburg, Russian National Library Evr. I 679 (IMHM F 51336).

St. Petersburg, Russian National Library Evr. I 682 (IMHM F 51005), 1a—15a.

St. Petersburg, Russian National Library Evr. I 684 (IMHM F 51374), 1a—15a.

St. Petersburg, Russian National Library Evr. I 687 (IMHM F 51269).

St. Petersburg, Russian National Library Evr. [ 688 (IMHM F 51269), 69a-95a.

St. Petersburg, Russian National Library Evr. I 689 (IMHM F 51332), 69a-95a.

St. Petersburg, Institute of Oriental Studies IOS B 241 IMHM F 53371), 250b—68b.

St. Petersburg, Institute of Oriental Studies B 241 (IMHM F 53371), 4a—124b.

St. Petersburg, Institute of Oriental Studies 10S B 241/4 (IMHM F 53371), 180a—226b.

St. Petersburg, Institute of Oriental Studies B 241/5 (IMHM F 53371), 228a-50b.

St. Petersburg, Institute of Oriental Studies IOS B 339 (IMHM F 53458), 16 fols.

St. Petersburg, Institute of Oriental Studies IOS B 340 (IMHM F 53449), 65-77.

St. Petersburg, Institute of Oriental Studies IOS C 103 (IMHM F 69335), 83b-91a.

St. Petersburg, Institute of Oriental Studies C 103 IMHM F 69335), 1b—48a.

St. Petersburg, Russian National Library Evr. I 690 (IMHM 51333), 22 fols.

St. Petersburg, Russian National Library Evr. II A 40 IMHM F 64039), 9a—20b.

-
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§272. 6. oxv? 8970 (Healing for the Bones), on God and His attributes:

Manuscripts: Paris, BN héb 670/6, St. Petersburg, RNL Evr. I 686, [St. Petersburg,
10S C 103/3, St. Petersburg, I0S C 69/3, St. Petersburg, IOS B 241/2]. — Rabin. 1886 n. 55
[ = Cincinnati, HUC 848?]

7 Riirst 1862 I1, 186; extract from Muhtawi! Beginning in Paris X111 01X w...77707 1anw T1an%;
end 121 .. IRNX 137 190
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Perhaps this is translated from Arabic. Hadassi (chapter 33 and 100, in Hadassi
1836 edition, at the end of f. 98)%* mentions the title; thus it is a work belonging to
the first period (before 1148). All that we know about the author is the fact that he
lived in Jerusalem, which he says himself, and that he has not visited Babylon or
Constantinople. Simcha Isaac (Luzki) does not know of him; Pinsker attributes the
book to Jeshua b. Judah without a valid reason, but with enough [plausibility] for
Fiirst to gather details about Jeshua’s biography from it. In order to make some use
of his own manuscript, Firkovich wants to attribute it to Aharon Abi I-Faraj, or even
to a tenth-century author.

This treatise is composed of twelve chapters in the Paris manuscript, but in the
Firkovich manuscript, according to Pinsker, of three chapters and twenty-five gates,
apart from the introduction. The technical terms are frequently given in Arabic and
Greek; the former probably derive from the original, the latter may perhaps be due
to the translator.5*

Cincinnati, Hebrew Union College HUC 848 (IMHM F 11336), 29 fols.

Paris, Bibliotheque Nationale héb 670/6 (IMHM F 11549), 151a-72b.

St. Petersburg, Institute of Oriental Studies I0OS B 241/2 (IMHM F 53371), 160b—25a.
St. Petersburg, Institute of Oriental Studies IOS C 69/3 IMHM F 69215), 56a—71a.
St. Petersburg, Institute of Oriental Studies I0S C 103/3 (IMHM F 69335), 69a—83a.
St. Petersburg, Russian National Library RNL Evr. I 686 (IMHM F 51373), 20 fols.

§273.7. p7807 W (Gate of Justice): St. Petersburg, RNL Evr. I 683 and St. Petersburg,
RNL Evr. 1 6855 (six folia in quarto), contain thirty-four questions, but carry slightly
different titles. [Another ms. fragment is St. Petersburg, I0S B 67/5.] The manuscripts
name as author 1011 b. Mashiah, and Firkovich adds that the book is mentioned,
along with five others by the same author, by Judah Hadassi (f. 98 %), but he does not
notice, or does not want to notice, that these works are mentioned in chapter 258,
and the author in chapter 257.5*! In fact Simcha Isaac names this as the title (f. 26)
of an anonymous work mentioned by Hadassi, without indicating the author. To me,
this title seemed to be that of a chapter rather than of a book, since a part of the
extensive book by Joseph b. Abraham (not a single chapter, as in Pinsker)** is
indicated in the same way. Hadassi’s remark may then refer in general to all works
treating of the subject of theodicy, e.g., supra, no. 3.

