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Introduction

The present work deals with the traces of cultural activity, taking chiefly the form
of translation, of the pre-Ashkenazic Jews in Eastern Europe, and it is based on
my forty years of research on translated texts produced in the Middle Ages in
the Eastern European lands called Rus'. These lands, which adopted in the tenth
century the Greek Orthodox variety of Christianity, are home to populations
speaking various dialects and have repeatedly witnessed shifting political borders.
The Slavic dialects spoken across them have in the long run produced three writ-
ten languages—Ukrainian, Belarusian, and Russian.

With the Christianization of the Slavs in the Balkans from the ninth century
onward, starting in Bulgaria, a multitude of originally Jewish texts was translated
from Greek into Old Church Slavonic, the first written language of the Slavs,
reflecting mainly Bulgarian dialects. Among the first texts to be translated were
biblical ones such as the book of Psalms, which in both Jewish and Christian
cultures is a major component of the liturgy, and extrabiblical literature, includ-
ing apocryphal and pseudepigraphic texts, as, for example, “texts and fragments
about Adam, Enoch, Noah, Jacob, Abraham, Moses, and other exalted patriarchs
and prophets, that were often viewed as the lives of the protological saints and
were incorporated in hagiographical collections” (Orlov 2009, 4). These texts were
transferred in ever-growing numbers to Rus' after its Christianization in 988.

Indirect Jewish input in East and South Slavic culture can thus be observed
mostly in texts that were translated in Bulgaria from Greek into Slavic between
the tenth and twelfth centuries, and subsequently arrived in the ancient princi-
pality of Kyivan Rus’, where they were copied, while simultaneously also being
linguistically adapted to local particularities of pronunciation, grammar, and
lexicon. It is possible (but not very likely), although some Russian scholars have
claimed otherwise, that a few of these texts were not imported from Bulgaria but
translated directly from Greek in the eleventh-twelfth centuries in the recently
Christianized Rus'.
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The identification of such instances of indirect input and the distinction
between East Slavic copies of translations made in Bulgaria and translations made
in Rus’ requires a painstakingly detailed analysis of (a) variation in orthography
reflecting phonetic variation in pronunciation, of (b) lexical variants reflecting
semantic distinctions in the Slavic dialects, and finally and most importantly, of
(¢) textual differences reflecting distinct sources of the translations. It is this kind
of analysis that I have been pursuing for the last four decades.

Direct Jewish input, on the other hand, involves Slavic texts translated from
the Hebrew in Rus’, such as portions of the tenth-century historical compilation
known as the Josippon, as well as various Midrashic accounts of Moses and other
Old Testament figures. In a second phase, direct Jewish input refers to a number of
scientific and philosophical works translated from Arabic into Hebrew and then
from Hebrew into the variety of East Slavic we will refer to as Ruthenian. This a
convenient neutral designation in English for the language of the Grand Duchy
of Lithuania, which is referred to by various names, some of them historically
and politically charged, such as prosta mova or “simple speech,” Ruska mova or
“Rusian speech” (Rusian is a term coined by H. G. Lunt for the adjective derived
from Rus’), as well as staroukrains'ka mova or “Old Ukrainian speech” and sta-
rabelaruskaja mova or “Old Belarusian speech” in the writings of Ukrainian and
Belarusian scholars, respectively; traditionally Russian and Soviet scholars, on the
other hand, call this zapadno-russkij “West Russian” Among these translations we
find al-Ghazali’s Intentions of the Philosophers, Maimonides’s Logical Terminology,
the pseudo-Aristotelian mirror of princes Secret of Secrets, and more.

The distinction between direct and indirect input is not in all cases clear-
cut, and we discuss some cases of disagreement regarding both the place of trans-
lation and the language of origin of the Slavic text.

The questions to be asked about each text are manifold: Who were the transla-
tors? Where was the translation made? When was it made? From what language
was the Slavic translated? Into what variety of Slavic was it made? For whom was
the translation intended? Who were the actual readers? How were the translations
received by the readers and by the religious authorities? And most important: Why
and for what purpose were the translations made at all? The answers are not always
obvious and much controversy remains.

We are thus facing a complex puzzle of multiple dimensions—philological,
religious and cultural. Each of them has to be tackled in order to bring forth and
analyze the textual evidence that serves as basis for all the historical conclusions
that may be reached. The exposition of the evidence and of its textual and histori-
cal analyses is presented chronologically:

The first lecture (chapter 1) outlines what little we know, both from Jewish and
Christian sources, about the history of the Jewish presence in Eastern Europe,
and in particular in Kyivan Rus’, in the period from the tenth to the thirteenth
century. It sets forth the meager evidence regarding the level of education of
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these early Jews, their linguistic situation, and the written traces they have left
us—basically, in the form of translations. We focus on two such traces, one a
translation of the biblical book of Esther that turns out to have been made from
Judaeo-Greek, and the other an excerpt from the chronicle Josippon, made directly
from Hebrew.

The second lecture (chapter 2) discusses the translations of Midrashic excerpts
found in Russian compilations, translations made from Hebrew between the thir-
teenth and early fifteenth centuries by (converted?) Jews of the Grand Duchy of
Lithuania, the heir of Rus’ after the Mongol invasions of the thirteenth century and
following the destruction of Kyiv in 1241.

The third lecture (chapter 3), which is also the longest, consists of two
sections. The first section deals with the textual findings and analyses of the trans-
lations of scientific and philosophical texts written originally in Arabic, such as
al-Ghazali’s Intentions of the Philosophers, Maimonides™ Logical Terminology, and
pseudo-Aristotle’s Secret of Secrets. These translations were made in the second
half of the fifteenth century directly from Hebrew into Ruthenian, the writ-
ten language of the Grand Duchy of Lithuania, thus necessarily involving the
participation of Jews from the Grand Duchy. The manuscripts containing these
texts were preserved in various monastic and princely libraries in Muscovy, where
they were copied, eventually Russified, and occasionally corrupted by the copyists
who struggled to cope with the bizarre language and the unfamiliar contents. The
second section of the lecture deals with the historical background and settings
of these translations, demonstrating that they are linked to the movement known
as “the Heresy of the Judaizers” that emerged in Novgorod and spread to Moscow
in the 1470s.






1

The Jewish Presence in Eastern Europe

The Beginnings

I assume that for most people encountering the words Eastern European Jewry,
what immediately comes to mind is Ashkenazic Jewry, whose roots are in the
German-speaking areas of Western and Central Europe. Thinking of a name of
an early Jewish scholarly figure from Eastern Europe, such as an author of a rab-
binical work, the earliest ones coming to mind would probably be, if Poland were
to be included (though most Poles of today would no doubt take exception to
their being labeled part of Eastern Europe), the sixteenth-century Ashkenazic rab-
bis from Cracow, R. Moses Isserles (ca. 1530-72), known by the acronym Remu,
and R. Solomon Lurie (1510-73), known by the acronym Rashal. This is under-
standable, since the great figures of the previous generation, like R. Yakov Pollak
(1460-1541), considered the first Polish rabbinic authority (though born and raised
in Germany), and his pupil R. Sholem-Shakhne of Lublin (1495-1558), the teacher
of both Isserles and Lurie, have barely left us any writings of their own.'

If we move east of Cracow, to Lviv (aka Lwéw, Lemberg), Minsk, or Vilnius in
search of names of early scholars, the situation is no better. Moscow I do not men-
tion at all, since Jews were not normally found in the Muscovite state until fairly
recently, in the modern period, as indicated by Solzhenitsyn in the ambiguous
title of his not entirely unpartisan 2001 book Dvesti let vimeste (Two Hundred Years
Together), referring to the relations between Russia and the Jews between 1795 and
1995—that is, after the partitions of Poland in 1772 and 1793, which brought under
the rule of the Russian Empire hundreds of thousands of Jews living in the areas
that from 1791 onwards made up the greater part of the Thum ha-moshav, the “Pale
of Settlement.

Nevertheless, the Jewish presence in East European lands precedes the migra-
tions from Ashkenaz and perhaps even the formation of Ashkenazic Jewry. The
Jewish population in Eastern Europe before the arrival of the Ashkenazic Jews is

5



6 THE JEWISH PRESENCE IN EASTERN EUROPE

considered by scholars to stem from the south, mainly from Byzantium, Persia,
and Babylonia, and, according to some scholars, to some degree also from Khaz-
aria (see M. Weinreich 1956, 623; for a detailed discussion of the southern origins
of this early Jewry, see Brook 2003a and the literature cited in note 1). However,
details about this Jewry and a fortiori studies of its cultural and intellectual activity
are scarce.”

Here, in brief, is the little we know about the early history of the Jews in East-
ern Europe and their intellectual activity before the Ashkenazic Jews, arriving in
Poland and the Grand Duchy of Lithuania in ever growing waves in the thirteenth
and fourteenth centuries with their superior erudition and dominant tradition,
took over and practically obliterated whatever local Jewish tradition may have
existed in these territories.?

The ancient city of Kyiv, the first capital of Rus’, had a Jewish community
by the early tenth century—that is, well before the Christianization of Rus’ by the
Kyivan prince Vladimir in 988. This is evidenced by a Hebrew letter from
the Cairo Genizah (a synagogue storeroom) discovered by Norman Golb in the
Taylor-Schechter Collection of the Cambridge University Library in 1962 and pub-
lished by Golb and Omeljan Pritsak in 1982. The letter (see excerpt below) relates
the misadventures of a certain Yakov bar Hanukkah, hardly an Ashkenazic name,
imprisoned as the guarantor for his brother’s debts (see appendix 1). The brother
had borrowed money from gentiles, but was killed by robbers and his money
was taken. Then the creditors had Yakov arrested as guarantor and he remained
chained and shackled for a whole year, after which the community decided to bail
him out, having already paid sixty silver ingots; however, there remained forty
ingots due. The letter of pleading for help on his behalf is addressed to all Jewish
communities that the bearer of the letter may encounter, and it is signed by several
leaders of the Jewish community, who refer to themselves as “the community of
Kyiv” (qahal shel gijov).

The letter is dated paleographically to the middle of the tenth century—that is,
to the time when Kyiv was still a pagan town. The names of the signatories, such
as Hanukkah bar Moshe, Kupin bar Yosef (or perhaps Kopin, Kufin, Kofin—the
Hebrew script does not permit further precision), and Sinai Bar Shmuel, do not
sound Ashkenazic either.

Slavic sources, too, confirm the early presence of Jews in Kyiv and their inter-
action with the local residents.* The Primary Chronicle, also called The Account
of Bygone Years (Povest' Vremennykh Let)—a compilation made in Kyiv, whose
initial stage is considered to date to the end of the eleventh century or the begin-
ning of the twelfth—has an account (possibly apocryphal) under the year 6494
from creation ( = 986 CE) about Prince Vladimir of Kyiv, while still a pagan, being
approached by representatives of the monotheistic religions in order to choose the
“true religion”, setting off a contest to which representatives of several religions
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were invited, a contest that was won by the Greeks from Byzantium with their
variety of Christianity.

Among the religions invited to present their case were representatives of
Islam, who naturally lost the contest because abstention from drinking wine was
unthinkable for the Rus'. At the contest there appeared also “Khazarian Jews,’
though they are the only ones of whom it is not said that they were invited. Their
case was rejected on the ground that if they were indeed the people chosen by
God, as they claimed, then why were they in exile and not in their promised land
(see appendix 2)?

We are not sure what the term “Khazarian Jews” signifies here.” It may refer to
Jews arriving from the Khazaria for the contest, or to Jews originating from Khaz-
aria but residing in Kyiv, which, until the middle of the tenth century, had been
a western outpost of the Khazarian Empire, with a resident governor. According
to Omeljan Pritsak, it is this governor who also signed and approved the Genizah
letter with the word at the bottom left of the letter (see fig. 1), which he proposes
to read huqurum (“I have read”) in some variety of Khazar Turkic (see, however,
the objections raised by Zuckerman 2011, 11ff. and further literature quoted there).
In any case, the statement by these Jews about Jerusalem being ruled by Christians
casts further doubt on the authenticity of the whole account of the 986 debate
about the “true religion,” or at least on the date of its insertion into the Primary
Chronicle, since Jerusalem was conquered by the crusaders only in 1099 (as noted,
e.g., by Weinryb 1962 and Birnbaum 1973).

In another East Slavic source, the Life of Saint Theodosius of the Caves Mon-
astery in Kyiv (d. 1074) we read about the strange custom of the saint to go out at
night from the monastery and debate with the Jews of Kyiv. We must be cautious,
however, about the historicity of events depicted in the hagiographic genre.

mnogash'dy v noshchi vstaja i otaj v'sekh iskhozhaashe k zhidom i tekh ezhe o khriste
prepiraja korja zhe i dosazhaja tem i jako otmenniky i bezakonniky tekh naricaja.
zh'daashe bo ezhe o khristove ispovedanii ubien byti.

Many times he rose at night, and unknown to all he went to the Jews and debated
with them about Christ, he refuted them and reproached them calling them Apos-
tates and Lawless, for he expected to be killed preaching for Christ. (See Abramovich
and Tschizewskij 1964, 65.)

Kyiv was devastated by the Tatars in the 1240s and we do not hear about its Jews for
two centuries—until the middle of the fifteenth century. By then, however, Kyiv
was no longer the capital of Rus’, but a small principality soon to be integrated into
the rising Grand Duchy of Lithuania (see map below).

In the thirteenth and fourteenth centuries we have some evidence of a Jewish
presence in the territories of Halych-Volhynia, to the west of Kyiv, which were less
affected by the Tatar invasion. Thus, we read in the Galician-Volhynian Chronicle



FIGURE 1. The Kyivan letter, Cambridge MS T-S 12.122. Reproduced with the kind permission
of the Cambridge Library.
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in the year 1288, that, on the passing away of the local prince Volodimer Vasilkov-
ich, everyone mourned his death, including the Jews (see Pritsak 1988, 13ff.; Kulik

2004-5, 15):
i zhidove plakakhusja aki vo vzjat'e Ierusalimu egda vedjakhut' ja vo polon vavilon'skii.

and the Jews wept as during the capture of Jerusalem, when they were led into captiv-
ity in Babylon.

Over the course of these centuries, the Grand Duchy of Lithuania and the King-
dom of Poland annexed these lands, which subsequently (1562-1795) came to form
an integral part of the Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth.

It is generally agreed that the Jews of Kyivan Rus', just like their coreligionists
everywhere in the diaspora, adopted the local language and spoke a Jewish variety
of it; in our case, that would be a Jewish variety of East Slavic, referred to in Jewish
historiography as (Eastern) Knaanic (on this term, see appendix 3).

We do actually have an early testimony of Knaanic (sc., Slavic) being spoken
by Jews in a letter of reference from the community of Salonica to the neighbor-
ing Jewish communities, dated to the eleventh century. In the letter we are told
about a rather unusual phenomenon in Jewish history—namely, a monolingual
Jew. He is described as a Jew “from the community of Rus” (miqahal rusiya)
who is on a pilgrimage to the Holy Land and requires assistance and guidance,
since, the letter says, “he knows neither the Holy Tongue [Hebrew] nor Greek or
Arabic, but only the language of Canaan spoken by the people of his native land”
(see appendix 4).

Another piece of evidence that Jews in Rus’ knew the local vernacular, includ-
ing its lowest obscenities, comes from the thirteenth-century scholar from Eng-
land R. Moses ben Isaac ben Hanessiah, who, in his grammatical study titled The
Book of Onyx (Séfer ha-shoham), under the root y.b.m. quotes a piece of informa-
tion that he had received orally (amar li—“he told me”) from his disciple R. Isaac
from Chernigov (near Kyiv)—namely, that the verb yabem means “to copulate” in
the language of “Tiras,” that is, in the language of Rus’ (see appendix 5).

The assumption that the Jews of medieval Rus’ spoke a variety of local Slavic
does not, however, entail that they wrote Slavic, and if they did, which I find
unlikely, we have no testimony to corroborate such an assumption. Judging by
their poor level of learning and erudition, they did not. This poor level is noted
in the early thirteenth-century work by the author of Or Zarua ', R. Isaac of Vienna,
citing a responsum by R. Eliezer of Bohemia to R. Yehuda he-Hasid of Regensburg
on the hiring and salary of hazzanim (cantors), where R. Eliezer affirms that “in
most locations in Poland, Rus’, and Hungary where there are no Torah scholars,
due to their poverty, they hire an educated man wherever they can find one, and
he serves them as cantor and rabbi and teacher for their sons” (see appendix 6).

And indeed, despite their antique origins, the Jewish communities in these
lands did not produce any prominent scholars.
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We do read, here and there during the twelfth through fourteenth centuries
(see Pereswetoft-Morath 2002, 2:18t.), of Jewish scholars going to Rus’, and of Jews
coming from Rus’ to study at the renowned rabbinical academies in Germany,
France, and even Spain.

We thus read in the Séfer hayashar, edited in the second half of the twelfth
century by the disciples of Rabbenu Tam (R. Jacob ben Meir) from Ramerupt,
Champagne, about a scholar from Kyiv named R. Moses (R. Moshe ben Yosef,
also called “Moses the First”), who is mentioned as part of the line of transmission
of a ruling allowing the use of wine that had been touched by gentiles if it is used
for a purpose other than drinking, such as being mixed into ink in order to
improve its quality. R. Moses of Kyiv is said to have received this ruling orally from
Rabbenu Tam (mi-pi rabbi moshe mi-kijov mi-pi rabbenu tam—“from the mouth
of R. Moses of Kyiv from the mouth of Rabbenu Tam”).

R. Moses of Kyiv is also mentioned in the work on the genealogy of halakhic
scholars Jihussej tanna’im ve-'amora’im (first printed by R. N. Rabinowitz in
Lyck in 1874) authored in the second half of the twelfth century by R. Yehuda ben
Kalonymos ben Meir of Speyer, as addressing a legal question on levirate mar-
riage to the rabbinic authority in Baghdad, the Gaon Samuel ben ‘Ali, about what
should come first, yibbum or halitzah.® He is also mentioned in the responsa of the
thirteenth-century R. Meir ben Barukh of Rothenburg (Maharam), as receiving
a reply from the same Gaon Samuel on divorcing a rebellious wife (moredet), a
ruling that enabled any woman who so desired to end her marriage by declaring:
“I can’t stand the sight of him” (me’is ‘alaj—lit., “he is repulsive to me”), despite a
contradictory ruling in the Talmud (see Kulik 2004-5, 15; 2012, 375).

Given that R. Moses, originally from Kyiv, studied in Ramerupt under Rabbenu
Tam, it may well be that the correspondence mentioned took place between
Baghdad and Ramerupt, not Baghdad and Kyiv.” In any case, regardless of these
mentions, we do not have any written work by R. Moses from Kyiv or by any other
contemporary scholar from Eastern Europe; nor can we see in these mentions evi-
dence of “the existence of Jewish intellectual activity in Kiev for a certain period”
(Pritsak 1988, 9).

There remain nevertheless some traces of intellectual activity of the early
pre-Ashkenazic Jews of Eastern Europe. These traces appear in the form of trans-
lations, mainly but not exclusively from Hebrew into East Slavic. Such translations
have survived in Russian and Ruthenian texts written in Cyrillic script, and are
preserved in Christian codices.

There can hardly be any doubt that these translations were made with the par-
ticipation of Jews with a knowledge of Hebrew, whether they were practicing Jews
or converts to Christianity. This assumption is made necessary by the fact that
in Eastern Europe, unlike in the West, there were no Christian Hebraists. This
absence, in turn, is owing to the fact that in the Middle Ages and the Renaissance
there were no universities east of Cracow,® indeed there were no institutions of
higher learning until well into the early modern period.
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The Jewish translations consist of two chronological groups, which also differ
in their thematic makeup. The earlier group precedes the mid-fifteenth century,
though by how much remains controversial, whereas the latter group dates to the
second half of the fifteenth century.

Before surveying the early group in its totality (see chapter 2), I would like to
discuss two of its items—namely, the Book of Esther and the account of the visit
of Alexander the Great to Jerusalem from the Josippon—since they constitute the
cornerstone for the theory about a whole group of translators from various lan-
guages, among them Hebrew, in Kyivan Rus’ before the Tatar invasions.

The theory was developed by Nikita Meshcherskij (1905-87),° a Soviet scholar
of princely origin, persecuted during the Stalinist period, who must be credited
with the revival, however slow and defective, of biblical and Hebrew scholarship
in the Soviet Union after Stalin’s death. Meshcherskij postulated a whole school
of translators in ancient Kyiv in the eleventh and twelfth centuries, a school that
allegedly produced translations from Greek, Hebrew, and even Syriac. Francis
Thomson, in a series of papers in the 1980s, which were republished in his 1999
book The Reception of Byzantine Culture in Mediaeval Russia, cast serious doubt on
the existence of translations in Kyivan Rus’ from any language, asserting that most
of the texts allegedly translated in Rus’ were in fact translations made in Bulgaria
and then copied in Rus’.