I know too little about this small treatise to decide whether it has been translated
from Arabic; but as it seems, the Karaites employed that language when discussing
dogmatics, at least in the first period.

038 Cf. Steinschneider 1858, 49; Steinschneider 1877c, 346. — Cf. Pinsker 1860, n. 73 (Fiirst II,
1862, 105 cf. 162); beginning (Paris) D787 X721 X *3 787 77v° ¥7; end ™ 7172 nax Tnnn.

¥ Fiirst 1862 III, 186; “Sefat Jischmael” without reference. Neubauer 1866, 146 has “a Byzantine
product” — why?

54077 NYT P02 77°YIN TR P27 NV 72T DT 0127 1OND; in ms. 683, the title 1101 "7 PN WW
mwn 12 precedes, in ms. 685 it follows. The Firkovich ms. catalogue concludes from this that they
are not copies from the same prototype.

%1 0On the other writings, cf. Steinschneider 1858, 180.

642115 under on, cf. n. 577.
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The name of the author, as it is assumed on the basis of an erroneous combination,
is corrupt almost throughout; Pinsker and Fiirst have not taken heed of the evidence
that I presented. Hasan,*** or, in the diminutive, 14611 Husayn (3°0m)%* b. Mashiah
was, according to Sahl,** a contemporary of Saadia and probably wrote in Arabic.

Hasan ben Mashiah (attributed to), Sha‘ar ha-zedeq

St. Petersburg, Institute of Oriental Studies B 67/5 (IMHM F 53002), 103b-7b.
St. Petersburg, Russian National Library Evr. I 683 (IMHM F 51005), 15b—20a.
St. Petersburg, Russian National Library Evr. I 685 (IMHM F 51005), 15b-9b.

Endnotes to Jewish Authors

[999-10001 Endnote 29 (to 386, n. 118) Choice of Pearls [In this endnote
Steinschneider matches up the aphorisms from published collections, including his
book of translated Hebrew poetry, Mannah 1847, with those of the Choice of Pearls
in Ascher’s edition. The abbreviations are explained above.]

(A) My Manna, the chapter of Ascher’s edition of Choice, followed by the
aphorism number therein [Le. ‘§87=1.3" should be read as ‘Manna, aphorism 87,
corresponding to Choice, ch. 1, aphorism 3. ] Manna, §87=1.3; §88=1.13;
§89=1.16; §90=1.28; §91=1.29; §92=1.36-37;, §93=1.42; §94=1.53,
§95=1.58; §96=1.57; §97=1.59; §98=1.65; §99=1.66; §100=3.79;
§101=3.107; §102=4.111; §103=5.117; §104=20.258; §105=21.268;
§106=25.229; §107=25.281; §108=27.310; §109=29.315; §110=31.332;
§111=32.328; §112=32.332; §113=32.317; §114=32.350; §115=32.352;
§116=32.355; §117 (ny»n); §118 36.376; §119 (mosn); §120=39.404,
§121=43.456; §122=44.502; §123=44.523; §124=44.516; §125=47.563;
§126 (Dz. 6).

(B) Kimbhi (see above, p. 384) [the chapter numbers from Ascher’s edition are omitted]

(a) Dz. [1842]: §1=? (Pr.: [1990] 8, 9 fol. 11, Dukes 1851, 64); §2="7; §3
(incorrectly listed 17377 Ww)=69; §4=61; 5=7; §6=74; §7=414-15
(Choice, p. 166); §8="? (not 36-37); §9=60; §10=208; §11=547?
(the first line is not in ED 1852, 6; §12=522; §13=523; §14=547? 15="
(Pr.9:19,1.13); §16=? (§16b="?); §17="7; §18=601 (cf. 460, 260, where
the text is corrupt); §19=310 (read: 7n371 nM?); §20=436; §21=338;
§22=354.

%3 Thus also Ibn Ezra in Friedlaender 1877, Appendix, 26 ad Gen. 1, 6.

4 Steinschneider 1861a, 48, cf. 1862d, 50 n. 3. — Fiirst 1862 IT A. 14 maintains that 101 represents
the vulgar pronunciation of 18or! nrwn he says, is Arabic and to be pronounced Mashi’h! However,
m°on is originally Hebrew.