Let us turn to the texts in question. The translation of Esther, despite its belong-
ing to the early group, differs from the other items in an important respect: Esther
is indeed a Jewish translation into Old Rusian,' but unlike the other items in the
early group of translations, it is not, pace Meshcherskij and his followers, a transla-
tion made directly from Hebrew, but, as demonstrated by Lunt and Taube (1994
and 1998), it was made from another Jewish language—namely, Judaeo-Greek.

The Slavic book of Esther is attested in about thirty copies, all of them East
Slavic, the two earliest of which are dated to around 1400 CE. It is preserved in
codices consisting of historiographical compilations that include also other his-
torical books of the Bible.

We are accustomed to think of the Old Testament books as a part of a bulky
volume called the Bible, but such a volume was not to be found at that time in
any Russian Orthodox church, nor in any monastic library across the Slavic
world. What we do encounter in the Medieval Orthodox Slavic world are partial
collections of biblical books, such as the Psalter, which is one of the sources of the
liturgy, the books of the prophets, and collections of the historical books. In
the Greek tradition, the collection of Old Testament historical books comprises
eight books called the Octateuch, which include the Pentateuch plus Joshua,
Judges, and Ruth. In the East Slavic tradition (see Mathiesen 1983), not attested
before 1350, the collection of historical books is enlarged to include ten items—
namely, the eight books of the Octateuch followed by I-II Samuel and I-II Kings
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(in the Septuagint tradition “The Four Kingdoms”— Tetrabasileion)—that count as
a single item, No. 9, after which comes Esther as No. 10.

Thus, when Archbishop Gennadij of Novgorod undertook in the 1480s to
assemble a full collection of biblical books, probably for the purpose of polemics
with the Novgorod Judaizers (see below, chapter 3), he was forced, with some of the
books simply not available to him in either Slavic or Greek, to make use of Latin
sources, which were considered nothing less than heretical by the Russian Church.

All these books were translated into Slavic from the Greek in Bulgaria in the
tenth and eleventh centuries and later brought to Rus'. But the book of Esther is
different. Despite being a canonical book, it is not attested anywhere in the Slavic
world before the appearance around 1400 CE of the earliest witnesses of the Old
Rusian translation. In addition, not a single verse from it figures in Christian lit-
urgy, whether in the Greek or the Roman rite.

Given that the written culture of the Slavs during the first centuries after Chris-
tianization (both the East Slavs of Rus’ and the South Slavs of the Balkans), is
almost entirely based on Christian Greek culture, we must assume, whenever
facing a translated Slavic text, that we are dealing by default with a translation
from Greek, unless we find compelling evidence for a different source. Let us now
return to the translation of Esther.

The nineteenth-century Russian scholars who were the first to examine the
Esther translation stated without hesitation, however surprising that may
sound, that it was a translation from Hebrew. Thus, Archimandrite Leonid
(Kavelin), describing in 1883 the earliest manuscript containing Esther, which, at
the time, was preserved at the Trinity Lavra of Saint Sergius, cites from the manu-
script a marginal note of unspecified date, but probably from the eighteenth or
early nineteenth century:

na verkhu nadpis': ni Vulgata, ni 70, a perevod s evrejskago pretochnyj. strannoe délo!

At the top—an inscription: Neither Vulgate, nor Septuagint, but a very precise trans-
lation from the Hebrew. Strange affair!

The assurance with which the first scholars deemed Esther a translation from
Hebrew is based on textual grounds. It stems from the fact that the Masoretic
Text (i.e., the authoritative Hebrew and Aramaic text of the twenty-four books of
the Jewish Bible) in this case is rather different from the Greek Septuagint, which
contains several additions, such as a letter from King Artaxerxes, the dream of
Mardochai, Esther’s prayer, and more. With all these additions absent from the
Slavic Esther, the conclusion was clear: the text was a translation from Hebrew!

In 1897, Aleksej Sobolevskij gave a talk (published in his 1903 book on pages
433-36) in which he announced that in view of some Grecisms in the Slavic text,
he considered it a translation from Greek, but his claim remained a lonely voice
until the 1980s, when my teacher Moshe Altbauer and I, together with Horace
G. Lunt, demonstrated that in fact it was a translation from Greek, as suggested
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by Sobolevskij. This view was accepted by Francis Thomson in his 1993 paper,
“Made in Russia: A Survey of the Translations Allegedly Made in Kievan Russia”
(reprinted in his 1999 book as chapter 5). Nevertheless, the controversy regard-
ing the language of origin persists to this day (see Altbauer and Taube 1984; Lunt
and Taube 1994, 1998; Alekseev 1987, 1988, 1993, 1996, 1999b, 2001, 2003, 2014;
Lysén 2001).

As for the two interdependent thorny questions of the time and place of trans-
lation, several opinions have been put forth. In view of the fact that all extant
copies are East Slavic and that the language is quite archaic (or archaizing), the
prevailing view was (and remains) that the translation was made in Rus’, either
before the twelfth century (thus Meshcherskij 1956a; 1964, 183; 1978, 47; Alekseev
1987, 11-12), or sometime between the eleventh and the thirteenth centuries (thus
Sobolevskij 1903, 436). A less frequent view is the suggestion that it was made in
the fourteenth century (thus Evseev 1902, 131-32)." More recently, William Veder
(2013) introduced a new, even more complicating factor into this complex puzzle,
by positing a Slavic ancestral copy in Glagolitic script (of undetermined age) that
was transliterated into Cyrillic in fourteenth-century Ruthenia (sc., the Grand
Duchy of Lithuania).'?

My own views on these questions fluctuated and evolved over time. In our first
statement on the subject (Altbauer and Taube 1984, 319; see the similar point in
Taube 1985, 209) we wrote: “The final redaction is undoubtedly Rusian, but we
believe that certain of the words point to an older, South Slavic layer that may well
represent the original translation”

In a later paper, aimed for biblical scholars in general, and coauthored with
Horace G. Lunt, we presented (Lunt and Taube 1994, 362) a much more extensive
series of scenarios:

The linguistic and philological evidence leads us to conclude that the Slavonic Esther
must have existed before 1300. Perhaps our sadly botched Vorlage of ca. 1350 is a
tattered and patched-up remnant of the Bible that Methodius completed in haste
in 885. (If so, one must wonder why he did not use the standard Septuagint for his
translation.) Perhaps it is the work of the energetic, if not always competent, transla-
tors in tenth-century Bulgaria. The possibility that it could have been produced in
Rus’ after ca. 1037, when Slavonic seems to have become the official church language
among the East Slavs, is remote. We cannot exclude thirteenth-century Bulgaria or
Serbia, when there was a revived interest in history and new translations of Byzan-
tine historians were undertaken.

In our edition of Esther (Lunt and Taube 1998, 7), the formulation of time and
place is even vaguer (owing to a disagreement between the two coauthors):

All this has led us to posit a 167-verse Greek version of Esther, made by a translator
conversant with traditional Jewish views of the meaning of certain passages. At some
time between 863 and 1375, at some place in the Christian Orthodox Slavic world,



THE JEWISH PRESENCE IN EASTERN EUROPE 15

this Greek Esther was translated into the written Slavic appropriate to the time and
place. Evidence that allows more precise delineation of the circumstances and per-
sons involved is not available.

This formulation reflects my view as of today.

A balanced account of the controversy can be found in the 2017 paper by Basil
Lourié, who sides with the Greek theory, but adds a twist of his own—a further
intermediate stage after the translation from Hebrew into Jewish Greek made,
in his view, in the Hellenistic period (e.g., fourth-century Alexandria), namely,
a Christian translation from this Greek version into Syriac, and then a transla-
tion from Syriac into Slavic made quite early, perhaps in the eleventh century, in
Bulgaria. This hypothesis, suggesting a further layer, is not without merits, but it
has its own difficulties (which will not be discussed here) and so cannot be con-
sidered the final word on the matter. Be this as it may, the important point, con-
vincingly established, is that the immediate source for the translation into Slavic
must have been a Greek intermediary version corresponding to the Masoretic Text
and differing from the Septuagint with all its additions, hence necessarily a Jewish
Greek text.

The Greek text posited as a source of the Slavic translation (whether direct or
indirect) has, alas, not been preserved, which is a problem, but we do have several
indications of its existence in the past:

First, already in the Babylonian Talmud, Tractate Megillah 17-18, we find a dis-
cussion on whether reciting the story of Esther in Greek fulfills the obligation of
reading the scroll of Esther (Qeri at ha-megillah).

Second, the chief rabbi of Constantinople in the sixteenth century, R. Eliyahu
Mizrahi (a.k.a. Reem, 1437-1526), in his collection of responsa titled Mayim
‘Amugim (Deep waters) item 79 (first printing Venice 1674, f. 137), addresses a
question from a member of his community about the custom of the Romaniote
Jews to recite in Greek the story of Mardochai and Esther in the synagogue on the
second day of Purim, a custom condemned by the Sephardi rabbis newly arrived
from Spain.

And third, the Polyglot Bible printed in 1547 in Constantinople (see Krivoruchko
2007) promises on its title page the Five Books of Moses plus the Five Scrolls (sc.,
Song of Songs, Ruth, Lamentations, Ecclesiastes, and Esther) in Hebrew and in
Judaeo-Greek, although it contains only the Five Books of Moses, whereas the
scrolls are not to be found in any of the few extant copies.

In the absence of an extant Judaeo-Greek text, the arguments supporting the
assumption of an underlying Greek version different from the Septuagint are nec-
essarily of a textual and linguistic nature. The textual differences between the book
of Esther in Hebrew and the much longer version of the Septuagint, including
several additions,”* have been well known since Saint Jerome, and can be easily
observed by comparing the beginning of the text (see appendix 7).
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Beyond the extra text, the Septuagint also demonstrates the phonetic differ-
ences between Hebrew and Greek, differences that are most easily discernible
in the renderings of the Persian names of persons and of places. Thus, the capi-
tal Susa in the Septuagint corresponds to Hebrew Shushan; King Artaxerxes to
Ahashverosh, and so on.

If we now compare (see appendix 8) the Slavic translation to the Hebrew
Masoretic Text, we observe that the Slavic corresponds to the Hebrew, but with
phonetic differences reflected in the spelling of the names, pointing to a Greek
intermediary."

Thus, the Slavic forms Achasveros, Susan, Chous are transliterations of the Mas-
oretic names with some phonetic differences to be explained by the interference of
Greek, since the Hebrew hushing sound sh, not available in Greek, is consistently
rendered by the hissing sound s and therefore it also appears as s in Slavic.

Nevertheless, some of the proponents of Esther being a direct translation from
Hebrew (e.g., Lysén 2001, 289) try to explain these instances by pointing out the
nondistinguishing of s from sh in some Lithuanian dialects of Yiddish, or what is
known as Sdbesdiker losn (“Sabbath language”). This explanation seems implau-
sible in view of this phonetic phenomenon in Yiddish being late, partial, and geo-
graphically limited (see U. Weinreich 1952)."

Beyond the phonetics of the proper names, we observe in the Slavic version
several syntactic or phraseological Hellenisms, such as verse 5.12, in which a nega-
tion particle added to a conditional conjunction serves to render “except” (like one
of the meanings of the form sinon in French), whereas in Hebrew this meaning is
rendered by the combination ki ‘im (see appendix 9).

The Slavic rendering of Hebrew ki ’im (lit., “for”/“that if”) by ashche ne (“if
not”) can only be explained by a Greek intermediary text that had ei me (lit.,
“if not”), as indeed does the Greek version that in the past was called the Lucianic
recension and that is now simply referred to as the Greek Alpha-text of Esther (see
Fox 1990).'¢

The Septuagint here has a different locution, equally current in Greek: all’ é
(lit., “other than”). Worthy of notice is also the literal correspondence of the Slavic
verb privede (“brought”) to Hebrew hévi’ah, as against the Septuagint’s kekleken
(“has called”).

A second example of a phraseological Hellenism is in 2:13 (see appendix 10). In
this verse we focus on the Slavic generalizing particle ashche (lit., “if”) added here
to the relative pronoun jezhe (“which”), turning “everything that” into “everything
whatsoever” This is a calque reflecting Greek usage, where the particle e 'an (“if
haply”) has exactly the same function, as evidenced by the Septuagint rendering
here, although the rest of the verse is quite different from both the Hebrew and
the Slavic.

We also find among the traces of Greek interference some semantic Grecisms,
such as the rendering in verse 1.20 of Hebrew jeqar (“honor”) by sramotu (“shame”)
(see appendix 11).
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This unexpected rendering in Slavic can only be explained (as proposed by
Alexander Kulik in 1995) by assuming an intermediate Greek text that, unlike the
Septuagint’s rendering of jeqar by timé (“esteem,” “honor”), had instead entrope,
which may mean not only “respect,” ” reverence,” but also “shame,” “reproach?”

It should therefore be concluded that the source of the Slavic translation was
a Greek version corresponding to the Hebrew Masoretic Text, but different from
the Septuagint, hence in all likelihood a Judaeo-Greek text. More details about the
Grecisms in Esther are to be found in our edition (Lunt and Taube 1998, 76-79).
This does not mean that the controversy regarding the Slavic Esther has ended,
either with regard to its source language, or with regard to the time and place of
its translation. For example, Irina Lysén’s 2001 book maintains, following Nikita
Meshcherskij and Anatolij Alekseev, that the Slavic Esther is a direct translation
from Hebrew.

We now turn to the second text serving as cornerstone for Meshcherskij’s
theory—the episode of Alexander the Great visiting Jerusalem and meeting the
high priest."”

The entire episode is adapted from the Josippon,'® a tenth-century chronicle
written in Hebrew in southern Italy and based (indirectly) on Flavius Josephus’s
Jewish War.

The Old Rusian version of the episode recounting Alexander’s visit to Jeru-
salem appears in an entry for the year 1110 in one of the later redactions of the
Account of Bygone Years (Povest' Vremennyx Let), the redaction called the Hypa-
tian Chronicle (Ipat'evskaja Letopis’), whose earliest witness is a manuscript
from 1425, but whose time of compilation is claimed to be as early as 1116, or
even earlier.

Meshcherskij (1956) published a paper called “An Excerpt from Josippon in the
Account of Bygone Years, comparing the account of Alexander’s visit to Jerusa-
lem in the Hypatian Chronicle with the account in Josippon, and went on to make
several strong claims. He contended that the appearance of the excerpt in the
Chronicle showed that the whole of Josippon “was available in a direct translation
from Hebrew into the language of Rus’ (to which he referred as ‘Russian’) already
at the beginning of the twelfth century, i.e., was translated no later than by the end
of the eleventh century” (65-66).

Without any basis, Meshcherskij also affirmed that “the translation could have
been made in Kyiv itself, but could perhaps have arrived in Rus’ through the
Khazars, among whom the Hebrew text of the Josippon was wide-spread in
the eleventh century” (66). He went on to conclude that this indicated the pres-
ence of a whole school of translators from Hebrew in Rus’, who translated, among
other works, also the book of Esther (66-67).

In his 1958 edition of the Slavic translation of Josephus’s Jewish War, a transla-
tion made from Greek, possibly in Rus’, Meshcherskij states, when summarizing
his analysis of that same excerpt from the Hypatian Chronicle and the Josippon,
that “the presence of the excerpt from Josippon analyzed by us in the Account of
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Bygone Years under the year 1110 makes it possible to determine a terminus ante
quem for all the specified Old-Rusian translations from Hebrew. Undoubtedly,
they must go back to the era up to the twelfth century” (1958, 153).

Admittedly, the account from the Josippon is an instance of a translation made
directly from Hebrew, probably in Rus'. It is doubtful, however, whether this was
done as early as Meshcherskij and others have claimed.

The comparison of the two versions of the account about Alexander (see
appendix 12) shows that in spite of the Rusian version being shorter, it clearly
derives directly from the Hebrew Josippon,” following it closely in wording and
phraseology. The comparison leaves no doubt about the link between the two,
notwithstanding the omissions and the instances of interpretation in Old Rusian,
such as the easily explainable rendering of “the man,” referring to the figure that
appeared to Alexander in his dream to warn him, as “the angel”

On the other hand, the time of the insertion of the Alexander episode into the
Hypatian Chronicle is not as clear; indeed, the account seems to be a subsequent
interpolation within an interpolation. It appears toward the end of a discourse on
angels that is itself an insertion or an interpolation commenting on the appear-
ance of a pillar of fire over the Caves Monastery in Kyiv on February 12, 1110. The
Chronicle explains that this appearance was an angel of God, and that angels may
appear as a cloud or fire, and it provides examples from Exodus. The Chronicle
then elaborates on this statement, with appropriate biblical quotations, based on
materials from the ninth-century Byzantine chronicle of the monk George Ham-
artolos (“the sinner”). It posits, with Epiphanius of Salamis as the given source
(though the idea is known also in Hebrew sources), that there are angels appointed
for every creature and for every nation, even for the pagans. As an example, we are
offered the account from the Josippon, which does not figure in George Hamarto-
los’s chronicle.

As an interpolation within an interpolation, the account of Alexander is cer-
tainly later than the account of the appearance of a pillar of fire over the Caves
Monastery found in the Laurentian redaction of the Primary Chronicle and closer
to the time of its integration with the interpolation on angels,” into the redaction
represented in the 1425 Hypatian Codex,* which was possibly compiled as late as
the fourteenth century. This point, however, is not settled and remains a matter of
controversy.

Meshcherskij repeatedly claimed (1956, 67; 1958, 153; 1964, 201) to be the one
who discovered the Hebrew source of the excerpt on Alexander in Jerusalem. The
discovery, however, belongs to a Kyivan Jewish lawyer, censor, and rabbi by
the name of Herman Markovich Baratz (b. 1835, Dubno; d. 1922, Paris).? Start-
ing in the 18s50s, Baratz published many papers on Jewish sources and parallels
of Old Rusian texts, among them the episode on Alexander in Jerusalem. The
paper appears in his collected works on the Jewish elements in Old Russian texts,
published posthumously in two volumes in Paris and Berlin, (vol. 1 1927; vol. 2
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1924), following his emigration from Russia after the revolution. The identification
and comparison of the two excerpts appears in a chapter titled “On the Compilers
of the Account of Bygone Years and Its Sources” (Baratz 1924, 248). Meshcherskij,
it turns out, appropriated Baratz’s discovery at a time when publications from the
West, especially by scholars who emigrated after the Russian Revolution, were not
accessible to readers in Soviet libraries, but he later accidentally divulged in a foot-
note his acquaintance with Baratz’s work (1964, 121).

To sum up the first chapter, we have seen in this brief survey that the meager
information on the first Jews of Eastern Europe in the tenth through twelfth cen-
turies suggests the presence of an early Jewish population in Kyiv and the sur-
rounding towns. Those Jews™ origins seem to be from the southeast—that is, the
Greek-speaking Romaniote communities in Byzantium, around the Black Sea and
the eastern Mediterranean—to which Kyiv was linked through the ancient fluvial
trade route of the Dniepr. These Jews, however, were also open to the newly form-
ing communities of Ashkenaz, both with young men going to study there and with
merchants coming from various parts of Ashkenaz to trade in Rus’, which was
already famous as a source of furs and slaves.

This early Jewish population did not produce any notable scholarly works, but it
did leave us some translations, of which we have discussed two—one from Judaeo-
Greek and one from Hebrew. The translations are first attested in manuscript cop-
ies from around 1400 CE, with the dating of the translation itself remaining a
matter of debate, but they are certainly not as early as was claimed by Meshcherskij
and his disciples. In the second chapter we will analyze the remainder, or rather
the main bulk, of the translations from Hebrew made in Rus' before the fifteenth
century, and we will discuss the possible scenarios for their emergence.
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Translations from Hebrew in Rus’in the
Thirteenth through Fifteenth Centuries

Made by Converts?

After surveying the evidence for the early settlement of Jews in Rus’ and pointing
out their southern provenance, we now address the main bulk of texts included in
the first chronological group of translations from Hebrew attested in Muscovite
compilations from around 1400 CE onward. In the discussion that follows we will
try to set forth the criteria by which these texts are characterized as direct transla-
tions, to determine their intended readership, and finally to advance a hypothesis
about the identity of the translators and their motivation.

In order for us to realize how unlikely the very emergence of such translations
in medieval Rus’ appears to be, we begin with some historical background.

After the destruction of Kyiv by the Tatars in 1240, a new political power rose in
northeastern Rus’, the lands known as “Beyond the Woods.” To use Dan Shapira’s
(2018, 296) scathing yet cogent description of the rise of Muscovy:

Eastern Slavic princes, monks, and settlers from the southwest and northwest had
only recently colonized the vast territories of the Finno-Ugric tribes along the upper
courses of the Volga and Oka rivers and established independent principalities. Then
they were conquered by the Mongols and incorporated into their empire (whose
northwestern segment was called the “Ulus of Ju¢i;” or, anachronistically, the Golden
Horde). One of these principalities, vassals of the Mongols, gradually rose to promi-
nence through total collaboration with the Khans. Eventually, using a mix of relent-
less cruelty and Realpolitik, this principality absorbed the neighboring principalities
of “Beyond the Woods” and even supplanted the Golden Horde itself, thereby claim-
ing the dual heritage of Byzantium and the Chinggizid Khans. This huge principal-
ity came to be known as Muscovy. Deeply immersed in the political traditions of
the Great Eurasian Steppe, fiercely pro-Byzantine and anti-Latin ideologically, the

20
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Muscovite juggernaut pushed east and west, annihilating peoples (such as the natives
of Siberia) and states in its way.

With the Tatar invasion, Kyiv, as well as the neighboring towns like Chernigov and
Vladimir-Volynsk, places in which a Jewish presence had been attested before the
invasion, had lost their importance for centuries to come. The ancient center of the
Rus’ polity, Kyiv, found itself separated from the northern and northeastern prov-
inces that, from the fourteenth century onward, constituted the heart of Muscovite
Russia. This rift became definitive when the principalities of Western Rus’ that
escaped the Tatar yoke came under the control of the Grand Duchy of Lithuania, a
young state in full expansion, still pagan, and more and more Slavicized.!

Starting with the second half of the fourteenth century, all East Slavic territories
with an ancient Jewish population became part of the Grand Duchy of Lithuania.
The Duchy now included in its sphere of control the principalities of Polotsk,
Turov-Pinsk, Brest, Kyiv, Chernigov, and Volhynia. The fourteenth century was
also the time when the Ashkenazi Jews began in earnest their immigration to
Poland and Lithuania.

By contrast, the Muscovite principality in the fourteenth century, the era of its
gradual liberation from the Tatar yoke and its ascension as a political power, did
not know at all real, flesh-and-blood Jews. Vassilij I (1371-1425), the grand prince of
Moscow who initiated the process of unifying Russia, did not admit Jewish immi-
grants, not even the visit of Jewish merchants; nor did his successors. To use the
words of Alexander Pereswetoff-Morath (2002, 1:236), “There never were any Jew-
ish communities on Muscovite territory, and Jewish visitors are almost unheard of
before c. 1450 Yet unexpectedly, from the end of the fourteenth century onward,
we begin to notice Russian compilations containing texts translated from Hebrew.

The appearance of translations from Hebrew is even more remarkable in view
of the fact that Muscovy was not known as a place of great erudition and learning.
Muscovite Russia had no significant printing before the middle of the seventeenth
century, and no universities until the middle of the eighteenth century, when, in
1755, Mikhail Lomonosov founded Moscow University. Unlike in the West, the
Russian clergy was, in most cases, barely literate. Nothing of the classical learning
of the ancient Greeks and Romans penetrated the walls of pious obscurantism in
Russian church institutions, including the monasteries (see Thomson 1999, esp.
the introduction and chapter 7). Even the most curious monks in medieval and
Renaissance Muscovite Russia had no access to the intellectual treasures of classi-
cal antiquity, except through some writings of John of Damascus, which, however,
were not wildly popular or massively copied.

There were in Rus’ no Christian Hebraists like Giovanni Pico della Mirandola,
Sebastian Miinster, or Johann Reuchlin. We must therefore imagine a different
scenario to explain the emergence of the translations from Hebrew.
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The early group of translations from Hebrew—attested in manuscripts from ca.
1400 onward, but translated earlier, possibly in the thirteenth and fourteenth cen-
turies’—consists of historical accounts found in compilations such as the retelling
of the Old Testament called Tolkovaja Paleja (Commented Palaea) (see Tvorogov
1987),® or incorporated into universal chronicles translated from Greek, called
“Chronographs.” The translations include:

(a) The Life and ascension of Moses, based on a late Midrashic account named
in Hebrew Divrej ha-jamim le-moshe rabbénu (The Chronicles of Moses Our
Teacher) (see Shinan 1977; Taube 1993). It contains many episodes not pro-
vided in the Bible, such as:

(1) A dream Pharaoh had about an old man standing in front of him with a
pair of scales in his hand, in one pan all the inhabitants of Egypt and in
the other pan only one child, and that child balanced the entire popula-
tion of Egypt, which was interpreted to him by one of his counselors as
an ominous threat to the kingdom from a newborn child from among the
Israelites, explaining his order (Exodus 1: 15-22) that all the newborn sons
be put to death.

(2) An episode explaining how Moses became “heavy of lips” and “heavy of
tongue,” following an incident where the three-year-old Moses snatched
the crown off Pharaoh’s head and put it on his own head. Balaam the
diviner, one of his counselors, then reminded the king of his dream and
suggested the child be beheaded. God intervened by sending the angel
Gabriel in the guise of one of the royal officials, who suggested a test in
order to determine whether this was a premeditated act or not. Let the
king order to be brought before him a shiny precious jewel and a fiery
coal. If he stretches out his hand to grab the precious jewel, then it is
proved that he possesses sense and deserves death. When they brought
before him the precious stone and the burning coal, the boy reached out
his hand in order to seize the jewel, but an angel pushed his hand and
he picked up the coal and brought it toward his face, touching with it his
lips and tongue, and was rendered “heavy of lips” and “heavy of tongue”
(Exodus 4:10).

(3) Details of Moses’s adventures during his exile years after he killed an
Egyptian and Pharaoh ordered that he be put to death (Exodus 2:11ft.),
including his miraculous flight to Midian with the help of Michael the
Archangel, and his forty-year stint as king of Cush (Ethiopia, in Slavic
“Saracens”).

The translation of the Chronicles of Moses our Teacher was integrated
into the Commented Palaea, and supplemented by excerpts from other
Midrashic sources including additional details (see Taube 1993)—for
example, on the miraculous finding of Joseph’s coffin in the Nile on the
eve of the Exodus thanks to Jacob’s granddaughter Serah, as well as (see
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below) on the making of the Golden Calf with the help of the piece of
parchment on which Moses had written the ineffable name in order to
bring up Joseph’s coffin from the bottom of the Nile.

(b) Excerpts from the Josippon in the Academy Chronograph. The Josippon is a
tenth-century Hebrew historical compilation based on the Latin reworking
by pseudo-Hegesippus of Flavius Josephus’s Greek work The Jewish War.
The excerpts include stories about the last kings of Judaea and the Babylo-
nian exile, along with details from the Midrash on the miraculous, albeit
non-immaculate conception of King Jechoniah’s son Salthiel in prison, on
Salthiel’s son Zerubbabel and King Darius, and on the persecution of Jews
under Antioch IV Epiphanes, and the Hasmonean revolt (see discussion be-
low). The excerpts were integrated, together with other Midrashic accounts,
into the Academy Chronograph, a late fifteenth-century Russian compilation
attested in three manuscripts (see Taube 1989; Tvorogov 1989).

It is not clear whether the excerpt in the Hypatian Chronicle from the
Josippon on Alexander the Great visiting Jerusalem, discussed in the first
chapter, belongs to the same translation as those in the Academy Chrono-
graph. In both cases the excerpts were integrated into later compilations,
which makes the task of precisely defining the translation in terms of time
and place extremely difficult.

(c) The Third Capture of Jerusalem by Titus, a Slavic translation of a Hebrew
reworking of the last part of the Josippon, dealing with the destruction of
the Second Temple. The reworking was done at some point between the
eleventh and the fifteenth centuries and subsequently translated into Slavic.
The Hebrew version, attested in a single lacunary manuscript dated 1462, is
preserved at the Bodleian Library in Oxford, Huntington collection MS 345,
and carries the title Josippon ben Gorion. The Slavic version, titled Vzja-
tie Ierusalimu tretee Titovo (The third capture of Jerusalem by Titus), was
integrated into the Russian compilation called Letopisets’ Ellinskij i Rimskij
vtoroj redaktsii (Hellenic and Roman chronicler of the second redaction)
(see Taube 1989, 2014; Tvorogov 1999-2001).

The common denominator of the translations in this group is the fact that they all
deal with Jewish historical figures and events, both of the Old Testament and of
later periods, topics that are of great interest to Jews, but even more so to Chris-
tians. Given the absence of Christian Hebraists in Rus’ (see discussion above),
we must assume the participation of a Jewish translator, perhaps a convert to
Christianity, with good knowledge of Hebrew and familiarity with Talmudic and
Midrashic sources.

The Russian compilations in which the translations from Hebrew are attested
are basically made up of Byzantine sources translated from Greek into Slavic,
such as the historical books of the Old Testament and the Greek chronicles of the
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sixth-century John Malalas and the ninth-century George Hamartolos, and are
obviously destined for Christian readers. But, as has been shown convincingly by
Francis Thomson (1999, chapters 2-3), Russian editors in general did not know
Greek, and when they did enlarge their compilation by using other texts of Byzan-
tine origin, it was invariably by quoting translated texts already available in Slavic,
not by translating anew from Greek. Hence, if we do not expect a medieval Russian
compiler to be able to translate from Greek, we certainly do not expect him to be
able to translate from Hebrew. Therefore, when we come across an editor of a Rus-
sian compilation who displays excellent knowledge of Hebrew written sources, we
should be very attentive. Such is the case with the editor of one of the redactions
of the Commented Palaea, a compilation of the fourteenth or perhaps even thir-
teenth century. Since all the witnesses are East Slavic, one has to assume that it was
probably compiled in Rus’. Nevertheless, a Bulgarian scholar (see Slavova 2002,
386fL.) proposes that its earliest version was compiled in Bulgaria in the early tenth
century and then copied and augmented in Rus'.

Thus, in the 1406 redaction of the Commented Palaea we read a retelling of
Deuteronomy 9:17, where Moses reminisces about breaking the tablets of the Law
after descending from Mount Sinai and seeing that the Israelites had in the mean-
time made a golden idol: “And I took the two tablets, and cast them out of my
hands, and broke them before your eyes. Judging that you are not a people worthy
of the deposition of the true Law, like a bride having fornicated in front of her wed-
ding canopy” (Deut. 9:17; see appendix 13).

The second sentence is a comment by the editor on the biblical verse, and its
final part—“like a bride having fornicated in front of her wedding canopy”—
reflects the words brought in two variants in the Babylonian Talmud, Gittin 36b:
‘aluva kalla she-zinta be-qerev huppatah; Shabbath 88b ‘aluva kalla mezanna be-
tokh huppatah (Wretched is the bride who fornicated amid/within her wedding
canopy). Exegetes like Rashi (on Gittin 36b) and Maharal (on Shabbath 88b) link
this expression explicitly with the making of the Golden Calf, while Moses was
still on Mount Sinai receiving the tablets of the Law. The editor’s familiarity with
the Talmudic and Midrashic expression, “like a bride who fornicated before her
wedding canopy” is quite impressive and unexpected.

Not only does the editor of the Commented Palaea show acquaintance with Jew-
ish sources; he occasionally even boasts about it. Thus, in retelling the account of
Moses finding Joseph’s bones in the Nile on the eve of the Exodus from Egypt, the
editor of the 1406 version of the Commented Palaea seems to know the Midrashic
account about the Egyptians having hidden Joseph’s coffin in the Nile so that the
Israelites should not be able to take his bones with them when leaving Egypt, as
they had been made to swear by Joseph to do before his death. He then adds: “But
you, Jew, tell us, how did they take Joseph’s bones, (how did they) find them, being
sunk in the sea for four hundred years? If you do not know we will tell you, for
everything is to be known . . ” (see appendix 14)



TRANSLATIONS FROM HEBREW IN RUS' 25

And indeed, the Commented Palaea goes on and relates in detail the events on
the eve of the Exodus, based on the Babylonian Talmud (Sotah 13a) and Midrash
Genesis Rabbati (see appendix 15).

The primary references of this account are the biblical verses, Genesis 50:25:

And Joseph took an oath of the children of Israel, saying, God will surely visit you,
and you shall carry up my bones from hence.

and Exodus 13:19:

And Moses took the bones of Joseph with him: for he had straightly sworn the chil-
dren of Israel, saying, God will surely visit you; and you shall carry up my bones away
hence with you.

The main elements of the story, including the name of Serah, daughter of Asher,
as the one who knew the location of Joseph’s relics and the mentioning of the metal
coffin immersed in the Nile, are outlined already in the Babylonian Talmud, Sotah
13a (see appendix 16).

Further details from the Midrash, reflected in the Russian version, resemble
very much those found in Genesis Rabbati (a late Midrashic compilation usually
attributed to R. Moses ha-Darshan of Narbonne [first half of the eleventh cen-
tury]). In this Midrash we finally witness all the elements of the account united
in a single compilation, sometimes as variants attributed to anonymous ve-jesh
omrim (“and there are those who say”) (see appendix 17).

Admittedly there are differences. The Slavic version modifies and at times
corrupts some of the details: thus Asher’s daughter and Jacobs granddaughter
Serah, who is listed in rabbinic sources, starting with the post-Talmudic treatise
Kallah rabbati, as one of the group of chosen people who went straight to paradise
while still alive, becomes a nameless “daughter of Jacob.” The pebble or golden foil
thrown into the Nile becomes “a piece of parchment,” and Micah becomes a name-
less “hard-hearted Jew”

Beside the historical accounts, the Commented Palaea also contains anti-Jewish
invectives and remarks, such as the frequently appearing words slyshishi li okajan-
nyj zhidovine (“do you hear, cursed Jew?”). This suggests that the text was intended
as a polemic against the Jewish religion or the Jewish people. Muscovite Russia,
however, did not have Jews living within its borders. It is for that reason that Alex-
ander Pereswetoff-Morath aptly called his book about anti-Judaic texts in medieval
Russia A Grin without a Cat, alluding to the fading Cheshire cat in Lewis Carroll’s
Adventures of Alice in Wonderland, and quite appropriately described the Com-
mented Palaea as a “comprehensive, basically Christological commentary to books
of the Old Testament in an anti-Judaic vein” (Pereswetoff-Morath 2002, 1:31).

In some instances we witness in the Palaea direct addresses of contemporary
Jews in a straightforward attempt to proselytize them, such as “But you, Jew, living
today, why are you not jealous of the Israelites of old, on whose account Egypt was
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punished? . . . So also you, Jew, do not be insensate and irrational like the snakes.
The prophecies you have read, the time of Creation you know. Renovate your body,
regain the sight of your eyes, throw off the decayed garment which is incredulity,
become renewed through the Holy Baptism, rush to Christ and become one with
us” (see appendix 18).

Beside the Palaea, there is another Russian compilation with passages trans-
lated from Midrashic sources, and this is item b in our list of translations (see
above, p. 15), the Academy Chronograph (see Taube 1992). In it we find inserted a
narrative describing the attempt to enforce the Hellenization of the Jews of Pales-
tine during the reign of the Seleucid king Antiochus IV Epiphanes (ca. 215 BC-164
BC), an attempt that resulted in the revolt led by the family of the Hasmoneans.
The story of the revolt is based on Josippon but contains additions of Talmudic and
Midrashic origin, providing interesting details—for example, the decree issued by
the Greek authorities banning Jewish women from observing the practice of ritual
immersion (fevila) and the miracle that happened when the Jews found, each in
his own house, a source of water allowing them to continue their practice. The
account in the Academy Chronograph is very similar to the one in the Midrash
Maaseh Hanukkah (see appendix 19).

Another account of Hebrew origin to be found in the Academy Chronograph
(see Taube 1992) is the story of the captivity of Jechoniah, the penultimate king
of Judea, who was taken prisoner by the Babylonians, and of the miraculous con-
ception of his son Shealtiel (in Slavic, following the Greek, the name is rendered
Salathiel). (See appendix 20.)

The account in the Chronograph resembles very much the ones found in the
Talmud (Sanhedrin 37b—38a) and Midrash (Leviticus Rabbah 19). In the Hebrew
we have several more details, like the Sanhedrin approaching the Babylonian king’s
wife through her hairdresser, like the upright position, owing to the lack of space,
in which Shealtiel was conceived in jail, and the learned opinion of the Talmudic
source—namely, that normally a woman cannot become pregnant in that position.
Hence this conception was obviously a miracle (see appendix 21).

Once again we witness in these accounts the intimate acquaintance with Tal-
mudic and Midrashic traditions on the part of the translator into Slavic, even if
some of the details in the Midrash are omitted. Such acquaintance can only be
attributed to a learned Jew and cannot be expected from a non-Jewish scholar
in Rus'.

The last text of the early group to be discussed in this chapter is item ¢ in our list
of translations (see above, p.15), the account called The Third Capture of Jerusalem
by Titus (i.e., following the first capture by Nebuchadnezzar II, king of Babylon,
in 597 BC and the second capture by Antiochus IV Epiphanes in 167 BC). This
historical account, relating the suppression by Rome of the Judaean Revolt and
the destruction of the Second Temple in 70 CE by Titus, has always been of great
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interest to Jews and Christians alike. All the extant narratives of these events
ultimately go back to the writings of Joseph son of Matthias, a Jew from Palestine,
one of the leaders of the revolt in Galilee, who went over to the Roman side and
later called himself Flavius Josephus, in honor of his master, the emperor Titus
Flavius Vespasianus.

Here is a schematic chronological presentation of the account about the
destruction of the Second Temple:

1. First century CE., Josephus Flavius, Jewish War, written in Greek.

2. Second (or perhaps fourth) century, (pseudo-)Hegesippus, Historiae,
anonymous Christian adaptation in Latin of the Greek text.

3. Tenth century, Josippon. An anonymous Jewish adaptation in Hebrew of
Hegesippus’s Latin Historiae.

4. Sometime between the tenth and the fifteenth centuries, an anonymous
Hebrew reworking of the last part of Josippon on the sacking of Jerusalem
by Titus. A Jewish adaptation.

5. Eleventh or twelfth century, anonymous adaptation of Flavius’s Jewish War
into the language of Rus'. Translation from Greek.

6. Sometime between twelfth and the fifteenth centuries, an anonymous
translation of the Hebrew reworking of Josippon into the language of Rus'.
Translated by a (converted?) Jew.

7. Fifteenth century (first half), integration of the translation (in 6) by a Chris-
tian editor (or converted Jew?) into the Russian compilation Hellenic and
Roman Chronicler with the title O vzjatii Ierusalimu tretee Titovo (On the
third capture of Jerusalem by Titus).

The initial text, Flavius’s Jewish War (no. 1), an apologia pro vita sua, reflects the
author’s tendency to rationalize and justify his betrayal, coupled with an attempt
to denigrate his former comrades in arms, the stubborn rebels, and by the same
token to exonerate his Roman mentors and protectors, with Titus first among
them. This biased approach of the author, who never ceased maintaining that he
had always remained a loyal Jew, caused manifold complications by the time it
reached its Slavic form (or rather Slavic forms), as we shall demonstrate below.

We do in fact have several Slavic texts narrating these events. One of them is a
translation (no. 5) of Josephus’s Jewish War, made from the Greek, and preserved
exclusively in Rusian witnesses (Istrin et al. 1934; Meshcherskij 1958; Pichkhadze
et al. 2004).

Beside the Rusian version of Josephus’s Jewish War we have a different text,
translated from a Hebrew version (no. 6), integrated into the historical compila-
tion of the first quarter of the fifteenth century, a compilation known as the Second
Redaction of The Hellenic and Roman Chronicler (no. 7). This version is titled The
Third Capture of Jerusalem by Titus.
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The Third Capture of Jerusalem, however, is not a direct descendant of the Jewish
War. It is based on the work (no. 2) sometimes attributed to another deserter, the
second-century Palestinian Jew converted to Christianity known as Hegesippus,
whose account, based on Josephus, but augmented with Christian elements, sur-
vived in Latin. In recent scholarship this attribution has been contested and it is
now customary to speak of pseudo-Hegesippus, a Latin work, written ca. 370 AD by
an anonymous Christian author.

In the tenth century an anonymous south Italian Jew translated from Latin
into Hebrew large portions of pseudo-Hegesippus’s account, expurgating its most
obvious Christian elements and adding details from other Jewish sources. This
adaptation (no. 3) is known as the Josippon.