045 Steinschneider 1858, 403, Pinsker 1860, n. 37. Cf. Fiirst 1862 II, 46; Gottlober, 168; HB. l.c.;
cf. Steinschneider 1858, 390.
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(b) DI.[1846b]: §1? (Dukes 1853, 55, Dukes 1844, 536, incorrectly paginaged
as 542, from 17 ¥, not in the Cremona edition); §2=7?; §3b, §4=7;
§5=127,§6=13;87=158§8=16;8§9=17; §10=? (Dukes 1851, 8); §11=7?;
§12 (is the final strophe); §13=93; §14="7; §15=165? §16="7; §17=",
§18=549;§19="7; §20=178; §21="7; §22=194; §23=204; §24=136; §25
— 27="7 §28=756; §29=398; §§30-32="? §33=370.

(c) DII. [Dukes 1850c]: §1=29; §2=624 (also Pr. 12: 9); §3=7; §4 — ? (ED.
11); §5=50; §6=58; §7=7; §8=544.

(d) ED. [H. Edelmann 1852][§81,2,4,5(DIl.7) 11,16, 19,22, 24, 25, 26, 28,
29in Dz. 1 and 4 in DI. 3 (Paraphrase)=202; §6=63; §§7-10=? §12=156-
157; §§13, 14=7 §15=49; §17=264; §18=266; §20=363; §21=364,
§23="78§27="? §30=366; §31=367; §§32,33="

(e) Pr [Kimhi 1990] The aphorisms are numbered according to their sequence
in Kimhi’s commentary on Proverbs, with reference to chapter and verse
[and page number in the Talmage edition Kimhi 1990]; then they are matched to
other editions and to the Ascher edition of Choice: §1, 2:2, 11 Dz. 7; §2,
§3, §4 o on (D14, 5, 12, or 15?); §5 awyn *22 nnan=Ascher, 59. §6, 2:11,
6=7; 87 wR =117, §8, 3:16, 17=7.25, 7.30 8? 92, §10, 4:22, 25; §11,
8:11, 37 Dz. 1 §12, 10:19, 46 Dz. 15; §§13, 14, 11:2, 49=14.328-332
[11:15 2nx o»@wi 2w is not Choice?] §15, 11:2, 49=14.316-317,
§16,11:16,52=ib?;§17,=ib.518.8§18 11:25,54 ED 12§19, 11:25=1b.158;
§20, 12:9, 59 (Dukes 1850a, 507, Dukes 1853, 49 n. 31, where in Sarsa?
The anecdote of the King precedes it; see Steinschneider 1870f, §21, 14:12,
707?; §24, 14:30, 74 — 21.594 (Dukes 1850a, 378; §25, 16:32, 86, DI 13;
§26 ib. (?); §27, 18:23, 94; 28 n>13, 20:6=27? (Dukes 1850a, 389);
§29, 22:1, 111, prose, = 540 (see 387, n. 122 above [where Steinschneider
corrects Ascher’s text to read “8000” dinars rather than “80,0007; the proverb
here has “1000 gold dinars.”]) ; §30, 24:21, 121=32.366; §31, 25:14, 128?
(corrupt); §32, 25:17, ib. = 405; §33, 27:19, 138 (Dukes 1850a, 391);
§34, 29:19, 145=244.

In addition, a note to no. 86 (read M M71?); V27 NPy Dukes 1853
49, no. 30.

(C) Ibn Gabirol’s Ethics [Wise’s comparison between the aphorisms in Ibn
Gabirol’s Ethics and the Choice of Pearls in Wise 1901, 108-113, supercedes
Steinschneider’s comparison here. ]

Endnote 30 (to 428, n. 410) [In this endnote, Steinschneider gives various Hebrew
terms for the Aristotelian] Categories. (Key: ‘a’ refers to Ru’ah Hen, ch. 10; ‘b’ to
Emunot ve-De ‘ot 11, 2, according to Judah Ibn Tibbon’s translation; ‘c’ to Samuel
Ibn Tibbon’s Glossary, s.v. n>X, ‘d’ to Moses Ibn Tibbon’s translation of
Maimonides’ Logical Terms; ‘€’ to Jacob b. Makhir’s translation of Averroes’
Epitome on Logic; ‘f’ to the translation of Abraham Ibn Daud’s Emunah Ramah Ibn
Daud 1852, f. 5 ; where 2¥n is counted fourth; as a result, our numbers 4-6 are
counted there 5, 7, 6; cf. the anonymous work cited above on 500. [Actually, this
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statement appears to refer to n. 205 on 500, which discusses the Kelalei Higgayon of
David Ibn Bilia found in the Bodleian, Oxford Mich. 88, ff. 104a—129a; there the order of the
Categories is also slightly different from the standard one]; ‘g’ to the translation of Moses
Ibn Ezra’s Arugat ha-Bosem Dukes 1843a, 118, where our nos. 5-8 are rearranged
as 6, 5, 8, 7, cf. Kaufmann 1877a, 64.