Some passages deriving from the Josippon (for example, the account of Alex-
ander the Great entering Jerusalem, discussed in the first chapter), are preserved
in the Hypatian Chronicle under the year 1110, and their presence in this chronicle
gave rise to the claim that the Josippon, perhaps even in its entirety, was available
in Russian translation in the early twelfth century.

Our present text, The Third Capture of Jerusalem, however, differs from these
passages in that it does not derive, at least not directly, from the Josippon. The
Third Capture of Jerusalem is actually a translation of a later, thorough reworking
in Hebrew (no. 4), done sometime between the tenth and the fifteenth centuries,
of the final chapters of the Josippon starting with Titus waging war on the rebels in
Jerusalem, followed by a description of the destruction of the Temple, and ending
with the collective suicide of the Jewish rebels on the fortified Mount Masada in
the Judaean desert.

The Hebrew reworking is attested in a single manuscript (Oxford, Bodleian
Library, Huntington collection, ms 345), dated to 1462. The Huntington copy is
quite distinct from the Josippon in its wording as well as in its order of episodes,
despite its carrying the same title Josippon ben Gorion (Josippon son of Gorion).

Thus, the parable of the captain struggling to bring his ship to safe harbor, which
in the Josippon proper is part of Josephus’s speech to his fellow rebels when he
tries to convince them to join him in his decision to abandon the battle and to
surrender to the Romans after the Battle of Jodaphath in Galilee (Flusser 1980,
1:317), is placed in the reworking in the mouth of Titus in his speech to his soldiers
after their initial defeat in Jerusalem. Although David Flusser, the editor of the
Hebrew Josippon (1980, 2:254) mentions the Huntington copy among the manu-
scripts belonging to what he calls the “original version,” he does not include it in
his stemma codicum (2:53), nor does he quote variants from it, with the exception
of Elazar’s speech to the rebels gathered at Masada at the very end of the text; and
even there (see Flusser 1980, 2:355fF.) his variants are not given as readings of a word
or even of a phrase, as is the case with all his other variant readings, but as variant
readings of whole paragraphs, indicating that it is indeed a radically different text.

The Third Capture of Jerusalem by Titus, like all translations made from Hebrew
in the East Slavic lands, has to be the work of a Jew. The earliest manuscript
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containing it (Saint Petersburg, BAN 33.8.13) is from the last quarter of the fif-
teenth century and shows dialectal features of the language of the Novgorod area,
an area in which, unlike in Moscow, Jews could occasionally be found, at least until
its annexation by Muscovy in 1478. The Russian translation is very precious for
the history of the Hebrew text of the reworking, since it conserves portions of the
text missing owing to a lacuna of six folia in the still unpublished unique Hebrew
Huntington manuscript.

An illustrative example of the differences between the Josippon proper and its
Hebrew reworking is a passage in which we find enumerated the many ominous
signs that God had sent, to no avail, to the Jews of Jerusalem in order to warn them
of the imminent destruction of the city and the Temple. The immediate source of
Josippon—namely, pseudo-Hegesippus—clearly tainted by Christological bias,
added here the words Lord Jesus and Maria, whereas the Josippon censored the
Christian portions, omitting these names (see appendix 22).

Nikita Meshcherskij, who edited the East Slavic translation from the original
Greek of Josephus’s Jewish War, quotes in his introduction (1958, 146) two small
portions of this passage from the Josippon, together with the text of the Third Cap-
ture of Jerusalem (see appendix 23), as proof that the Third Capture of Jerusalem by
Titus is based directly on the Josippon, albeit on a special version thereof; however,
we will see presently that this is not the case, since the Third Capture of Jerusalem
by Titus has a rather different account from that of the Josippon.

If we disregard the typographic errors and the errors of translation (“all the
simple folk” instead of “some of the simple folk”), we observe (see appendix 24)
that Meshcherskij has left out the words where the Josippon and the Third Capture
of Jerusalem by Titus differ radically: the Josippon predicts (see text in appendix
22) that “when the edifice of the Temple will be quadrangular, then there will reign
a king over Israel, a king who reigns and rules over the whole earth,” whereas the
Third Capture of Jerusalem, following the Hebrew reworking of the Huntington
copy, predicts the appearance of this mysterious ruler of Israel for the time when
the Temple will be 420 years old. The number of years for the duration of the
Second Temple—420—is a well-known Talmudic figure, quoted in eschatological
contexts (see appendix 25).

Despite the correspondence on this probative detail, the unique Huntington
copy is not identical with the Third Capture of Jerusalem (see appendix 26), as it
has a much more extensive account. Most of the extra portions in the Huntington
reworking, as compared to the Slavic version of this passage in the Third Capture
of Jerusalem, such as the ominous signs of the quadrangular Temple, the beauti-
ful human figure hovering above the Temple, the cow giving birth to a lamb, and
the footsteps in the Temple calling for a withdrawal from the city, derive from the
Josippon, too, although they are dispersed in different locations of the Josippon
and are not found as a single passage as they appear in the sequence attested here.

The most significant import of establishing the Huntington reworking of the
Josippon as immediate source for the Russian translation lies in instances where



30 TRANSLATIONS FROM HEBREW IN RUS’

the Hebrew exposes the biases and tendencies of the Russian version (the exam-
ples of the Third Capture of Jerusalem by Titus are from Tvorogov’s 1999 edition of
the Hellenic and Roman Chronicler).

Thus, in the description of the beginning of the military campaign against Jeru-
salem by the Romans, the Third Capture of Jerusalem by Titus reads (Tvorogov
1999, 1:224 1.1):

i radovashas' vrazi nashi paguby ego radi.

And our enemies rejoiced over its demise.
Huntington 345:

vajismehu ojvim ‘al mishbateha.

And enemies rejoiced over her demise.

There is no comment on this difference in Tvorogov’s edition. The addition in the
Slavic, speaking of our enemies, cannot but reflect the input of the Jewish translator.
A second example, speaking of the rebels in Jerusalem (12.11):

védjashe bo Iosif jako ne xotjat mira.
For Joseph knew that they did not want peace.
Huntington 345:
ki yodea * yosef ki nit ‘av be ‘eyneyhem ‘al asher nasa ‘alav ‘ol romiim.

For Joseph knew that he was abominable in their eyes, for he had taken upon himself
the Roman yoke.

This is an intentional distortion of the Hebrew text, reversing the roles of hero and
villain, a distortion that has to belong to the translator into Russian, or (although
this is less likely) to the editor who integrated the Third Capture of Jerusalem into
the Hellenic and Roman Chronicler.

The Russian version of The Third Capture of Jerusalem by Titus thus embodies
the whole spectrum of ambivalence in the attitude of Russians toward Jews, since
it represents several consecutive layers of reworking and adaptation of the same
account, with different, sometimes conflicting, biases and ideas about the sense of
the story and about who the heroes, and particularly about who the villains, are.
Are these the Romans or the Jews? Are these all the Jews or just the rebels? Is Titus
the villain of this story or the designed carrier of God’s wrath against the Jews?
And is Joseph a positive or a negative figure? The ambivalence about most of these
points, with the exception of the unanimous condemnation of the zealous rebels, is
maintained in the Jewish tradition as well, and gets further confounded in Slavic.

Thus far we have engaged in the exposition of the East Slavic texts of the
early group and their sources. Let us return now to the question of the possible
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scenarios for the circumstances that could have given rise to this group
of translations.

For the dating of the translations, we have posited the thirteenth through
fifteenth centuries as the possible time range, although the extant manuscripts
are from 1400 onward. As for the place of translation, the Galician-Volhynian
regions, where a Jewish presence is attested from the thirteenth century on, is
a possibility, although we lack more precise evidence, linguistic or historical, to
confirm it.

Regarding the intended readership of the translations, the answer, as already
pointed out, seems to be clear: they were made for Christians, since the texts were
written down in Cyrillic and were preserved in Russian Orthodox compilations,
kept mainly in monasteries, and not accessible to observant Jews, even assuming
they could read Cyrillic (an unlikely possibility).

Moreover, that Christians would be interested in Old Testament figures, espe-
cially in Jacob’s descendants, is obvious, since Christendom views itself as the New
Israel. Of special interest would of course be the last kings of Judea from the House
of David and their offspring (at the time of the exile to Babylon, Jechoniah, and
after the exile, Shealtiel and Zerubbabel), since all of them are part of Jesus Christ’s
pedigree (Matthew 1:11-13). The Slavic texts consequently show great interest,
respect, and even admiration for the Israelites of old.

Nothing of the kind, however, is reserved for Jews of their own time. As we
have seen above, the latter are treated as the cursed people who refuse to accept the
Christian truth and they are addressed by rude invectives accompanied by explicit
calls to repent and embrace the Christian faith.

Such a mixture of familiarity with Jewish sources, as we have seen, together
with an anti-Jewish, proselytizing approach, strengthens the suspicion that we are
dealing with a rather familiar picture, that of Jews converted to Christianity, using
Jewish sources for polemics against their former coreligionists. Despite being for-
mally addressed to a Jew, such texts are nevertheless internal Christian polemical
works. We are therefore led to posit a scenario with Jewish converts to Christianity
involved in the early group of translations, at least in some of them, translations of
polemical texts dealing with the ancient Israelites and with many Old Testament
figures of interest to a Christian audience.

We do not have concrete evidence for the existence of such converts before the
second half of the fifteenth century, when we encounter in the 1470s the case of
an Ashkenazi Jew converted to Orthodox Christianity, after arriving in Moscow
from Kyiv—Feodor the Jew (see Zuckerman 1987). This convert left us an epistle
to his former brethren, imploring them to follow his example, as well as a collec-
tion of prayers purporting to be a “Psalter;” but Feodor (whose Jewish name is not
given), who converted around 1470, could not have been the translator of the early
group. We are thus, as happens to be the case more often than not, left in the realm
of speculation.
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A second case of a convert, about whom we know even less, is mentioned by
Archbishop Gennadij of Novgorod in a letter from 1490, in which he tells about
a newly baptized Jew from Kyiv who took the name of Daniel, and who, on his
arrival in Novgorod on his way to Moscow, told his companions at the table of the
inn where he was staying about the not very friendly farewell he had received from
his Jewish brethren in Kyiv (see below in chapter 3).

Our third and final chapter discusses a different kind of texts, no longer Jewish
historical accounts originally written in Hebrew, but scientific and pseudoscien-
tific texts originally written in Arabic or in Judaeo-Arabic, translated into Hebrew,
and then from Hebrew into East Slavic. This would require a different kind of
translator, with different capabilities and a different motivation.



3

The Heresy of the Judaizers and the
Translations from Hebrew in Muscovite
Russia in the Second Half of the

Fifteenth Century

In the first two chapters we dealt with the group of early translations from
Hebrew in Rus’ carried out between the thirteenth and the early fifteenth centu-
ries, translations of accounts about Jewish figures from the Old Testament and
somewhat later, all of interest to Christians. All the accounts are preserved in
Russian compilations and must have been made with the participation of Jews,
perhaps of Jewish converts to Christianity. All the translations are anonymous.

TEXTUAL FINDINGS AND ANALYSES
OF THE TRANSLATIONS

Our present topic, the latter group of translations, belonging to the second half of
the fifteenth century, is different in its makeup as well as in its language. It con-
sists mainly of scientific and philosophical texts, most of which go back to Arabic
works that were translated into Hebrew in the thirteenth and fourteenth centuries
and then, one century later, from Hebrew into Slavic.

The language of the translations is Ruthenian, the written language of the
Grand Duchy of Lithuania. Nevertheless, with few exceptions (to be discussed
below), these texts, consisting of fifteenth-century Ruthenian translations, are pre-
served mainly in Russian copies from the sixteenth century and later (up until the
eighteenth century) that underwent some Russification and no little corruption by
Muscovite copyists.

The emergence of such a corpus of scientific work is quite remarkable, given
that “Neither Kievan nor Muscovite Russia had an equivalent of scholasticism or

33
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Renaissance; there were no universities, only occasional schools, and no learned
professions; there was little knowledge of Greek, effectively none of Latin” (Ryan
1999, 10). And, regarding Orthodox Slavic Christianity in general: “The Orthodox
Slavs translated fewer of the scientific and philosophical works available in Byzan-
tium than did the Syrians, Arabs or Latins, and indeed no complete major work
of Greek antique philosophy or science was translated and no sophisticated ancient
Greek or Byzantine work of history or literature (apart from works of Josephus and
George of Pisidia) was available in Slavonic until comparatively modern times”
(Ryan 1999, 9-10).

Here is the list of the items in this group, to be presented in detail further below:

a. Immanuel bar Yakov Bonfils’s Shesh kenafajim (Six wings).
. Johannes de Sacrobosco’s Book of the Sphere.
c. Al-Ghazalts Intentions of the Philosophers.
(c1. Logic c2. Metaphysics)

d. Moses Maimonides’s Logical Terminology.

e. Pseudo-Aristotle’s Secret of Secrets, including the following interpolations:
Maimonides’s On Coitus;

The second part of Maimonides’s On Poisons and the Protection against
Lethal Drugs;

chapter 13 of Maimonides’s Book of Asthma;

chapter on physiognomy from Rhazes’s al-Kitab al-Mansiri fi I-tibb.

. An eight-line sorites on the soul titled “Laodicean Epistle” whose Hebrew
source remains unidentified, probably related to item e.

g. A collection of Old Testament Hagiographa in the sixteenth-century Vilnius
Codex, Lithuanian Academy Library, F 19-262, including: the Song of
Songs, Ruth, Lamentations, Ecclesiastes, Esther, Job, Proverbs, and Daniel,
translated from Hebrew (the latter only partly from Hebrew); the Psalter in
this collection was translated from Greek and corrected by comparing it to
the Latin.

Items a and b—that is, the Six Wings and the Book of the Sphere, are known only
from the excerpts published by Sobolevskij (1903, 409-19) from the single sixteenth-
century Ruthenian copy that contained them (Chetm, Museum of the Holy Theoto-
kos Brotherhood), which disappeared without trace after World War I, along with
the whole collection of manuscripts and works of art in that Museum.

Item ci1—that is, the section on Logic from al-Ghazali's Intentions of the
Philosophers—is attested in a unique Ruthenian manuscript from 1482, now lost,
but fortunately published in 1909 by S. L. Neverov, a student at Kyiv University who
was not even able to identify the text and thought it might be a work by al-Farabi.

Items c2 and d—that is, al-GhazalT’s section on metaphysics (theology) of
his Intentions of the Philosophers and Maimonides’s Logical Terminology—were
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combined (in reverse order) in the Slavic translation to form a single text titled
Logika (published in Taube 2016).

Item e—the pseudo-Aristotelian Secret of Secrets is attested in Russian copies
from the sixteenth century onward (published recently by Ryan and Taube 2019).

Item f—the eight-line sorites “On the Soul” is likewise attested in Russian cop-
ies from the sixteenth century onward (published by Ja. S. Lurie in Kazakova and
Lurie 1955, 256-76).

Item g—the Vilnius Florilegium containing nine Old Testament books, (eight
of them translated from Hebrew), is a unique sixteenth-century copy, parts
of which have been edited by my teacher Moshe Altbauer and myself (see
Altbauer 1992).

The items a, b, c1 and g are (for the first two, now lost: were) preserved in single
Ruthenian copies, and never reached Muscovy.

The language of item c1 consequently served me in the 2016 edition of the
Logika as a comparative tool for identifying the instances of Russification in
the copies of the other portions of the Logika that did reach Muscovy, and as a
frame of reference for choosing among the variant readings the ones that, to my
mind, reflected the language of the translator.

For this later group, too, we must assume the participation of Jews in the trans-
lation, and for the same reason as with the early group—that is, the absence of
Christian Hebraists in the Grand Duchy of Lithuania and a fortiori in Muscovy.
This time, however, the translators are no longer shrouded in anonymity, since we
are fortunate to be able to name the translator of at least two items, and possibly of
the whole group of texts. On this—later.

We now proceed to discuss in detail the items of this list.

The Shestokryl (Shesh kenafajim) (Six wings) (item a), whose original was
written in Hebrew by the fourteenth-century Provencal Jewish mathematician
and astronomer Immanuel bar Yakov Bonfils (1300-77) of Tarascon. It is an impor-
tant astronomical work with calendric and navigational uses. Bonfils is known
mainly as the inventor of decimal fractions, but he was also the translator from
Latin into Hebrew of The Book of the Gests of Alexander of Macedon (see Kazis
1962, 40). The Ruthenian translation of the Shesh kenafajim (Six wings), made
directly from the Hebrew original, apparently reached Muscovy, since Archbishop
Gennadij of Novgorod (on him and his polemics against the Judaizing heresy, see
below) mentions it in two of his letters, from 1487 and 1489 (see Kazakova and
Lurie 1955, 311, 318-19), as a text that he had read and in which he found heresies.
The Six Wings indeed appears in the list of works banned by the Russian church as
heretical for being of a divinatory nature.!

Actually, the Six Wings is a purely astronomical work (see Solon 1970), without
a hint of astrology or of any other kind of mysticism. It comprises six astronomical
tables (from which it derives its name, alluding to Isaiah 6:2), in which, inter alia,
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solar and lunar positions are calculated. The tables are preceded by an introduc-
tion (see Taube 1995a, 191ff.) explaining in detail how the numerals in the tables
should be used, to which the translator added in Slavic explanations for some basic
terms of the Jewish calendar, such as the nineteen-year cycle of the Hebrew luni-
solar calendar.” The “divinatory” power of the work lies simply in its enabling the
user of the tables to figure out ahead of time the day and hour for the appear-
ance of the new moon and for upcoming solar and lunar eclipses, with corrections
according to geographical location, whether in Provence, Italy, or even Byzantium.
The work was translated from the original Hebrew into Latin in 1405 and from the
Latin into Greek in 1435 (see Solon 1970), and its calculations were used by sailors
and explorers well into the seventeenth century.

The Latin cosmography titled De sphera (item b, ed. L. Thorndike 1949) by
the thirteenth-century English scholar Johannes de Sacrobosco, (ca. 1195—ca.
1256) who taught mathematics at a very early Sorbonne, was a major handbook
for students of astronomy all across Europe in the Middle Ages and well into the
seventeenth century. By the end of the fourteenth century it had two Hebrew
translations, one by Solomon Abigedor, titled Mar ‘eh ha- ofanim (The appearance
of the wheels) and one by an anonymous translator, titled Séfer ha-galgal (The
book of the orb) and Séfer ha-esféra ha-qatan (The little book of the sphere), and it
is this anonymous translation that was rendered into Ruthenian in the second half
of the fifteenth century. We have identified (see Taube 1995a, 172ff.) the copy of the
Hebrew anonymous translation that served as an exemplar for the Ruthenian ver-
sion, a Hebrew manuscript of the Russian National Library (Firkovich collection,
Evr. 1355), copied in Kyiv on the September 18, 1454, by Zechariah ben Aharon (on
him, see in detail below).

A probative argument for the identification of this copy as the Hebrew exem-
plar of the Ruthenian translation is the unique description of the seventh clime
of the Northern Hemisphere, clima diaripheos. This term, usually understood as
referring to the Ural Mountains, is rendered in most Hebrew witnesses by nof rifios
or nof rifomas. The copy made by Zechariah, however, has here nof rusios hem
harej sheleg u-kfor ve-erets ashkenaz (The seventh clime . . . is the clime of Russia,
which are the mountains of snow and ice and the land of Ashkenaz). This unique
rendering corresponds quite precisely to the Slavic, known to us only from the
excerpts of the Chetm copy (now lost) published by Sobolevskij (1903, 412): iklima
7-ja klima i russkaja i nemetskaja (‘The seventh clime. .. is the clime of both Russia
and Germany . . .).

We now turn to items ¢ and d, constituting in Slavic the work called Logika.

The Arabic work titled Magqasid al-falasifah (Intentions of the Philosophers) by
the Persian theologian Aba Hamid Muhammad al-Ghazali (1058-1111) expounds
Aristotelian philosophy as it was known in the Muslim world through al-Farabi
and Ibn Sina (Avicenna). It basically borrows, without acknowledgment, whole
sections from Avicenna’s Persian work Danish nameh (Book of Knowledge) (see
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Alédnso 1963, xlvi). The Intentions of the Philosophers was meant to be an intro-
ductory volume to al-Ghazalt’s second work, the Tahafut al-falasifah (Destruction
of the Philosophers). The second volume is what won al-Ghazali his fame in the
West, since a century later Ibn Rushd (Averroes) wrote a refutation of this refuta-
tion of philosophy, the Tahafut al-tahafut (Destruction of the destruction), soon
to be translated into Latin as Destructio destructionis, as well as into Hebrew, as
Happalat ha-happalah. Judging by the small number of Hebrew manuscript cop-
ies of the Destruction of the Philosophers compared with the massive number of
copies of the Intentions of the Philosophers, it seems that Jewish readers were not
interested in the refutation, but only in the introductory volume, which served as
a popular handbook of logic for Jewish readers well into the sixteenth century (see
Harvey 2001).

There were no fewer than three Hebrew translations of the Intentions of the
Philosophers as well as many commentaries. We have at least seventy-two hand-
written copies of the three Hebrew translations taken together, whereas there are
few witnesses of this text in Arabic. The three Hebrew translations of the Intentions
of the Philosophers were made in the thirteenth and fourteenth centuries: in Cat-
alonia, by Isaac Albalag; in Provence, by Yehuda Natan (Maestro Bongodo); as
well as by an anonymous translator. The anonymous translation, named Kavanot
ha-filosofim, served as the basis for the fourteenth-century commentary by the
philosopher and physician Moses Narboni (ca. 1295-1362, Perpignan), and it is
this version (without the commentary) that was translated into Ruthenian in
the second half of the fifteenth century, somewhere between 1458 and 1482 (see
Pereswetoff-Morath 2006, 37-41). Out of the three sections of the work—logic,
metaphysics, and physics—only the first two, the section on logic (item c1) and
the initial chapters on metaphysics (item c2), were translated into Ruthenian. The
section on physics apparently was not translated.

The short exposition of logic titled in Arabic Magqgalah fi sina‘at al-mantiq
(Treatise on the art of logic) and in Hebrew Millot higgajon (Logical Terminology,
lit. Vocables of logic [item d]) is traditionally ascribed to Maimonides; and while
there have been a few voices doubting his authorship (e.g., Jacob Reifmann [1884,
18ff.] and Herbert A. Davidson [2001]; cf. also Taube 2016, 46—48.), the established
view remains unchanged (see Harvey 2016). In any case, for the Jew who translated
it from Hebrew this was without a shadow of doubt an authentic Maimonidean
work. Of the three extant Hebrew translations of this work, by Moses ben Samuel
Ibn Tibbon, by Ahituv of Palermo, and by Joseph Ibn Vives of Lorca the transla-
tor into Ruthenian used the first two—Ibn Tibbon’s and Ahituv’s—as is borne out
both by the doublets and by the contamination of the two versions (see Taube
2016, esp. 48).

Items c2 and d were combined in Slavic, as mentioned above, to form a
philosophical miscellany called Logika, of which I published a critical edition
in 2016. The editor who combined them replaced al-GhazalT’s section on logic
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(c1) with Maimonides’s Logical Terminology (d) and attached to it the first eight
chapters from the metaphysics section of al-Ghazalt's Magasid (c2). The attribu-
tion of authorship in the Slavic translation is of great interest. Thus, Moses Mai-
monides, the supposed author of the Logical Terminology, who is referred to in
the Hebrew translations as ha-rav moshe (“the master Moses”) or simply as ha-rav
(“the master”), is called in Slavic Mojsej Egiptjanin (Moses the Egyptian), probably
reflecting the fact, known to some learned Jewish and Christian scholars at that
time, that Maimonides, a native of Cordoba, spent most of his adult life in Egypt.
It is doubtful, however, whether any Slavic reader of the text at the time would
have known that.

Even more noteworthy is the attribution of authorship in the Slavic version of
al-Ghazali’s Intentions of the Philosophers. Both in the logic section of the Intentions
and in the metaphysics section, Abu-Hamid Muhammad al-Ghazali is referred
to in the Hebrew version by his teknonym Abt Hamid. In the Slavic translation,
however, he is Christened (or rather Judaized) Aviasaf, a clearly fictitious name.’
Thereby, al-Ghazali’s work is presented to the Slavic readership as if it were part
of Jewish wisdom. This misrepresentation of al-Ghazali as Aviasaf seems to reflect
an ulterior motive, one that we will try to spell out further on, when proposing a
possible motivation for the whole enterprise of translations.

Beside the general arguments for the translator being Jewish by default—
namely, owing to the absence of Christian Hebraists in Eastern Europe—we have,
in the case of the Logika, direct evidence of the translator’s Jewishness. Thus, in
chapter 13 of the Logical Terminology, in the discussion of instances of hypon-
ymy, where a general term is used also for a more specific member of that genus,
we observe a significant deviation of the Slavic translation from both the Ara-
bic and the Hebrew (see appendix 27).* For illustrating this usage, the Arabic and
the Hebrew give as examples the general words for “grass” and for “star,” which
may also denote “cannabis” and “the planet Mercury,” respectively, whereas the
Slavic has as an example the name “Israel,” which “is the name of us all as well as
the name of an individual from among us.” There can be no doubt here about the
referee of “us”

The translation of the philosophical works of Maimonides and al-Ghazali from
the heavily arabicized Hebrew versions of the Tibbonide translations was no doubt
quite a challenge for the East European Jewish translator who undertook to render
them into Ruthenian, of which he may have had practical knowledge sufficient to
communicate orally with his neighbors, but hardly more than that. We may also
assume that he did not know Arabic. This is suggested by his rendering of the
discussion of the four elements and of prime matter in the Logical Terminology
chapter 9 (see appendix 28). Our translator apparently ignored the meaning of the
Arabic term transliterated as ‘nsr (hyle, prime matter), since the word is not used
in Hebrew. This is probably the reason for its omission in his translation, unlike
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TABLE 1

Literal sense of
Slavic Hebrew and Slavic ~ Arabic Hebrew English term
prilepénie gluing, sticking mulazimah dvequt inalienability
udarenie hitting darb haka’ah multiplication
pozhichenyj borrowed musta ‘ar mus’al metaphorical
ponovlen renewed muhaddat mehudas created
zabludshij misleading sufista’l mat ‘eh sophistic
popushchenyj released mutlaq mesulah absolute
pognanyj pursued muradif nirdaf synonym
rechenyja they said (pl.) magqulat ma’amarot the Categories
obretenyj found mawjiid nimeca’ existent

cases where a word of Arabic origin is current in medieval Hebrew literature—
for example, handasa (geometry) or timsah (crocodile), in which cases he either
translates or transliterates the familiar Hebrew terms (see Taube 2016, 57).

The translator also ignored the philosophical terminology current in Slavic,
not that there was much to ignore. In contradistinction to the West Slavic regions,
where, at the universities of Prague (founded 1349) and Cracow (founded 1346),
Aristotle was being taught (in Latin), in the East Slavic regions, where there were
no universities, we observe little knowledge of Aristotle apart from occasional
references and fragmentary quotations (see Ryan 1986). Moreover, no philo-
sophical terminology was available, with the exception of some terms in the
Pege gnoseos (Fount of Knowledge), by Saint John of Damascus, the philosophical
chapters of which circulated in Russia in translation in a very small number of
manuscript copies, under the title Dialektika. Our Jewish translator of course
knew nothing about this and had to invent a brand new terminology. His approach
was simple: translate literally, if possible. Some examples of this literality are given
in Table 1.

In all the examples in the table above the Slavic renders literally the Hebrew,
which is itself usually a literal translation of the Arabic. The only exception, the
Slavic term for “sophistic’—namely, zabludshij (misleading)—is the result of
interpretation by the translator into Hebrew of Arabic sufista’7 (a calque of the
Greek) (sophistic) as mat ‘eh (misleading).

All the Slavic terms are everyday words, but in their scholarly sense they are
semantic neologisms, not found anywhere else in Slavic with this meaning.

Sometimes, though, when deemed necessary, we witness in Slavic an attempt
of interpretation, or, where appropriate, an added explanation (on the latter, see
below p. 50).
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From among the terms that the translator interprets, according to the sense
they acquired in philosophy, I will focus on tsura (form). This is a central concept
in medieval thought, whether Muslim, Jewish, or Christian, adopting the Aristo-
telian doctrine of hylomorphism, according to which all substances (except God)
are composed of form and matter. The term form in this context does not refer
to a thing’s “shape,” but to its definition or essence—for example, “human form,”
denoting what it is to be a human being. A statue may be human-shaped, but it is
not a human, because it cannot perform the functions characteristic of humans:
thinking, perceiving, moving, desiring, eating, growing, and so on. (See “Matter
vs. Form,” Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy, last revised March 25, 2020, https://
plato.stanford.edu/entries/form-matter/.)

In the Slavic translation of the Logika, the Hebrew term tsura (form), when
employed in its Aristotelian meaning of eidos (form), in opposition to hule
(matter), is rendered by a Slavic word containing the semantic component “soul”
(dushevenstvo, lit. “animacy;” see appendix 29). This choice is motivated by the
Jewish translator’s awareness that, within Aristotle’s hylomorphic framework,
the rational soul is the form ( = essence) of man, a view echoed in Maimonides’s
writings (see appendix 30). Such rendering, without an explanatory addition,
undoubtedly makes the text hard to understand for a reader lacking access to the
Hebrew, as evidenced by the faulty glosses of this term in several manuscripts of
the Logika (see Taube 2016, 59).

Beyond the particularities of terminology, an important characteristic of
the Slavic version of the Intentions of the Philosophers is that it displays several
instances of additions, modifications, and omissions by the translator that should
be seen as a conscious attempt to adapt the text for a Christian readership.

Thus, Aristotle’s pagan teaching is legitimated by naming some of the Jewish
prophets as contemporary sources of his thinking—indeed, as his mentors. In a
paragraph added at the end of the metaphysics (theology) section of al-Ghazalf’s
Intentions of the Philosophers in Slavic, Aristotle is said to have learned the natural
sciences from the Jewish prophets (see appendix 31).

Furthermore, formulas that might raise questions about the differences in the
understanding of God’s unity in Judaism (and Islam), as opposed to their under-
standing in Christianity, are omitted.

A significant instance of changes made in the Slavic, apparently in order to
accommodate a Christian readership, is found in the Logical section of al-Ghazalt’s
Intentions of the Philosophers, where the discussion of the types of negation in Slavic
radically deviates from the Hebrew. The Hebrew here, closely following the Arabic,
explains that the negation of a constituent (namely, the subject), called “privation,”
is different from negative predication; indeed, it is positive (lit., negative digressing
into the positive), since its truth-value remains intact even when predicated of a
nonexistent subject. The Arabic and the Hebrew, respectively, give as examples of
such a nonexistent subject shariq allah and shutaf ha- el (God’s associate).
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Given that God’s unity is so deeply entrenched in their respective faiths, a Jew-
ish or Muslim reader would immediately grasp the notion of “God’s associate”
as absurd or fictitious. However, the Jewish translator apparently considered it
too dangerous a notion for an Orthodox Christian readership familiar with the
concept of the divine trinity. As a consequence, “associate” was dropped from
the text, and since the subject of the example in the “corrected” Slavic version is
now “God’, the dropping of his “associate” inevitably leads to leaving out the affir-
mation that “the demonstration thereof is that the negation is true (even) when
applied to the non-existent” What remains, then (see appendix 32), is a garbled,
corrupt passage, without even the little comforting assertion (found in Arabic and
Hebrew) that the distinction of the two types of negation is clearer in Persian.

Similarly indicative of the translator’s sensitivity regarding fine points of dis-
tinction between the Jewish and the Christian views of God’s unique oneness
is the example from the third chapter of the theological section of the Intentions of
the Philosophers, where the Arabic and the Hebrew give as examples of true unity
“the point, and the essence of the Creator,” whereas the Slavic has only the latter
(see appendix 33). Since God’s absolute and unparalleled unity is one of the basic
articles of the Jewish religion,’ the Jewish translator into Slavic could not or would
not allow his Christian readership to learn that anything else, even the point, could
share with God in “real” unity, and therefore preferred to leave out “the point”
altogether, although this sharing is stipulated by al-Ghazali and by his unacknowl-
edged source, Avicenna, and is maintained in the Hebrew translation.

Whether translating literally, interpreting the less transparent terms, or adapt-
ing the text to the non-Jewish readership, there can be no doubt that the translator
was a learned Jew from the Grand Duchy of Lithuania, where, in contrast to Mus-
covy, there was a considerable Jewish population. He displays in his translations an
impressive knowledge of medieval Jewish philosophy, manifested by his adding,
in many places in the Logika, explanatory notes and examples to clarify the text.

Thus, in chapter 2 of the logical part of the Intentions of the Philosophers, we
are apprised that man’s true definition can only be supplied by giving his essen-
tial quality as a rational animal, while accidental qualities, such as laughing and
erectness, may distinguish him from other animals, but are merely descriptive.
The translator into Slavic adds here (see appendix 34) a qualifying phrase about
using such accidental qualities: “but [thereby] you do not express his quiddity [sc.,
his true essence]”. Man’s “quiddity”—that is, his essence or true definition—as the
translator correctly emphasizes, is his being a rational animal.

Even more impressive is the example (see appendix 35) from the discussion of
the figures of syllogisms found in chapter 7 of the Logical Terminology, which, in
addition to several omissions, contains a long explanatory addition in Slavic.

The whole Hebrew passage summarizing the syllogistic figures is actually not
a translation of Maimonides’s words, but of an “explanation not from the dis-
course”—bé ur she-lo min ha-ma’amar—interpolated into Ibn Tibbon’s Hebrew
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version of the Logical Terminology. The explanation is ascribed by Efros (1938, 13)
to the thirteenth-century scholar and physician Jacob Anatoli, and is preserved in
four manuscripts of Ibn Tibbon’s translation.

In the Slavic version of this passage, we observe in the final two sentences fur-
ther additions to this interpolation, made by the Jewish translator into Slavic:

And both these figures, the second and the third, revert to the first [i.e., in order to
yield a conclusion], while the first [need] not revert to them, and it yields the four
aforementioned quantifiers. And the three figures are equal in that there is no syllo-
gism from two particular premises, nor from two negative ones, nor from a negative
minor and a particular major.

The translator thus displays his mastery of logic by adding to the text a similar
summary deriving from the logical section of al-Ghazalt’s Intentions of the Philoso-
phers (see Taube 2016, 504-6). He also adds a reference to an otherwise unknown
work that he calls “Long logic,” where all the characteristics of valid and invalid
syllogisms are given: “And for more [details] look in the Long logic

The reference to the mysterious “Long logic” here (as well as in five more cases
in the Logika), absent in all instances from the Hebrew and from the Arabic, prob-
ably points to Jacob Anatoli’s Hebrew translation of Averroes’s Middle Commentary
(edited by Herbert A. Davidson, 1969) on the logical books of the Organon (Cat-
egories, Prior and Posterior Analytics, Topics), containing the longest discussion
available at that time of valid and invalid syllogisms and of demonstrative proof.

In contrast to his familiarity with the subject matter, the translator reveals some
difficulties when struggling with the heavily arabicized phraseology and termi-
nology of the Hebrew translations from Arabic. In the discussion of the parts
of speech in the logical section of the Intentions of the Philosophers (Taube 2016,
452-53), going back all the way to Aristotle’s On Interpretation, we witness (see
appendix 36) the translator bravely tackle the difficult terminological comparison
of linguistic and philosophical terms for “verb,” “noun,” and “particle”/“function
word,” clinging to literality as much as possible but also consulting similar texts.

Thus, the rendering (in the final phrase) in Slavic of ‘ot (particle, lit., letter) by
slovo (word) and not by sudno (vessel/tool), as in the first instance, is probably
owing to the translator having consulted the parallel discussion of terminology
in the first chapter of the Logical Terminology, where both ibn Tibbon and Ahituv
render Arabic harf (particle) by milla (word) (cf. Taube 2016, 154-55).°

A different example, testifying to the difficulties facing the translator into
Slavic in dealing with the arabicized Hebrew, especially when the Hebrew turns
out to be a faulty rendering of the Arabic, is attested in the opening sentences of
the introduction to the theology section of the Intentions of the Philosophers (see
Taube 2016, 262-63). Al-Ghazali states in his introduction that “they [sc., the phi-
losophers] usually put the exposition of Natural Science before Theology,” but he
chooses to invert the order of presentation, since theology is the core and primary
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intent of all science, and its placement at the end is owing only to its being deeper
and more difficult to comprehend before mastering the natural sciences.

The author announces nevertheless that he will occasionally discuss physical
matters inasmuch as they are vital for the exposition of theology (see appendix 37).
His statement in the Arabic original is: “But we shall quote in the course of the dis-
cussion from the natural sciences what the comprehension of the intended [point]
depends upon” The anonymous translator from Arabic into Hebrew took khalal in
its alternate sense of harm, injury, imperfection, yielding a mistranslation,” so that
in the Hebrew version, the Arabic phrase, “in the course of the discussion,” was
erroneously rendered “in the deficiency/weakness of matters/words.”® The trans-
lator into Slavic, in his turn, sensing that the Hebrew was somehow wrong, but
lacking the means to check or correct it, simply omitted the phrase, “in the course
of the discussion.”

Since the translator presumably did not know Arabic, his only recourse in case
of difficulty was to commentaries on the works he was translating or to other
Hebrew works dealing with similar subjects (cf. n. 6 above). Traces of such consul-
tation can be found in the Slavic Logika (see list in Taube 2016, 50n44).

One such trace is the rendering in Slavic by marmypna (mahmuda) of the Hebrew
plant name ésev ha-isqamonija (the herb of scammony), a transliteration of the
Arabic sugminija, ultimately from Greek skammonia. The form mahmuda, not
attested in any Slavic dictionary, derives from Arabic mahmuda (commendable,
praiseworthy), a word also known in Persian and Turkish (in Romanized script:
mahmude). It apparently was unfamiliar to the Muscovite scribes, since most of
them corrupted it. This, however, does not necessarily indicate that our translator
knew Arabic, Persian, or Turkish; he more likely knew this word from a Hebrew
medical text. Thus, in a fifteenth-century Hebrew Glossary of Medical Terms (Saint
Petersburg, RNB, MS Evr. ITa 321, f. 46), we find:

sagmonija’ hu be-‘arvi qaruy be-shém ahér mahmudah u-be-yevani sagmonija ve-
khén be-la‘az niqrét kakh.

Sagmoniya is called in Arabic by another name mahmuda, and in Greek scammony,
and likewise in Romance.

The Slavic translations appear to be the result of collaboration between the learned
Jew and a Christian Slavic scribe who wrote it down in Cyrillic. Such collabo-
ration is by no means a unique phenomenon. Similar collaborative enterprises,
involving translators and scribes of different faiths and with differing knowledge
of languages, are recorded throughout the Middle Ages—for example, in Spain
and southern France in the eleventh- and twelfth-century translations from Ara-
bic into Latin (see Alverny 1986; Freudenthal and Glasner 2014). In our case, the
translations seem to have been produced as follows: the Jewish translator, who had
before him a Hebrew version, and sometimes several Hebrew versions, dictated
his literal rendering into a vernacular, heavily polonized Ruthenian, presumably
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the only variety of Slavic with which he was familiar. His Slavic collaborator put it
down in writing, occasionally “correcting” it in accordance with the scribal con-
ventions of the written language of the Grand Duchy of Lithuania, the bookish
“chancery language” to which he was accustomed.

This collaboration between an erudite Jew, whose mastery of the local variety of
Slavic vernacular must have been rather limited and his knowledge of the written
language practically nonexistent,” and a Slav not acquainted with the subject mat-
ter, produced a heterogeneous, at times impenetrable text that reflects the input as
well as the shortcomings of both collaborators.

There is evidence for such a joint effort in the translation of the Logika (as well
as of the Secret of Secrets, to be discussed below). It comes in the form of doublets,
not just any kind of doublets, not of single words written twice as happens with
scribal doublets (see list in Taube 2016, 51n45), but of whole clauses, reflecting
self-corrections by the Jewish translator that were noted down by the Christian
scribe in both wordings. This second variety of doublets in the Logika is found
only in the logical section of Al-Ghazalts Intentions of the Philosophers (c1), the
part that did not undergo any further editing and, consequently, any linguistic or
textual correction.

Of the many examples (see Taube 2016, 51n46), we will present one that is espe-
cially revealing about the method of oral dictation. It appears in the discussion of
the difference between the designation of proper names as opposed to their literal
meaning (see appendix 38). Here we encounter the following rendering (additions
in Slavic marked by italics): “And when we say, ‘God’s servant’ as a sobriquet/nick-
name, then it would be [considered] simple, since you do not intend by it anything
more than what you intend by saying, properly speaking, it will be: for you do not
intend anything more than if you had said ‘Jesse, ‘David.”