1. oxy — everywhere, 2. a, b N3, even 713, g 3 — .77°H0a etc. MK, d X,
g4 — XN a, b, d A70xn, ¢ AMEem Mok, e £ g 5 — MoTwET a etc. Nk, b A, g Ny,
inb, gas6.—6aetc. MR, b Mmpn, g0pn, inb f g as 5. — 7 1¥n everywhere, in
bas8.—817,band g (as7) 1°Ip. — 9 a, etc. 2¥2>w, b and g %¥: ¢ and e place 10 before
9. - 10 a etc. 2yon*w, b Hyo1, g 7wo. — In Saadia Commentary on Sefer Yezirah there
are various translations: 2190 ,m>X ,nMnd , 70>, (Dukes 1853, 25, Kaufmann 1877a,
141), ap ,@pn or 591,519 ,11p, or, o, Pyon 1apm w7 (Dukes 1853, 3.)

Endnote 31 (to 436) Variants to Maimonides, 7™ 2Kn, see Steinschneider
1892, 86.

Endnote 32 (to 446) Pseudo-Saadia on 015. Steinschneider 1892, 79; Epstein
1892, 75.
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Arabic-letter copy, 147
commentaries on, 159
foreword to Ibn Tibbon's translation, 146
glossary, 158
Ibn Tibbon's translation, 146
Latin translations, 158
paraphrases, 152
printing of Hebrew text, 174
printing of Hebrew text translation, 182
and Ru’ah Hen., 150, 152, 201

H
Hadassi, Judah, 194, 199
and Book of Sects, 188
Haendel, Manoah, 82
Halfon ben Netanel, 116
Hariri, Judah al, 61, 142
Hasan ben Mashiah: attribution of Sha‘ar
ha-zedeq (Gate of Justice), 200
Healing for the Bones (Karaite work), 198
Hebraisms, 51, 56-57
Hebrew
back translations, 1-3, 7-9, 11-13, 19, 24,
25, 30, 31, 33, 3741, 46, 51, 55, 58,
62,71, 83,136, 138, 161, 163, 171
characters for works in original language,
11,37
pre-modern style, 57
status, 51, 53, 59, 83, 154
Hebrew script, Arabic texts in, 55
Hen, Zerahia ben She’altiel, 165
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Hermes, 131

Hefez al-Quti, 88

Hefez, 61

Hillel b. Samuel, 103, 116, 127, 149
commentary on Maimonides’” Guide, 163

Hovot ha-Levavot See Bahya Ibn Paquda Book

of the Duties of the Heart

Huet, Pierre Daniel, 43

Hungarian, 145, 146

Hunayn Ibn Ishaq, 87, 122

I
Ibn al-Fakhar, Abraham, 61
Ibn Alfandari ben Solomon, Jacob, 180
Ibn al-Fawwal, Joseph, 55
Ibn ‘Agnin, Joseph, 123-125
Treatise on the Necessary Existent, 124
Ibn Ayyub, Solomon, 49, 56
Ibn Bajja, 47
Ibn Bibas (or Vivas), Hayyim ben
Yehudah, 125
Ibn Cardinal ben Isaac, Judah, 121, 133
translation of the Kuzari, 133
Ibn Daud, Abraham ben David ha-Levi, 69-74
commentary to Aristotle’s Physics, 73
The Exalted Creed [Faith], 70
Ibn Ezra, Abraham, 47, 48, 58, 76, 97, 106,
115, 116, 133, 164, 180
Book of Substances (Kitab al-Jawahir),
180-181
Ibn Ezra b. Jacob, Moses
al-Muhadara wa-1-Mudhakara, 130
Arugat ha-Bosem [Bed of Balsam],
130, 202
quotations from Fons vitae in Kitab
al-Hadiqa, 85
Ibn Ezra, Moses, 132-133
Ibn Gabirol, Solomon, 84-91
Choice of Pearls, 200
De Anima, 97
Ethics, 201
Fons vitae (Fountain of Life), 131
Ibn Hisdai, Abraham, 52, 56
and al-Ghazali’s Ethics, 56
Ibn Kammuna, Sa'd b. Mansur, use Ha-Levi’s
work by, 118
Ibn Kartin, Mattithiah: versification of
Maimonides’ Guide, 152
Ibn Lavi, Solomon, 73
Ibn Malka [Melka], Judah b. Nissim, 122—-123
commentary on Book of Creation, 122