The reformulated clause marked by italics, as written down by the scribe,
includes here the translator’s aside zovomo samostiju (properly speaking), which
the scribe obviously failed to understand as metatext, including it in the text.

The next item (e) on the list of the late fifteenth-century translations (see p. 39
above) is pseudo-Aristotle’s Secret of Secrets (in Hebrew Sod ha-sodot). This is a
tenth-century Arabic work, a “mirror of princes” probably connected with the circle
of the “Brethren of Purity” (ikhwan al-safa’) in Basra, but pretending to be Aristo-
tle’s book of political advice, titled in Arabic sirr al-asrar (see Ryan and Taube 2019).

The Secret of Secrets purports to be a series of letters from Aristotle addressed
to Alexander the Great, a fiction enhanced in the Slavic version by the episto-
lary nature of the long interpolations from Rhazes and Maimonides that were also
addressed to a ruler or person of high rank. These “letters” are claimed in the
introduction by the supposititious translator into Arabic, Yahya ibn Bitriq, to be
the work of Aristotle and to have been translated from Greek into Rumi, suppos-
edly Syriac (the language of most Middle Eastern Christians and the common
medium for the transmission of Greek scholarly texts into Arabic in the Abbasid
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caliphate), and from Rumi into Arabic. However, there is no known Greek version
of any part of the text.

The preface of this suppositious “translator” of the Secret of Secrets explains that
Aristotle was aged and infirm and therefore unable to accompany his pupil Alexan-
der on the latter’s military campaign into Asia and instead acceded to Alexander’s
request for advice by letter. In these letters Aristotle offers Alexander moral and
practical advice on a wide variety of topics deemed to be of importance to a ruler.
These include advice on ethics and kingship, sometimes benevolent and some-
times Machiavellian; on the selection and management of court and state officials
and military officers; on the purchase and treatment of slaves; on the conduct of
diplomacy, on the strategy, tactics, and weapons of war; and on health and diet.

Aristotle warns Alexander to beware the wiles of women, and to avoid taking
into his service men whose bodily features predict bad character, such as blond
hair and blue eyes. From among his potential enemies (apart from his close rela-
tives who are always prime suspects), he warns him in particular against the Per-
sians, the Indians, and the Turks (!). Aristotle advocates astrology and alchemy; he
describes the use of magic talismans, of poison, of a magic ring; he lists the virtues
of precious stones; he includes a manual of physiognomy, seasonal dietary advice,
and an onomantic table for predicting the outcome of battles from calculating the
numerical value of the names of the opposing commanders.

The Slavic translation of the Secret of Secrets adds numerous small remarks
reflecting ideas found in the works by Maimonides (see Ryan and Taube 2019,
46ft.), mainly in his Guide of the Perplexed, but it also includes four major interpo-
lations, three of them from medical works by Maimonides, supplementing chap-
ters of similar content within the Secret of Secrets itself.

1. Maimonides’s On Coitus (Ma amar ha-mishgal); in Arabic Magala fi
I-jima " (see chapter on Slavic version by Ryan and Taube in Bos 2018).

This treatise was written by Maimonides for an unnamed, high-ranking
official, who inherited from his father a large harem with pretty maidens,
and needs advice from his physician on how to maintain, sustain, and
entertain his harem without ruining his health. Maimonides supplies his
client with practical advice concerning nutrition and physical exercise,
naming types of food and drink, including recipes considered to be propi-
tious for enhancing the sexual drive and capacity, of which the most potent
is wine (for those not prohibited from it by their religion), and emphasizing
the importance of a favorable atmosphere for indulging in the pleasures of
the flesh, induced by such activities as listening to fine music and poetry,
contemplating beautiful faces, and so on.

2. Maimonides’s On Poisons and the Protection against Lethal Drugs (Hebrew:
Samej ha-mavet ve-ha-refu ot negdam); (Arabic: Kitab al-sumioim wa-I-
taharruz min al-adwiya al-qattala) (see Bos 2009).
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This is a treatise composed by Maimonides in 1199 CE at the request of
‘Abd al-Rahim bin “Ali al-Baysani, called al-Qadi al-Fadil, counselor to
Saladin. It aroused great interest among Jews and Muslims alike. There are
seven manuscript copies of the work in Arabic characters, and two Hebrew
translations, one by Moses Ibn Tibbon, preserved in fourteen manuscripts,
and one anonymous, probably by Zerahyah ben Isaac ben She’altiel Hen,
which survives in only two fragmentary manuscripts. What we have in
Slavic is a translation of only the second part of Maimonides’s text in Ibn
Tibbon’s Hebrew translation, devoted to vegetable and mineral poisons
and their antidotes, while the first part, dealing with poisonous snakes and
scorpions was not translated for obvious reasons—it wasn’t relevant to East
European readers.

Maimonides’s On Asthma (Hebrew: Séfer ha-qatseret); (Arabic: Magqala fi-I-
rabw) (see Bos 2002; Bos and McVaugh 2008).

This treatise, written for an unnamed, high-ranking official, was translated
three times into Hebrew and twice into Latin. The Slavic version reflects the
Hebrew translation made by the fourteenth-century physician Samuel Ben-
veniste, who served in the house of Don Manuel, brother of King Pedro IV
of Aragon. Only chapter 13 of the treatise was translated into Slavic. It deals
with general hygienic and ecological advice, such as the importance of fresh
air and clean water, and warns against the behavior of patients such as that
observed by Maimonides in Egypt, of someone consulting a physician, get-
ting a diagnosis, then going to another physician for a second opinion with-
out telling him about the first, thus making the patient the one who decides
by himself which physician to follow. The correct way, says Maimonides, for
those who can afford it of course, is to do what kings and rich people do—
that is, to call a consultation of several physicians simultaneously.

A chapter on physiognomy from the work of the Persian physician and
philosopher Muhammad ibn Zakariya al-Razi (854-925). In Arabic the title
of the work is Kitab almansiri fi-I-tibb; in Hebrew it is Sefer almansuri.

The chapter titled ‘al hokhmat ha-partsuf (On physiognomy, lit., On the
wisdom of the face) describes various traits of the body and what they say
about a person’s character. This constitutes a more detailed supplement to
the chapter on physiognomy already present in the Secret of Secrets itself.

Beyond the additions from other Jewish sources, the Secret of Secrets
in Slavic contains several additions apparently of non-Jewish origin (see
Ryan and Taube 2019, 48fL.), additions that should hence be ascribed to the
Slavic collaborator. For example, in chapter 2, which is on the conduct of
kings, we encounter additions on provisioning and manning the defenses
of towns, on not taxing landowners too heavily, on appointing inspec-
tors to tour estates, on the necessity of having maps of the king’s lands,
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and on the necessity for provincial governors to have maps and censuses
of the population, to provide written reports of all their decisions, and, if
inadequate, to have them replaced. In chapter 7, which is on the conduct
of war, we observe additions on the necessity for the king to have a special
regiment of brave and experienced guards who have been in foreign lands,
to accustom his horses to the sound of cannon and wild animals, and to let
every spearman have a hand cannon at the end of his spear to terrify the
horses of the enemy. The sources for these additions remain unknown."

We now turn from the enumeration of the components of the Slavic Secret of
Secrets to an analysis of its textual and linguistic particularities and its affinities
with other Slavic translations.

The Slavic text survives in some twenty-five copies from the sixteenth cen-
tury onward. The earliest witness, nowadays preserved at the National Library of
Belarus in Minsk (MS 096/276K; see Ryan and Taube 2019, 69), shows charac-
teristics of Belarusian and was made ca. 1560. The other surviving witnesses (see
Ryan and Taube 2019, 70-77), ranging from the late sixteenth to the eighteenth
centuries, were made by Muscovite copyists. Mikhail Speranskij, who in 1908 pub-
lished the Secret of Secrets, based his edition on the earliest copy and characterized
the language of the translation (1908. 117-18) as “West Russian” (sc., Ruthenian),
but then went on (1908, 119) to conclude that the translator was a “Belorussian,”!
basing his claim on the earliest manuscripts. In other sections of his edition—
thus, for example, on p. 66 and elsewhere—he speaks of “the Russian text” On the
other hand, A. Krymskij (1910, 229), in his recension of Speranskij’s edition, states
that the translator was a “Jew, speaking Little-Russian [sc., Ukrainian]—specifi-
cally the dialect of Kyiv;” and that the earliest witness used by Speranskij was only a
sixteenth-century Belarusian copy of an earlier Kyivan translation, in which many
glaring Ukrainian features were observable.

And indeed, supporting Krymskij’s claim, the Secret of Secrets in Slavic demon-
strates several indications of affinity with another text translated by a Kyivan Jew—
namely, the Logika—strengthening the probability that both texts were translated
by the same person. Thus, both texts share the following innovative terms, not
attested at that time outside our corpus of translations from Hebrew:

samost’ (essence/substance, lit., selfness) for Hebrew esem.

vsjachestvo (genus/species, lit., generality) for Hebrew kolel/sug.
razdrobenstvo/razdrobnyj (individuality/individual, lit., fragmentation/fragmented)
for Hebrew ’ish/’ishi.

ravnanie/rovnanie (syllogism/deduction/analogical reasoning, lit., comparison) for
Hebrew hegésh/hibbur.

hijul'/hijul'nyj (hyle/material) for Hebrew hijuli (a transliteration of Greek [hulé]
through Arabic [hajilal).

svetskij (political , lit., worldly) for Hebrew medini.
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The Secret of Secrets, like the Logika (cf. above p. 51-52), shows traces of oral dicta-
tion. Thus, in chapter 2 of the Secret of Secrets, Aristotle is said (see appendix 39) to
give the following advice to Alexander (additions in the Slavic marked by italics):

Alexander, people obey the king only for four reasons [lit., by four things]: 1. for
(your?] being steadfast in (God’s?) Law 2. for your love for them 3. for ambition 4. for
awe. And by redressing their wrongs you will induce in them all four aforementioned
things, «. . » and if they dare speak ill of you they will also dare to act. Therefore do
not let them talk about you lest you also let them act, otherwise [said], you shall not
prevent their deeds unless you prevent their words.

The last sentence has a doublet, a rewording of the phrase, preceded by the
metatextual expression “otherwise [said],” a clear indication of the method of oral
dictation, when the Jewish translator apparently proposed two alternatives for the
Hebrew sentence, and his Slavic collaborator noted them both down in writing,
including the metatext.

From the numerous instances of corruption and faulty glossing that the Slavic
text, in its primary Ruthenian (specifically Kyivan) form, suffered at the hands of
the Muscovite copyists, the following examples are quite characteristic.

The Ruthenian word porobnik (lecher, womanizer, debauchee, fornicator)
appears four times in the Secret of Secrets.'> When it occurs in a passage speaking
of the qualities required of the king’s first minister, it appears in the Muscovite
copies without comment or gloss, allowing the possibility that, in a series of traits
preceded by a negation, the meaning was somehow guessed by the copyists (TT
4.5.23; see Ryan and Taube 2019, 136).

chto by ne byl opoj ni ozhirja ni porobnik.
He should not be a drunkard or glutton or lecher.

On the other hand, in the lists of physical traits and their significations from
Rhazes’s Physiognomy (RM) interpolated into the Secret of Secrets, where it is not
always obvious whether a specific physical trait signifies something good or bad,
the copyists had to make a guess about the meaning of the unfamiliar word; as
is to be expected, the results are mixed. The word is either replaced by a wrong
equivalent or glossed by a wrong gloss (or both)."

RM 7.30.14 (Ryan and Taube 2019, 228): porobnik (lecher), variants A: posobnik
(helper) and gloss pomoshch (help); Q: pobornik (supporter).

RM 7.32.4 (Ryan and Taube 2019, 230): porobnik (lecher), variants A: pobor'nik
(supporter) and gloss zastupnik (defender, intercessor).

Another example of a Ruthenian word misunderstood and wrongly glossed by a
Muscovite scribe is rechi frievny (flirtatious conversation). It appears (see Ryan
and Taube 2019, 264) in Maimonides’s treatise On Coitus interpolated into the
Slavic Secret of Secrets, in a discussion of the kind of atmosphere propitious for
sex, and Maimonides, in the best tradition of physicians, recommends, among
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other things, gaiety, laughter, coquetry, and so on. The expression rechi frievny for
“flirtatious conversation” is maintained (with minor spelling differences) by the
Muscovite copyists, but whether they understood the meaning is questionable,
since one of them, the copyist of manuscript A, adds an erroneous gloss: slova
poleznyje (helpful words).**

We now turn to the two remaining items, f and g, in the list of fifteenth-century
translations from Hebrew (see p. 36).

Item f is an eight-line sorites where each line begins with the word ending the
previous line, or put simply, a cyclical chain of maxims “on the soul,” which, as
we shall show below, was most probably part of the previous item, the Secret of
Secrets, but is now preserved in Slavic as part of a miscellany named the Laodicean
Epistle.”®

Actually, the Slavic miscellany is not an epistle at all, but a heterogeneous text
that in one of its parts mentions the Laodicean Epistle. It is attested in Russian
manuscripts from the sixteenth century onward, and it contains three principal
parts (see Kazakova and Lurie 1955, 256-76): (1) a treatise named litoreja v kvad-
ratekh (Cipher in squares), which is of obscure content (in each square figure there
are letters of the Slavic alphabet, with commentaries like sila [power], stolp [pillar],
etc.); (2) a sorites in eight lines on the sovereignty of the soul (and it is this part
that interests us); and (3) a riddle that begins with the words ashche kto khoshchet
povedati imja prevedshago Laodikijskoe Poslanie (if anyone wants to discover the
name of the translator of the Laodicean Epistle), followed by a series of simple
numerical combinations that have been deciphered as Feodor Kuritsyn diak—that
is, the name of the leader of the Moscow Judaizing heretics (see discussion below,
p. 63ft.), the Muscovite secretary of state Feodor Kuritsyn.'®

It is clear, then, why the entire text was traditionally named Laodicean Epistle
as a pars pro toto, and why its link to the Muscovite Judaizing heresy could be
important, for we may learn from it something about the ideology of the heretics,
given that the text is considered by Russian scholars to be an original work of
the Judaizers. The oldest version of the sorites is found in two sixteenth-century
manuscripts, given together with translations reflecting my understanding of the
text (see appendix 40).

When I began investigating this text some thirty years ago, a discussion was in
progress, mainly in the pages of Jahrbiicher fiir Geschichte Osteuropas, about the
interpretation of this sorites, with various opinions, all of them starting from
the assumption that it was an original text of the Judaizing heretics, all of them
emphasizing the freethinking reflected in the first line, “the soul is sovereign,” and
all of them focusing on the problematical point (from a Christian perspective) in
the fifth line, of the seemingly positive depiction of “the pharisaic way of life” Some
scholars (e.g., Fine 1966; Kampfer 1968; Maier 1969) pointed to the Jewish prov-
enance of some expressions, including the positive viewing of “the pharisaic way
of life” as reflecting hajeéj prishut, which in Hebrew signifies a “life of abstinence”
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By a happy chance, I recalled a passage promising a sorites in eight lines that I
had come across when reading W. E. Ryan’s 1978 paper on the Secret of Secrets (see
appendix 41):

And I am drawing for you a gnomic philosophic divine figure divided in eight parts

In Hebrew, like in the Arabic original, the promise of the figure is indeed
followed by a circle divided in eight parts, as can be seen in Figures 3 and 4.
The circle contains the following sorites in eight parts (see appendix 42):

The world is a garden, hedged in by the kingdom.

The kingdom is a power exalted by law.

Law is a custom administered by the king.

The king is a shepherd supported by the army.

The army are helpers nourished by money.

Money is sustenance gathered by the people.

The people are servants subjected to justice.

Justice is bliss and the basis of social order (lit., reparation of the world).

PN AR e N e

As noted by Ryan (1978, 252), in Slavic, unlike in Hebrew (and Arabic), we encoun-
ter a rather different text (see appendix 43).

The first surprise: two circles are promised instead of one (Ryan and Taube
2019, 126-27; portions added in Slavic are marked by italics):

And therefore I wish to inscribe for you two circles, one worldly and the other spiri-
tual. And I will begin the worldly one with “world” and the spiritual with “soul,” and
each of them [has] eight parts and in them I shall draw together for you all the re-
quirements for their attainment, and had I written for you only these two circles, that
would suffice you, for it is not possible for a king to master worldly matters without
mastering spiritual matters except by learned discourse, and without this not even his
planet shall help him, and all that is discussed at length in this book is contained in
concise manner in these circles, Amen.

The second surprise: the two promised circles are missing from all Slavic manuscripts.

Two questions have to be asked, then: (1) Where does the second promised
circle, unattested in Hebrew or Arabic, come from? (2) Where and why have
both circles vanished?

For the first question, one has to assume that it is an addition by the translator
from Hebrew. It remains unclear, however, whether he took the second circle from
an unknown Hebrew version of the Secret of Secrets, from another unidentified
Hebrew work, or he made it up himself, since no similar Hebrew text has been
unearthed so far.

In Arabic, to be sure, there is a whole work influenced by the Secret of Secrets,
destined to serve as a spiritual mirror of princes. This is the Divine Governance
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of the Human Kingdom written in the early thirteenth century by Muhyiddin Ibn
al-“Arabi (Nyberg 1919), which I was thrilled to discover and placed high hopes
on for finding the second circle. To my great disappointment, despite the many
parallelisms between the two texts, it did not contain the circle beginning with
“soul” parallel to the one beginning with “world” in the Secret of Secrets. Hence,
until shown otherwise, one has to assume that the second circle is the work of the
Jewish translator.

As for the second question, we have only a partial answer. The worldly circle
has not been traced so far in Slavic, but the spiritual circle beginning with “soul”
is undoubtedly the sorites in the Laodicean Epistle. And since we know now that it
contains eight sections, this allows us to better choose among the variants in order
to arrive at the following reconstruction of the Slavic (see appendix 44).

“Soul” is a separate substance whose constraint is religion.

“Religion” is a [set of] commandments established by a prophet.
“Prophet” is a leader authenticated by working miracles.

“Miracle working” is a gift strengthened by wisdom.

“Wisdom”—its power is in a temperate (“pharisee”) way of life.
“Temperate” (“Pharisee”) way of life—its goal is learning.

“Learning” is most blessed—through it we attain the fear of God.

“The fear of God” is the incipience of the virtues—by it is edified the soul.
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On the basis of this reconstructed text, we may attempt a retroversion into Hebrew
(see appendix 45).

The importance of this text lies in its content, which is undoubtedly heretical
from the perspective of the Russian church that persecuted the Muscovite heretics
(see below p. 65ft.). The “Pharisee way of life,” viewed as being positive, certainly
raised objections among Christians versed in the New Testament, where the Phari-
sees are depicted as the “bad guys” who opposed Jesus and his teachings. According
to the Jewish interpretation of the term, however, hajéj prishut is a life of temper-
ance, of abstention from excess, from worldly pleasures (but distinct from Chris-
tian asceticism), a life whose goal is learning, in order for one to understand, each
according to his ability, the greatness of God manifest in the creation of the world.

The definition of religion (lit., faith) in the second line as “a law established by
a prophet” must also be considered heretical from the point of view of the church.
In contrast to its being perfectly acceptable to Jews and Muslims, representing
prophetic monotheism, this definition does not at all fit Christian dogma, where
instead of the prophet we have Christ the son of God. By establishing the link
between this sorites, formerly considered an original text of the Muscovite her-
etics, and the translations from Hebrew, specifically the Secret of Secrets, the Jewish
provenance of this text is clearly validated. However, a Hebrew text similar to the
one reconstructed on the basis of the Slavic has not yet been found.
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The final item in the list of fifteenth-century translations to be discussed is
(item g), a collection of nine Old Testament Hagiographa (Ketubim) preserved
in a unique manuscript written between 1517 and 1530 (see Temchin 2008), now in
the Academy Library in Vilnius. The text, written down by a Christian, is clearly
a copy of a translation that must be somewhat earlier, probably the late fifteenth
century (see Thomson 1998, 876). With the exception of the Psalms, adapted from
the extant Russian Church Slavonic version (see Taube 2004), the remaining eight
books were translated from Hebrew, either entirely—thus Proverbs (see Taube
2015), Job (see Taube 2005b), Ecclesiastes (see Altbauer 1992), Esther (see Peretts
1915; Altbauer 1992), Ruth (see Altbauer 1992), Lamentations (see Altbauer 1992),
Song of Songs'” (see Altbauer 1992)—or partly also on the basis of earlier transla-
tions: thus Daniel (see Evseev 1902; Arkhipov 1995, 147-240).

In the translation of Daniel, whose Masoretic text is bilingual, with some parts
in Hebrew (1:1-2:4a and 8:1-12:13) and the rest in Aramaic, the translator made a
surprising choice: in order to show the bilingual nature of the book, the translator
rendered the Hebrew into Ruthenian, whereas for the Aramaic part, except for
chapter 3, he took the pre-Symeonic version (i.e., the earliest, perhaps tenth-cen-
tury Old Church Slavonic translation) as his basis and revised it from the Aramaic
(see Thomson 1998, 878-79). This attempt at preserving the bilingualism of the
source version evidently required a collaboration between the Jew who translated
it and a Slavic Christian partner who would have had knowledge of and access to
the Church Slavonic texts.

This choice of rendering the Hebrew portions in the Ruthenian vernacu-
lar, while rendering the Aramaic portions in the bookish Russian variety of Old
Church Slavonic, may sound counterintuitive to modern linguists who think of
Hebrew as the sacred written language, as opposed to spoken Aramaic, the lingua
franca of the ancient Middle East. However, from the perspective of a medieval
Jew, Aramaic was the supersacred language, only available to the erudite few, the
language of the most holy books, the Talmud and the Zohar, and of the most holy
prayers, Kol Nidrej and Kaddish.

The biblical texts in this group (namely, item g), most of which, as has been
said, were translated from Hebrew, may after all turn out not to belong to “the Lit-
erature of the Judaizers,” though their time of translation coincides with the other
items of the list. In any case, there is no positive proof for such a link. Some schol-
ars (see Peretts 1908, 25-26) suggested that the translation of the biblical books
was made for Christians in the Grand Duchy of Lithuania who wanted to read the
biblical text in its original form, while others (see Sobolevskij 1903, 399—400; see
also Alekseev 1999a, 134) proposed that they were made for Jews who knew no
Hebrew. Both suggestions seem highly improbable, and both remain unproven.
Recent research (see Grishchenko 2018) on late fifteenth-century Russian-Slavonic
Pentateuch manuscripts corrected according to the Masoretic tradition and con-
taining glosses traceable to a Turkic Targum, as well as to Jewish exegetic and
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Midrashic sources, constitute a promising new direction (the author links both
the Pentateuch and the Vilnius collection of the biblical texts to the “Literature of the
Judaizers”) that may yield new insights into this problem.

To sum up our discussion of the latter group of translations, we observe that it
consists of Ruthenian texts, reflecting the language of the Grand Duchy of Lithua-
nia, though some of them underwent a certain degree of Russification when being
copied and glossed in Muscovy. In terms of content, it is made up (except for the
biblical translations in item g) of medieval scholarly, scientific, and philosophi-
cal texts, mostly of Arabic-Muslim provenance, which have nothing specifically
Jewish about them, although in some cases they are falsely presented in Slavic as
Jewish works—for example in the Logika, where the name of al-Ghazali, who is
called Abu Hamid in both the Arabic and Hebrew, is modified in Slavic to Aviasaf.
This group of translations is traditionally called “the Literature of the Judaizers,”
following Sobolevskij’s 1903 appellation.

THE HISTORICAL BACKGROUND
OF THE TRANSLATIONS AND THEIR LINK
TO THE JUDAIZERS

In order to be able to address the question why the translations called “the Litera-
ture of Judaizers” were made at all, and why the specific texts discussed above were
chosen for translation, I will first draw a picture of the historical circumstances
in which the translations of the second group emerged, and of the Jewish figures
from Eastern Europe who, I suggest, participated in producing them.

The two major polities of Eastern Europe in the fifteenth century were Mus-
covy, a conservative Christian Orthodox principality that had recently begun
to rise to the status of a major power, and the Grand Duchy of Lithuania. Both
claimed to be the successors to the Rus' principality of Kyiv, whose autonomous
existence ceased after the Mongol conquests of the mid-thirteenth century and
that afterward found itself incorporated into the Grand Duchy.

As regards a Jewish presence, however, there is a radical difference between
the two. Muscovy did not have Jews living within its borders, whereas the Grand
Duchy of Lithuania did. Yet in the fifteenth century the Grand Duchy was still
recovering from the Tatar occupation and was not known as a center of learning,
either Jewish or Christian. By the middle of that century, as pointed out in the first
part, we are still unable to name a single Jewish author living there.

But in the second half of the fifteenth century we do finally encounter two fig-
ures, both from Kyiv, whose scholarly activities bore fruit that subsist to this day.
They were Rabbanite Jews, certainly, but apparently not Ashkenazi. In the last
moment, before being totally overrun and absorbed without trace by the Ashke-
nazi newcomers from the West, the original Jewry of Eastern Europe had finally
two names to bear witness to its scholarly tradition, a tradition that, like that of the
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Karaites in this area, is intellectually oriented southward to Constantinople and
Byzantium, and, after 1453, to Istanbul and the Ottoman Empire. In the conven-
tional typological division of European Jewry into north and south, Kyivan Jewry
is clearly part of the South.

First among these figures (see Taube 2010) is, finally, the first Jewish author from
Eastern Europe whose works subsist and whose name is known to us, R. Moses son

of Jacob (1449-1520), called R. Moses the Exile (rabbi moshe ha-gole), R. Moses
the Russian (rabbi moshe ha-rusi), or R. Moses the Second (rabbi moshe ha-shéni),
in order to distinguish him from the twelfth-century rabbi, Moses of Kyiv, student
of Rabbenu Tam, mentioned in chapter 1.

Rabbi Moses the Exile applied himself to biblical exegesis, poetry, grammar,
astronomy, and, last but not least, as we shall see, to kabbalah. We are relatively
well informed about his life, since he furnished us with many details in colophons
to his writings. He studied in his youth in Constantinople, both with Rabbanite
teachers such as the author of Birkat Abraham, the Talmudist R. Abraham Sarfati,
and Karaite teachers like Elijah Bashyatsi. In later years, after returning to Kyiv, he
engaged in polemics against the Karaites, and inevitably attracted virulent attacks
on the part of the Karaite leaders in Constantinople, including his former Karaite
teacher Bashyatsi and his disciple Caleb Efendopulo.

Rabbi Moses is the author of several works that have reached us either in print
or in manuscript form.'® These include:

1. Otsar nehmad (Coveted treasure), a supercommentary on R. Abraham Ibn
Ezra’s commentary on the Torah, in which he displays an acquaintance
not only with the most important Jewish exegetes and thinkers (e.g., Rashi,
Maimonides, Nahmanides, Gersonides, Joseph Ibn Kaspi, Moses Narboni)
but also with lesser known figures, such as Joseph ben Eliezer Bonfils and
Samuel Ibn Motot, as well as with rarely cited ones, such as Abraham
of Crimea. He also mentions Muslim thinkers, including Avicenna,
al-Ghazali, and Averroes.

2. Jesod ‘ibbur (Principles of intercalation), a work on the Jewish calendar.
Peérush sheésh kenafajim, a commentary on the Shesh kenafajim by
Immanuel bar Yakov Bonfils (see above, p. 40).

And, significantly, two kabbalistic works:

4. DPerush séfer jetsira, a commentary on the early esoteric work, Book
of Creation.

5. Shoshan sodot, (Lily of secrets), a kabbalistic work so named since it
contains "W W— that is, in numerical value, 656 secrets.

Rabbi Moses the Exile’s exegetical and astronomical works seem to have had little
impact. The first three items in his list of works remain unpublished and are pre-
served in manuscript form only—the first in five copies (two of them Karaite), and
the second and third in single copies.
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His kabbalistic works, on the other hand, seem to have had a somewhat
greater impact: his commentary on Séfer Yetsira was first printed in 1779 as Otsar
Hashém—(The treasure of the name), and has since been included in printed edi-
tions of Sefer Yetsira.

His work Shoshan Sodot (Lily of secrets) was first printed in 1874 and has been
reprinted twice since then—in 1970 and in 1995.

Rabbi Moses is remembered chiefly as the initiator of the liturgical rite
common to the variegated Jewry of Crimea, the rite known as nusah Kaffa (ver-
sion of Kaffa) or minhag Kaffa (custom of Kaffa). Only a few years after being
definitively exiled from Kyiv in 1495 and settling in Kaffa (Theodosia) in Crimea,
he became head of the community there, and introduced for it a new, commonly
accepted canon of prayer (see, however, Shapira 2012, 71), which constituted a
compromise between the various components of the Jewish community there, the
Romaniote, the Sephardi, the Ashkenazi, the autochthonous Krimchak, and the
Iranian (Tat). Undoubtedly, the establishing of such a commonly agreed on canon
of prayer is quite a remarkable achievement, as anyone who ever went to a syna-
gogue could testify.

Rabbi Moses, I suggest, is also linked to the second group of translations from
Hebrew into Slavic. Before elaborating on his possible role, however, I wish to
introduce a second Jewish figure from fifteenth-century Kyiv known by name, and
in this case not only from Hebrew testimonies, but also from Christian sources.

This other figure is Zechariah ben Aharon ha-Kohen, copyist and annotator of
scientific and philosophical texts copied between 1454 and 1485. He also, I submit,
participated in rendering into Slavic the second group of translations.

Following is the list, in chronological order, of the Hebrew manuscripts copied
and annotated by Zechariah, as evident from the explicit marking of his name in
the colophon:"

1. Sefer ha-galgal. Johannes de Sacrobosco’s cosmographical work On the
Sphere (see above p. 39), ms. RNB Firkovich Evr. I 355. Copy completed by
Zechariah on September 18, 1454, in Kyiv.

2. Mesharet Moshe (Moses’s servant), a commentary on (and defense of) Mai-
monides’s Guide of the Perplexed, attributed to Qalonymos of Provence and
attested in many manuscripts from the thirteenth century onward. Zecha-
riah’s copy is ms RNB Firkovich Evr. I 502. Copy completed on September
2,1455.

3. Ruah heén (Spirit of grace), ms. RNB Firkovich Evr. I 494. Copy completed
on October 31, 1456. This anonymous thirteenth-century philosophic ency-
clopedia, in the Maimonidean vein, has been variously ascribed to Samuel
Ibn Tibbon, to Jacob Anatoli, and to Zerahiah ha-Levi Anatoli.

4. Séfer alfargani (Book of al-Farghani). Ahmad al-Farghani, Elements of
astronomy. Ms. Vienna Imperial Library, codex hebr. 60 II (Schwarz 1925,
no. 183). Copy completed by Zechariah on 14.1.1468 in Kyiv.
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FIGURE 5. Zechariah’s 1468 colophon, Vienna, Austrian National Library MS 60 II (183), f.

4or. Al-Farghani: Elements of Astronomy. Reproduced with the kind permission of the Austrian
National Library.

This compendium of Ptolemy’s Almagest, prepared in in the ninth
century by the Persian astronomer Ahmad al-Farghani (ca. 800-70), was
translated into Hebrew by Jacob Anatoli in Naples in the thirteenth cen-
tury, on the basis of both Arabic and Latin versions. Above is a photocopy
of Zechariah’s colophon.

5. Two missing pages from the third chapter of Be-‘etsem ha-galgal, Solomon
ben Joseph Ibn Ayyub’s Hebrew translation of Averroes’s On the Substance
of the Celestial Sphere, ms RNB Firkovich Evr. I 436 (the rest of the manu-
script is written in a different hand). The missing pages (f. 69v.—70r) were
copied by Zechariah on the 27.5.1485 in Damascus, and in the colophon he
calls himself “man of Jerusalem,” which indicates that in the meantime—
that is, sometime between 1468 when he was still in Kyiv, and 1485 when he
reemerged in Damascus—he made a pilgrimage to the Holy Land.

Below is a photocopy of the final page the text, with the colophon on the two bot-
tom lines reading:

Completed by Zechariah man of Jerusalem son of the honorable Rabbi Aharon,
Kohen Tsedek [just priest] of blessed memory
in Damascus, 13 of Sivan of the year [5]245.

Zecharial’s name came down to us not only in the colophons of the five surviv-
ing manuscripts he copied between 1454 and 1485, but also from Russian sources
depicting the upheaval surrounding the rise and eventual demise of “the Heresy of
the Judaizers” movement that threatened to take Muscovy by storm, or so at least
it is depicted on recent nationalistic Russian Orthodox websites celebrating “five
hundred years since the victory over the Judaizers” (see below, p. 75-76).
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FIGURE 6. Zecharial’s 1485 colophon, Saint Petersburg, Russian National Library, MS Firkov-
ich Evr I 436, f. 7or. Averroes’s On the Substance of the Celestial Sphere. Reproduced with the
kind permission of the Russian National Library.

Here are the few details outlining what we know about this movement, deriving
from fifteenth- and sixteenth-century sources and, as usual, limited to testimonies
stemming from the camp of their detractors, in this case the Russian Orthodox
Church (the sources are presented extensively in Kazakova and Lurie 1955, 256-523).

According to the two main representatives of the Russian church who persecuted
them, Archbishop Gennadij of Novgorod and losif Sanin, also known as Saint Iosif
Volotskij, founder and abbot of Volokolamsk Monastery, the Judaizing movement
started in Novgorod in 1470, shortly before the annexation of Great Novgorod by
Ivan III, grand prince of Moscow. It was in that year that Prince Mikhailo Olelkov-
ich of Kyiv visited the city-republic of Novgorod in the company of several nobles
and merchants, among them a Jew named Scharia, a man “knowledgeable in mat-
ters of astrology, astronomy, necromancy, and magic,” according to Saint Iosif
Volotskij in his Prosvetitel' (Enlightener)—written several years after the heresy
had been crushed, in the first quarter of the sixteenth century (see appendix 46).

On his arrival in Novgorod, according to the Prosvetitel’, Scharia succeeded
(Kazakova and Lurie 1955, 469), in first enticing a Novgorod priest by the name
of Denis and leading him astray into Judaism (i toj prezhe prel'sti popa Denisa i v
zhidovstvo otvede, “after which Denis brought to him another priest by the name
of Aleksej”). With the arrival of a few more Jews from the Grand Duchy of Lithu-
ania, their activity expanded and more names were added to the list of heretics, up
to some two dozen.

The Novgorod group of heretics included diaks (clerks, scribes), merchants,
and priests of the lower white clergy (the nonmonastic clergy). Two of the heretics
(the aforementioned Denis and Aleksej) were later invited—surprisingly enough,
by Ivan III himself during his visit to Novgorod in 1480—to come to Moscow,
where they were appointed by Ivan to major churches in the Kremlin. There they
went on with their efforts to expand the heretical movement, obtaining protection
and support from within Ivan’s court—namely, from Fedor Kuritsyn, chief diplo-
mat of Ivan III, as well from Ivan’s daughter-in-law, the Moldavian princess Elena,
whose son Dmitrij was the destined heir to the throne of Russia.
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In 1487, Gennadij, the newly appointed archbishop of Novgorod, discovered
the heresy in his city and began persecuting the heretics, though without strong
backing from either the secular power—Ivan III, who had appointed him arch-
bishop—or the ecclesiastical authorities in Moscow. This lack of cooperation is
reflected and complained about in Archbishop Gennadij’s letters to other arch-
bishops, bishops and abbots written between 1487 and 1490 (see Kazakova and
Lurie 1955, 3091L.).

The church lacked the conceptual and institutional tools to carry on a serious
discussion with the heretics, which might have resulted in its either eliminating or
assimilating their ideas, whatever those might be. It therefore chose the juridical
path and accused them of being “Judaizing apostates,” by which accusation they
hoped to eradicate the heretics along with the heresy.

After several delays, the heretics were finally brought to trial and punished
severely. This was done in two phases. In the 1490 trial, the reforming Novgorod
clerics were sentenced and punished. Then, in 1502, Princess Elena and her son, the
heir-designate Dmitrij, were imprisoned by Ivan, who for reason of state shifted
his support to his son of his second marriage, Vassilij III. Only a year later, in 1503,
were the Muscovite functionaries and clerics accused of heresy finally tried and
heavily punished in their turn, although some of the more powerful ones, first and
foremost their leader Feodor Kuritsyn, escaped persecution. By 1504, the heresy
had been crushed.

While there is general agreement regarding this chain of events, the nature of
the heresy, its ideology, and especially its affinity to Judaism are subjects of ongo-
ing controversy. The specific accusations made in the chapters o novojavishejsja
jeresi (on the newly appeared heresy) by Iosif Volotskij that were incorporated into
the Prosvetitel’, written many years after the events, are seen by most scholars (the
most influential being Jakov S. Lurie [see Kazakova and Lurie 1955, 109ft., 1461L.])
as unreliable calumnious fabrications.

Such is the very detailed yet hardly believable claim in the Prosvetitel’ (see
Kazakova and Lurie 1955, 469) that Denis and Aleksej were so strongly attracted
to the Jewish faith (zhidovskuju veru), that they continuously socialized with the
Jews, ate and drank with them and learned Judaism [zhidovstvo] from them. Not
only that; they also taught their wives and children Judaism. They even wanted to
undergo circumcision, but the Jews advised them not to do so and to keep their
Judaism secret, while outwardly pretending to be Christians. They (sc., the Jews)
changed Aleksej’s name to Abraham and called his wife Sarah.

The accusations made by Archbishop Gennadij of Novgorod in his letters to
his colleagues, although they were written during the actual time of the heresy,
the 1480s and 1490s (Kazakova and Lurie 1955, 309ft.), are rather unspecific and
are also considered unreliable. The few specific details in the accusations, obtained
either through denunciation or forced by interrogation, such as denying the
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divinity of the Holy Trinity, desecrating holy icons, and using heretical psalms for
praying in the manner of the Jews, are also considered by most scholars unreliable
or at least fuzzy (see Kazakova and Lurie 1955, 130).

No wonder, therefore, that different scholars have described the Judaizers
variously as Anti-Trinitarians, Arians, Bogomils, proto-Reformers, Freethinkers,
Humanists, Rationalists, Hussites, or even Waldensians.

The most convincing reading of the heresy is that given by the German philoso-
pher Thomas M. Seebohm, to whose interpretation, as given in his Habilitations-
schrift “Ratio und Charisma” (1977, 530ff.), I subscribe.

According to Seebohm, the heresy was an original, sui generis Russian phe-
nomenon, for which only very partial analogies, and certainly no affiliate influ-
ences, can be traced in the West. It started in Novgorod as a movement within the
white clergy to reform the church from within. After its transfer to Moscow, how-
ever, it became a Bildungsbewegung (educational movement), espoused mainly by
the newly emerging class of educated lay functionaries serving in the adminis-
tration of the Muscovite state. Their keen interest in worldly-scientific literature
was greater than their interest in religious issues. However, the underlying onto-
logical concepts of the translated literature, echoed in the original literature of
the heretics, reflected a strict prophetic monotheism incompatible with central
concepts of Christian dogma, such as the Trinity, incarnation, and resurrection.
The heretics assigned sovereignty to reason, which was posited as the foundation
of any religion, and claimed legitimacy for exploiting every possible source in the
search for truth, including the Hellenic pagan Aristotle, who is compared in their
literature to a prophet. The church justifiably saw this as a threat to its monopoly
on determining the literary canon. Since the translated texts were of Jewish origin
and displayed a pronounced monotheistic conception, which can easily and with
good cause be interpreted as anti-Trinitarian, the Russian church had every reason
to suspect the heretics of “Judaizing”” Thus far Seebohm.

We are not sure how much these heretics were interested in Judaism as a reli-
gion, but they, or at least some of them, certainly were interested in the scientific
and philosophical texts that the Jews possessed, and that at the time were com-
pletely unknown in Muscovy; nor were there any similar texts of non-Jewish prov-
enance available anywhere in the Slavia Orthodoxa.

For whom, then, were Scharia’s translations intended? Was it for the Judaizers
in Muscovy just mentioned or for a Christian readership in the Grand Duchy of
Lithuania, as suggested by Romanchuk in 2005? Or perhaps, as some have claimed
(e.g., Florovskij 1937, 13), for “internal usage among Jews without sufficient knowl-
edge of Hebrew”?

The “internal” hypothesis can be dismissed right away. Generally, Jews in all their
places of dispersion acquired the local tongue and spoke it. There is a great dis-
tance, however, between speaking and writing. Regarding the translations of the
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biblical texts in the Vilnius Codex, Altbauer (1992, 20) resolutely states: “it is highly
unlikely that Jews in Belorussia in that period generally were able to read texts not
in Hebrew characters”

As for the nonbiblical texts, whether on astronomy, logic, theology, or medi-
cine, these do not belong to the kind of literature likely to have been translated for
Jewish men or women undereducated in Hebrew. Such texts were known to and
read by only a few highly cultivated Jewish scholars who, ipso facto, were fluent in
Hebrew (and Aramaic) and consequently did not need a translation, certainly not
into Ruthenian. In short, in the fifteenth century, Slavic of any variety cannot be
considered a cultural language for Jews.