General Index

Ibn wwn, Moses b. Isaac, 61
Ibn Quraysh, Judah, 61
Ibn Sahl, Abraham, 61
Ibn Simeon, Joseph, of Ceuta, 123
The Silencing Epistle, Concerning the
Resurrection of the Dead, 125
Ibn Tafu, Solomon, 97
Ibn Tibbon, Judah
Kuzari, 115
on translation, 118, 201
translation of Ibn Gabirol’s Ethics, 87, 96,
127, 201
translation of logical titles
by al-Farabi, 58
translation of Saadia’s Book of Religions
and Dogmas, 176
translation technique, 79
Ibn Tibbon, Moses, 49, 161, 171
translation of Maimonides” Logical
Terminology, 161
Ibn Tibbon, Samuel
foreword to translation of the Guide, 141
glossary to the Guide, 141
translation of Maimonides’ commentary on
Abot, 80, 202
translation of Maimonides’ Guide, 80
translation of Maimonides’ Treatise on
Resurrection, 125
Ibn Vivas, Joseph, 161
Ibn Wakkar, Joseph, 180
Ibn Waqar, Joseph b. Abraham, 129
Ibn Wahshiyya erroneous reading of his Book
of Nabataean Agriculture, 155
Ibn Ya‘ish, Abu I-Rabi‘ (Solomon), 61
Ibn Zaddik, Joseph, 122, 125-129, 155, 191
Ibn Zerah, Menahem ben Aaron, 80
Ibn Zur'a, 83
Immanuel, 61, 80, 97
Incipits, 41, 87, 181, 182
Isaac b. Bahlul, 196
Isaac ben Judah, the Babylonian, 132
Isaac ben Nathan, 124
Isaac ben Sheshet, 71
Isaac b. Moses Levi See Duran, Profiat
Isaac b. Nathan, 164
Isaac Naqgdan, 170
Isaac Nathan, 125
Isaac of Acre, 123
Isaac the Blind and “ha-Bahir,” 187
Isaiah b. Moses b. Solomon of Salerno, 135
Ishaq ibn Hunayn, 12, 87, 122
Ishaq Ibn ‘Imran, 98
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Israeli, Isaac ben Solomon, 97-106
Book of Definitions, 97
Book of Substances (Kitab al-Jawahir), 103
Book on Spirit and Soul, 98, 105
Book on the Elements, 98, 102
Commentary to Sefer Yezirah, 78, 109,

114, 190, 202

On Fevers, 102
On Foodstuffs (Diaetae), 102
interpretation of Genesis I, 111
Mantua Text, 98, 103
Paradise of Wisdom, 102
treatise on “Let the Waters Increase,” 105
On Urine, 102, 111

Italy, 32, 34, 39, 58, 59, 90, 145, 147, 171, 181
southern, 62, 158, 159, 175

J
Jacob b. Hayyim, 119, 120
Jacob b. Eleazar, 58
adaptation of fables of Bidpai, 58
Jacob b. Isaac b. Shemaiah, 186
Jacob b. Makhir, 57, 152, 201
Jacob b. Nissim of Qayrawan, 108
Jacob b. Reuben, 97, 111, 184
Jacob b. Samuel, 58, 149
Jafe, Mordechai commentary on Maimonides’
Guide, 149
Jakob b. Reuben, 170
Jedaiah Bedersi ha-Penini, 105
commentary on Maimonides’” Guide, 105
Jedidiah b. Moses, 145
Jerusalem, 24, 21, 64, 82, 110, 111, 116,
119, 120, 124, 156, 170, 183, 188-190,
193, 197, 199
Jeshua b. Judah, 189, 197, 199
Jesus, 105
Jews, 1, 3, 7-11, 13, 14, 17, 18, 20-22, 31,
33, 34, 38, 40, 43, 44, 47, 51-53, 55,
56, 58-65, 69-202
mediators of literature and scholarship, 51
Johannes Hispalensis, 21, 69, 85
John (translator from Latin), 16, 58
Joseph [abu Ya'qub] b. Abraham Hakohen
See Joseph ha-Roeh
Joseph b. Bakhtawi, 196
Joseph b. Baruch, 121
Joseph b. David the Greek, 132-133
Joseph b. Elazar, 166
Joseph b. Joel, 156
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Joseph b. Noah, 196
Joseph b. Todros, 52, 54
Joseph ha-Roeh, 185-197
The Encompassing, 188
Hebrew translation as Book of Agreeable
Things, 192
Joseph Isaac (baptized Jew), 151, 159
Judaeo-German, 60, 81, 90, 146
Judah ben Barzillai al-Barzeloni, 83
commentary on Sefer Yezirah, 83
Judah ben Salomo Kohen, 60
Judah ha-Levi Book of Refutation, 177
Judah ha-Levi b. Samuel, 116-122
The Book of Refutation and Proof of the
Humiliated Faith, 117
Judah Ibn Bulat, 53
Judah “the Pious,” 60

K
Kalam, 105, 117, 118, 135, 189
Kalonymos, 52, 127, 128, 141
Karaites, 46, 55, 62, 63, 71, 76, 83, 117, 118,
120, 132, 135, 152, 167, 171, 183, 184,
186, 188, 190-192, 194-196, 199
Kasmuna, 61
Kaspi, Joseph, 139, 147
Kaspi, Natanel
commentary on Kuzari, 151
and Maimonides’ Eight Chapters, 151
Katz, Jacob b. Abraham, 80
Khazars, 117, 118
Khomatiano, Mordechai: commentary on
Millot ha-Higgayon, 162, 163
Kimhi, David, 101, 102, 105, 126, 127, 132
Kimhi, Joseph
Choice of Pearls as The Holy Shekel
(Shekel ha-Kodesh), 92
sayings in his commentary on Proverbs,
89,92
Kimbhi, Mordecai, 52
King Arthur saga, with Hebrew letters, 60
Kohen, Jonathan, 137
Kuzari See Judah ha-Levi Book of Refutation

L
Ladino, 81
Languages, names given by Jews to, 55
Latif, Isaac, 57, 100
quoting Israeli’s Definition of Things, 46
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Latin
retention in Hebrew translation, 1, 12, 37
translation of Fons vitae from
the Arabic, 84
translation of Maimonides Eight
Chapters, 128
translation of Maimonides’ Guide, 127
translations, 12, 17, 27, 37, 82, 85, 90,
98, 103, 104, 118, 133, 145, 157-159,
162, 168
Leon, David b. Judah Messer Eye of the
Reader commentary on Maimonides’
Guide, 149
Leon Joseph, 55
Levi b. Abraham, 87, 105, 136
Levi b. Gershom, 26, 149
Levita, Elijah, 171
Lorki, Joseph, 161, 163
Luzki, Simcha Isaac, 199
Lunel, 53, 76, 118, 137

M
Maaravi, Israel, 186
Maestro Petit See Kimhi, Joseph
Maimonides (RaMBaM), 133-167
Book of Commandments, 55
Chapters on Felicity, 165
Commentary to the Mishnah, 134
The Eight Chapters, 166
The Guide of the Perplexed (See separate
entry)
Logical Terminology (Millot
ha-Higgayon), 162
Maimonides’ Eight Chapters, 151
Ma’mar ha-Yihud (treatise on unity)
attributed to, 166
reaction to translation of works by, 57,
128, 162
Repetitio legis (Mishneh Torah), 134
Treatise on Resurrection, 155, 156
Maimonides, Abraham, 157
Maimonides Ma'mar ha-Yihud, 166
Maimonides The Eight Chapters, 166
Maimonides" The Guide of the Perplexed,
3,20
Maimon, Solomon commentary on
Maimonides’ Guide, 52, 57, 167
Ma’mar ha-Yihud See Maimonides Ma'mar
ha-Yihud
Mantinus, Jacob, 158, 166
Marginalia, commentaries in, 146, 147
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Marseille, 100, 153
Martin, Raymund, 159
Masarjis [Masarjawaih], 51
Mathematics, 7, 9, 30-34, 38, 43, 44, 61
Maxims of the Philosophers (Hunayn Ibn
Ishaq), 87
Medicine, medical works
retention of Arabic or Latin terms,
99, 160
terms, 151
Meir b. Sheshet ha-Nasi, 156
Mendelssohn, Moses Hebrew commentary on
Millot ha-Higgayon, 162
Meshullam b. Jacob of Lunel, 76, 77
Microcosmos See Zaddiq, Joseph ben Jacob
Midrash ha-Nagid, use of Ha-Levi’s
work in, 118
Moreh Zedek See Maimonides" The Guide
of the Perplexed
Moreh Nevukhim See Maimonides"
The Guide of the Perplexed
Moscato, Judah, 120
Moses (translator into Latin), 58
Moses [Abulafia] b. Joseph “b. ha-Lawi,
129-130
Theological Treatise, 129
Moses [Abulafia] b. Meir ha-Levi, 129-130
Moses Aegyptiacus See Maimonides
Moses b. Ezra, 93
Moses b. Joseph b. Moses ha-Dayyan
translator of Saadia’s commentary
on Sefer Yezirah, 174
Moses b. Joseph b. Moses of Lucerne,
108, 110
translation of commentary on Sefer
Yezirah, 110
Moses b. Joseph of Lucena translation
of Saadia’s commentary on Sefer
Yezirah, 175
Moses b. Mazliah, 58
Moses b. Maimon See Maimonides
Moses b. Solomon ha-Levi *12x¥77 author
of a compendium of the Book
of Lights, 186
Moses b. Solomon of Salerno
commentary on Maimonides’
Guide, 164
mention of Saadia’s commentary
on Sefer Yezirah, 78, 83
Moses ha-Levi, 129, 186
Moses Provengal commentary on
Maimonides’ Guide, 149
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Motot, Samuel Ibn
Short Explanation, 150
translation of Ibn Daud, 69
Munay, Samson, 90
Miinster, Sebastian, 162
Muslim works, translations of, 17, 58
Mu ‘tazilite kalam, 188
Mysticism (kabbala), 62, 63, 107, 147

N
Nahmanides, 57, 97, 127, 155-157
Narboni, Moses, 147, 150, 162
commentary on Maimonides’ Guide, 57
Narbonne, 91
Natan, Judah, 58
Nathan, Mordecai, 162
Nahum ha-Ma‘aravi, 110
translation of commentary on Sefer
Yezirah, 110
Neo-Greek literature, 58-59
Neo-Hebrew, 39, 40, 44, 46
Neo-Pythagoreans, 106
Nev’uat ha-Moreh, 152
Nicolao da Giovenazzo, 158
Nissi b. Noah, 195
Nissim b. Moses b. Solomon, 100, 128
Nissim b. Solomon, 99, 100

(6}
Opera Ysacii See Israeli, Isaac

P

Palermo, 58, 161

Paris, 19, 23, 24, 27, 32, 33, 44-46, 56, 64, 75,
80-82, 85, 86, 88,91-93, 95, 97,
99-101, 103, 104, 106, 108-113, 119,
120, 122, 124, 126, 129, 136, 144,
147-149, 151, 152, 158-165, 169, 170,
173, 174, 176, 177, 184, 186, 188,
191-199

Paulus de Burgos, 48

Pedro III, 53

Persian, 11, 12,59, 75, 109, 141, 146, 184, 196

Philo of Alexandria, 187

Philosophy, 1, 3,7,9, 11, 12, 14-16, 25,
30-34, 38, 43, 44, 46, 53, 69-202

Plant names, 57

Plato, 16, 49, 96, 131, 182

Plotinus, 84
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Pococke, Edward, 166
Porta Mosis, 166

Poetry, 30, 38, 59-61, 87, 171, 173, 200

Porphyry, 143, 150

Portuguese, 43, 72, 81

Prat Maimon See Solomon b. Menachem

Prayer books, Maimonides’ Eight
Chapters in, 151

Provence, 39, 55, 62, 83, 136, 139,
151, 171

Pseudepigraphy, 153

Pseudo-Ibn Ezra Book of Substances,
or Beings, 181

Pythagoras, 131, 182

Q
Qayrawan, 108
Qirqisant, Jacob [Abu Yusuf Ya'qub] al
and the epithet for blindness, 185
and Kitab al-Anwar
(Book of Lights), 184
Qirqisani, Jacob b. Isaac, 184
Qirqisani, Joseph b. Jacob, 186
Book of Laws attributed to, 186
Questions of dogma, by abu Jacob
(Ya‘qub), 196
Qur’an, 9, 56, 61, 81
Qusta ibn Luqa, 220

R

Regiomontanus, 59

Reinaudot, 51

Robert of Anjou, 53, 95

Roman, Jakob, 82, 91

Romano, Judah, 58

Rome, 11, 45, 55, 62, 101, 104, 110, 126, 129,
152, 159

Ru’ah Hen (Spirit of Grace), 150

S
Saadia b. Joseph Gaon, 167-180
abbreviation 0”79 in printed works, 177
Book of Religions and Dogmas (Emunot
ve-De‘ot; Book of Saadia), 184
commentary on Genesis, 105
paraphrase of Book of Religions and
Dogmas, 168, 174, 178
Sa'id al-Andalusi, 99, 102
Sa'id b. Ahmad b. Sa‘id, 102
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Sa‘id Ibn Ya‘qub al-Fayyumi See Saadia
Gaon
Salernitans, 58
Samuel b. Jacob, 58, 149
Samuel b. Hofni, 54, 187
Samuel Franco b. Yequtiel, 107
Samuel ha-Nagid, 56, 88
Sanskrit, 54
Saragossa, 75, 87, 156, 163
Satanow, Isaac, 120, 149
Scholarship among Jews, 64
Secretum secretorum, Arabic, 177
Sefer Yezirah, 78, 83, 106, 109, 110, 114, 123,
127, 128, 174, 176, 189, 202
commentary by Dunash Ibn Tamim, 106
Separate entry, 184
Septuagint, 51
Serero, Immanuel ben Joshua Serero,
of Fez, 80
Sevilla, 85, 93, 96
Shekel ha-Kodesh See Kimbhi, Joseph
Shem Tov b. Isaac, 52, 148, 151
Shem Tov b. Isaac (from Tortosa), 129
Shmu’el ben ‘Ali, 125
Sia, Leon, 82
Sicily, 52, 58, 62
Simon, Richard, 162
Siraj al-Muluk (al-Turtushi), 89
Socrates, 96, 131
Solomon ben Isaac (Rashi), 148
Solomon b. Judah, 59, 119
Solomon b. Judah ha-Nasi commentary
on Maimonides’ Guide, 59, 119
Solomon b. Judah of Lunel, 119
commentary on Kuzari, 119
Solomon b. Menachem, 119
commentary on Kuzari, 119
Soria, 147
Spain, 34, 44, 58, 61, 62, 80, 91, 99, 116, 122,
135, 153, 156, 157, 160, 171
Christian, 39
Spanish, 17, 44, 46, 48, 53, 58, 59, 74, 75, 81,
82, 118, 132, 146, 152
Sprengel, K., 51
Supercommentators to Ibn Ezra's biblical
commentary, 181
Stisskind of Trimburg, 60
Syriac, 11, 12, 51, 59, 73, 102, 171

T

Taku, Moses, 78, 167, 172, 175, 176
Tama, Mordechai, 165

Tanhum ha-Yerushalmi, 61

General Index

Tarshish See Moses b. Ezra
The Encompassing (Karaite work), 188
Thiers, J. B., 64
Tobias b. Moses, 183, 190, 193
Todros, 52, 54, 56, 129, 139
Toledo, 59, 69, 116, 129, 130
Translation
causes and motives for, 53-54
deviations from the original, 3, 56, 85,
165, 178
methods, 56
quality, 55-56
statistics, 62
technical term for, 53, 57, 169
words coined in, 89
Translators
Maimonides’ rules for, 163
mastery of Hebrew, 13
and meaning and usage of Hebrew
words, 57
mediators of cultures, 43
prefaces, 39, 41
requirements of, 54
rivalry between, 155
Tropea, 158

U

Hunayn Ibn Ishaq, 87, 122

Uythage, C. C. translation of Maimonides:
The Eight Chapters into Latin, 166

\%

Vernacular, 10, 17, 31, 39, 46, 52, 54, 58,
60, 158

Romance words in, 58

Vidas, Elijah di, 61

Virtues, terms to denote the, 89

Vivas [Vives], Solomon See Solomon b. Judah
of Lunel

Y

Yefet b. Zair, 186, 187

Yerushalmi, Elijah b. Barukh Yerushalmi, 192
Yom Tov ben Shemaia, 152

Ysaacus See Israeli, Isaac

Yusuf al-Basir, 184

Z
Zaddiq, Joseph ben Jacob (Ibn), 125, 129
microcosmos, 129
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Zahalon, Jacob, 80

Zalman (or Seligman Zion Levi)
from Bingen: commentary
on Ru’ah Hen, 151

Zamosch, Israel, 82
Zarfati, Isaac, 162
Zarzah, Samuel, 180
Zerachiah ben Isaac, 55
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