Were, then, the translations made for the Judaizing heretics in Muscovy or for
Christians in the Grand Duchy?

While the question of the intended readership does not have a clear-cut answer,
the evidence regarding the actual readership points to Muscovy, given that the
overwhelming majority of witnesses comes from Russian copies made in Mus-
covy. Nevertheless, a small number of copies suggest that the translations were
also read in their place of translation, the Grand Duchy of Lithuania.

Thus, as mentioned above (p. 36), two of the translations, Immanuel bar Yakov’s
Six Wings and Sacroboscos On the Sphere (items a and b), were preserved in a
single Ruthenian copy, kept at the library of the Greek Orthodox Brotherhood of
the Holy Theotokos in Chelm, a manuscript that disappeared after World War I,
of which only small excerpts had been published by Sobolevskij (1903, 409-19). Of
the component texts of the Slavic Logika only one Kyivan manuscript of item c1
in the list is known, a Ruthenian translation of the section on Logic from
al-Ghazalf’s Intentions of the Philosophers that did not reach Muscovy (see above
p- 36). All the other translated texts are preserved in Russian copies only.

The second piece of evidence substantiating the affirmation that the reader-
ship (perhaps not the primarily intended, but certainly the overwhelming majority
of the actual readership) is to be looked for in Muscovy is the fact that some of
the translations called “the Literature of the Judaizers” are explicitly mentioned in
Archbishop Gennadij’s letters with reference to the Judaizing heretics:

Thus, the Six Wings (item a) is mentioned (see Kazakova and Lurie 1955,
315-20) by Gennadij as being used by the Judaizers in a letter from 1489 CE
(= 6997 from Creation, according to the Orthodox Christian calendar), where he
quotes one of the heretics, Aleksey, claiming the following: “Three years will pass
and the seventh millennium will end, and then, he says, we [sc., the heretics] will
be needed” And Gennadij continues: “I have therefore studied the Six Wings and
found in it heresy” The heresy consists, according to Gennadij, in the different
calculation of the years elapsed since Creation, whereby the heretics “have stolen
years from us”—yxkpanu y Hac et (ukrali u nas let)—by using the data of the Six
Wings, according to which “only 276 complete nineteen-year cycles have elapsed
since Adam,” yielding, according to Gennadjij, the number 5228 (actually it should
be 5244; see discussion in Taube 1995b, 177). They (that is, the heretics using the
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Hebrew calendar) claim that the year 7000 from Creation (the year of the expected
Second Coming), was still far away—i potomu ino u nikh eshche prishestvija Khris-
tova net, ino to oni zhdut antikhrista (“and therefore, according to them, there is
yet no Second Coming of Christ, and thus they are awaiting the Antichrist”).

Likewise, another translation, the Logika, corresponding to items c and d,
appears (see Kazakova and Lurie 1955, 320) in a list of desiderata in the same letter
from Gennadij to a colleague, enquiring whether in his monastery there might be
found, among other works, a copy of the Logika, since, he writes, “u jeretikov vsjo
jest” (the heretics have everything).

The firm link between the translations and the Judaizing heretics is thus clearly
established. Nevertheless, the question remains: were they the originally intended
readership of this corpus of translations? We do not have definite proof for that.

In 2005, Robert Romanchuk suggested that the translations were commis-
sioned by and destined for a Kyivan readership, most likely for the princely court
of the Olelkovichi. This suggestion was embraced by a number of scholars (e.g.,
Temchin 2017; Grishchenko 2018; Shapira 2018), but it should, as of now, be con-
sidered unproven.?

As for the identity of the Jewish translator, we have several clues strengthening
our claim that this was the Kyivan Jew Zechariah ben Aharon (see above, p. 621t.).
For example, there is some overlapping between the list of translations from
Hebrew into Slavic and the list of texts copied by Zechariah ben Aharon, and
this is hardly by chance. Thus, Zechariah is the copyist of Sacroboscos On the
Sphere in a Vienna MS, which turns out to be (see Taube 1995a) the Hebrew ver-
sion closest to its Slavic translation (item b, see above). One may add also that
the Vienna MS copied by Zechariah is part of a codex having belonged to Rabbi
Moses the Exile.

Beyond these clues, we have explicit evidence pointing to Zechariah as being
the translator of the Logika (items c1, c2 and d). The evidence comes from an over-
looked manuscript, (Kyiv, Vernads'kyj Library, no. 11711, published by V. N. Peretts
in 1906) where in a preface to the Psalter we find two lists of the seven sciences.?!
In one of these lists, the names of the sciences are attributed to Scharia (Cxapia),
while the other list has names of Byzantine origin attributed to a certain Thomas
the Greek, probably the thirteenth-century Byzantine scholar Thomas Magister.
In Table 2, we added for the purpose of comparison the names of the sciences in
the Logika.

It appears clearly from the table that the names attributed to Scharia are identi-
cal with the names found in the translation of the Logika.

Scharia is thus undoubtedly identified as the translator of the Logika, and
hence, using Occam’s razor, this attribution is extended to the whole corpus of
late fifteenth-century translations from Hebrew (perhaps with the exception of the
biblical texts, item g., see above p. 59).

Now that we have a name for the translator, as well as a probable identification
of the intended (though perhaps not primarily) audience and ample evidence of
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TABLE 2

Scharia Thoma Grek Logika

Arithmetic (chislennaja) Grammar (gramotika) Arithmetic (chislenaja)
Geometry (mernaja) Rhetoric (ritorika) Geometry (mérnaja)
Music (spévalnaja) Geometry (idiomytria) Music (spévalnaja)
Astronomy (nebesnaja) Philosophy (filosofiky) Astronomy (nebesnaja)
Politics (svétskaja) Theology (theologia) Politics (svetskaja)

Physics (prirozhenaja) Astronomy (astronomia) On nature (o prirozhenii)
Theology (bozhestvenaja) Orthography (orthografia) (1) Theology (bozhestvennaja)

the actual readership, it is time to return to the question: Why and for what pur-
pose were the translations made at all?

In order to try and understand the tendencies and aims of these translations,
we need to look at the large addition in the Slavic Logika, placed at the very end
of Maimonides’s Logical Terminology, just before al-GhazalT’s section on theology
in his Intentions of the philosophers. This addition has to be ascribed to the Jewish
translator. It constitutes a rationalist manifesto, reflecting views found in the writ-
ings of Maimonides’s followers (see appendix 47).

The first words, “And this Wisdom was perfected by Aristotle,” are from the
final chapter of Maimonides’s Logical Terminology, but the remainder (marked by
italics in the English translation) is an addition by the translator.

And this Wisdom was perfected by Aristotle, chief of all Philosophers, both ancient
and recent in accord with the view of the wise men of Israel, since after the exile they
did not find their books, so they relied on his wisdom, which is equal in its foundations
to that of the prophets. For it is inconceivable that a prophet be incomplete in the seven
wisdoms, and especially in Logic «and in> the Mathematical sciences. And he completed
it in the aforementioned eight books, for it guides everyone in those wisdoms, and it is
like a weight and a measure and like a touchstone for gold.

The Slavic then resumes with several sentences from Maimonides’s chapter 14 on
the division of the sciences, until we arrive at the seventh science, theology, where
another long addition appears:

And he completed it in the aforementioned eight books, for it guides everyone in
those wisdoms, and it is [for them] like a weight and measure and like a touchstone
for gold. And art is [a term by which] sometimes is designated the theoretical science
and sometimes the practical [craftsmanship]. The first among the seven wisdoms is
Arithmetic, second Geometry, third Music, fourth Astronomy. The fifth is Politics,
which divides into four: (1) self-governance (ethics), (2) household governance (eco-
nomics), (3) the conduct of a great lord, (4) governance of a land and its rules. <. ..>
The sixth is Physics, and the books thereof are ten, under which is also Medicine. The
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seventh wisdom is Theology, which is the crowning of all seven as well as the core of
their purpose. For through it will the human soul survive in eternity. And this a man of
any creed will admit, that he who is ignorant, cannot be with the Lord. For this is as if one
were to say: I serve the prince, but who that prince is I do not know; or: I go to church,
but where that church is I do not know. And these seven wisdoms are not in accordance
with any [particular] religion, but rather in accordance with humanity. And a man of
any creed can embrace them. As we see that in all creeds it is asserted that the jurist
resembles the keeper of the treasury, whereas the wise man resembles him who adds to it.
And to whichever thing one fails to add according to it(s nature), that thing perishes. Said
Alexander [Aphrodisiensis]: The reasons for ignorance of the truth are four. (1) Its depth
for the shallow mind, (2) the weakness of the intellect, (3) striving to overpower and
dominate, (4) cherishing that to which one is accustomed. And this is a greater hindrance
than any other. And these accomplishments cannot be [achieved] but in combination
with the political science by shedding all vices. As King David said [Psalms 145:8]: The
Lord is near unto all who call upon him, to all who call upon him in truth.

The passages in italics, which, as said, do not come from Maimonides’s Logical
Terminology, seem most revealing about the ideology and perspective of the Jew-
ish translator.

Basically, the ideas exposed here draw on the traditional sources of reference,
ultimately the Bible and the Talmud, using in a skillful manner citations that have
served in the past in discussions about wisdom and faith.

Thus, the acknowledgment of Aristotle as “chief of the Philosophers” is paral-
leled, for example, in Maimonides’s Guide of the Perplexed (1, 5), and the insis-
tence that Aristotle’s views accord with those of Jewish law is commonplace in
the Guide (e.g., 2, 6). Maimonides compares Aristotle’s wisdom to that of the
prophets in his 1199 letter in Arabic (see Forte 2016, 51) to Samuel Ibn Tibbon,
regarding the translation of the Guide: “Aristotle’s intellect manifests the high-
est possible perfection except for those who, having received divine inspiration,
became prophets”

The right to add to the divine law, reserved exclusively for the sage, is also stipu-
lated by Maimonides—for example, in the introduction to his Commentary on the
Mishna, in al-Harizi’s translation from Arabic (see appendix 48).

For there is no Torah given after the first prophet [sc., Moses] and one must not add
to or subtract from it, as it is said [Deuteronomy 30:12] “it is not in heaven,” and God
has not allowed us to learn [the Law] from the prophets, but [only] from the sages,
masters of logical argumentation and knowledge.

The statement associating stagnation with demise—“And to whichever thing one
fails to add according to it[s nature], that thing perishes”—derives from the Baby-
lonian Talmud (see appendix 49).

The universality of wisdom is a frequent theme in the writings of the Maimon-
ideans. Thus, Shem Tob Ibn Falaquera, the thirteenth-century follower of Mai-
monides, in his Book of Grades (Venetianer, 75), remarks (see appendix 50):
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For all nations have a part in the Wisdoms, and they are not the particular [property]
of any given nation.

The notion that scientific wisdom was in the possession of the ancient sages of
Israel and was lost with the exile of the Jews appears in the Guide of the Perplexed
(1, 71), and is also mentioned in Falaquera: “Undoubtedly Solomon of blessed
memory composed books in the Wisdom of Nature and Divinity, only that these
books were lost in exile” (Book of Grades, ed. Venetianer, p. 12).

The incompatibility of ignorance with true worship of God is stipulated by
Falaquera (see appendix 51).

And Plato said that no one can worship God in true manner, except for a prophet or
a sage full of wisdom.

The four reasons of discord attributed to Alexander of Aphrodisias appear twice
in Maimonides’s writings: once in chapter 13 of his Book on Asthma, interpolated
into the Slavic translation of the Secret of Secrets, as the reasons for the ignorance
of truth (see appendix 52), and once in Maimonides’s Guide of the Perplexed (1, 31)
as the reasons of disagreement (translation from the Judaeo-Arabic by S. Pines):

Alexander of Aphrodisias says that there are three causes of disagreement about
things. One of them is love of domination and love of strife, both of which turn man
aside from the apprehension of truth as it is. The second cause is the subtlety and
the obscurity of the object of apprehension in itself and the difficulty of apprehend-
ing it. And the third cause is the ignorance of him who apprehends and his inability
to grasp things that it is possible to apprehend. That is what Alexander mentioned.
However, in our times there is a fourth cause that he did not mention because it did
not exist among them. It is habit and upbringing. For man has in his nature a love of,
and an inclination for, that to which he is habituated. (Maimonides 1963, 66)

The additions by the translator of the Logika in the afterword thus evidently rep-
resent an ideological manifesto of a progressive and universalist, indeed cosmo-
politan, nature. These ideas are typical of the Jewish rationalists, disciples and
followers of Maimonides, who for three centuries had been waging a hopeless,
retreating battle against fundamentalist and mystical tendencies that were gaining
ground in mainstream Judaism, marginalizing and delegitimizing rationalism as
alien to orthodox Jewish thought. Intended for a Christian readership, these ideas
are meant to present a progressive, attractive image of Judaism, an image hardly
representative of Judaism at that time and place.

What could be the motivation on the part of these Jews for undertaking such
an enterprise of translations? Why would a Jew from the Great Duchy of Lithu-
ania take on himself the difficult task of translating the heavily arabicized Hebrew
versions of al-Ghazali and Maimonides into Ruthenian? Why would he go to such
lengths in order to disguise the Arabic origin of many of these works and misrep-
resent the Islamic theologian Abu Hamid al-Ghazali as Aviasaf? Money? Fame?
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Hardly, if we were to extrapolate evidence from any other time and place about
one’s chances of becoming rich and famous, or even of earning a decent living by
translating philosophical texts.

The idea that a supposedly rationalist Jew such as Zechariah ben Aharon from
Kyiv, the erudite annotator of philosophical texts, would collaborate with Chris-
tians thirsty for wisdom out of sheerly altruistic motives, for the promotion of
science and knowledge in a spirit of solidarity between freethinkers, sounds far-
fetched, though it cannot be absolutely excluded. That is actually what I thought
when I started working on these translations some thirty years ago, but I was never
satisfied with this hypothesis. The answer, definitely, has to be sought elsewhere.

The key to the answer could be the approaching year 1492 CE, since both
Orthodox Christians and some Jews were expecting the End of Times to come
about at close to that time.

The movement of the Judaizers in Muscovy, the most noticeable (though
perhaps not the primarily targeted) readership for this corpus of scientific texts,
thrived in the last quarter of the fifteenth century, a time of high excitement and of
eschatological fervor, as the Muscovites were expecting the world to end on Sep-
tember 1 of the year 7000 from Creation, which, according to the Christian Ortho-
dox calendar, corresponds to 1492 CE. Indeed, the Russian church authorities had a
real Y7K problem on their hands, given that the Paschal Tables, the cycle of mobile
feasts in the calendar that have to be calculated every year on the basis of the date
of Easter, were not carried beyond 1492, since, with the Second Coming and the
end of the world expected in that year, the End of Time would come about as well.

The archbishop of Novgorod Gennadij relates in his letters, written between
1487 and 1490 (Kazakova and Lurie 1955, 309-20), that the heretics were mocking
the Orthodox believers, using the tables in Immanuel bar Yakov’s Six Wings to the
effect that according to the Jewish calendar only 5228 years have elapsed since Cre-
ation (see above p. 67), and the end was not to be expected any time soon. Some of
them, according to Gennadij, even dared to challenge their opponents and claim
that the Grand-Prince of Moscow was on their side, claims which, at that time,
were apparently correct.

Thus, Gennadij (see appendix 53) writes in 1490 to Zosima, metropolitan of
Moscow, who was deposed in 1494 after being accused of secretly sympathizing
with the heretics, as follows:

A newly baptized Jew has arrived here [i.e., in Novgorod], by the name of Daniel,
presently a Christian, and told me at the table, in front of everyone: “I set out for
Moscow from Kyiv, and then,” he says, “the Jews began to insult me”: “You dog, they
say, where are you headed for? The great prince in Moscow, they say, has swept all
the churches out of the city”

The final detail of the account turned out not to be exact (some wooden churches
had indeed been moved out of the city walls to prevent fires), but the great prince



68 THE HERESY OF THE JUDAIZERS

Ivan III did protect his chief diplomat Fedor Kuritsyn, head of the Moscow her-
etics, even as the other heretics were being tried and punished.

Are we, then, in this crucial period of high eschatological fever, as the Moscow
heretics, apparently protected by the grand prince, seemed to be gaining the upper
hand by offering a Jewish-based alternative to the Orthodox Christian calendar
and casting doubts on the imminency of the Second Coming, actually looking at
an attempt to proselytize Muscovy from the top down? An attempt that almost
succeeded? Possibly yes. In order to supply some corroboration for this hypothesis
we have to return to R. Moses the Exile and his views on proselytes.

There is a long-standing myth that Jews shy away from proselytizing,” but in
our case we seem to have some evidence to the contrary. I am indebted for the lead
toward that evidence to the late Michael Schneider, who in 1999 delivered a talk
in Jerusalem about R. Moses and the Judaizers, a talk that remained unpublished
until 2014.

Following a hint by Shmuel Ettinger, who wondered (1961, 236n39), “Perhaps
it is no coincidence that Jewish ‘calculators of the end’ [mehashvej ha-qitsin] also
predicted the End for the year 252 [i.e., 5252 from Creation = 1492 CE],” Schnei-
der (2014) pointed to the influential Kyivan figure of R. Moses the Exile and his
views on the coming of the Messiah—the Ge ulah (Redemption)—as well as on
the importance of proselytes for bringing it about.

These views, expressed in his work Shoshan sodot, derive from a cabalistic work
written in Byzantium in the 14th century—Séfer ha-qanah. In that work, too, the
Redemption (Geula) is predicted for 1490, or 1492, depending on whether one
counts the numerical value of the preposition be- in the word beron—referring to
the famous verse in the book of Job (38:7): “When the morning stars sang together
and all the sons of God shouted for joy” (beron jahad kokhvéj boker va-jari ‘u kol
bnéj elohim). Without the initial be- (with), the Hebrew characters of the first
word, 172 (beron), have a numerical value of 250, taken as a reference to the year
5250 ( = 1490 CE), whereas adding the preposition would yield 5252 ( = 1492 CE).
Here is the relevant passage from Séfer ha-qanah (see appendix 54).

And in the twilight of the seventh millennium the world will stop and the coming of
the Messiah [is] when 5250 [years] have elapsed, which is half of the five-hundred-
year reign of the Sefirah of Keter, then will the Messiah come, that is “when the
morning stars sang together and all the sons of God shouted for joy” And that man
[i.e., Jesus] called the subjugation of the nations under the hand of Israel the Destruc-
tion of the World for he was afraid to announce their demise lest they persecute him.

However, since the writing of Shoshan sodot took R. Moses many years and was
achieved only in 1509, long after the expected date of redemption, he no longer
quotes the exact date of 5250 as in Séfer ha-qanah, but allows some latitude, reaffirm-
ing nevertheless that the Redemption shall come sometime in the five hundred years



THE HERESY OF THE JUDAIZERS 69

of the reign of Sefirat keter, which began in the year 5000 from creation [ = 1240
CE]—that is, at some unspecified date between 1240 and 1740 CE (see appendix 55).

And here we are today in the [year] 269 of the sixth millennium [ = 5269 ( = 1509
CE)] in the five hundred years of [the sefirah of] Keter during the reign of which the
Redeemer will come. For ga’al [redeem] in a"tba”sh [cipher mapping the alphabet
to its reverse] is keter.

Rabbi Moses also refers in a hint to the passage in Sefer ha-qanah asserting that
Jesus, [“that man” (oto ha- ish)], knew this prediction, and that when he announced
the end of the world—doomsday—he was referring to the demise of the nations
and their subjugation to Israel, but he was afraid to say so, lest he be persecuted.

In this context, R. Moses quotes another passage going back to the ninth-
century Midrash Tanhuma, lekh lekha 6, where it is said that proselytes are of a
higher value than those born Jewish, adding the reason “since the proselyte shed
his garment of impurity and donned a skin of purity,” while the Jews, who were
present at Mount Sinai, made the golden calf and thus “shed the garment of God’s
law and donned a skin of impurity”

Rabbi Moses adds the kabbalistic explanation that the proselytes are essential
for the Geulah, since those who made the golden calf had “destroyed the saplings”
(gitsetsu ba-neti ‘ot)—a mystical metaphor for disturbing the harmony of creation,
while the proselytes would bring about “the union of Ecclesia Israel with its part-
ner” ( hibbur kneset isra el be zugo)—that is, they would enable the mystical union
necessary for the redemption (see appendix 56).

The secret of the Midrash that says: proselytes at this time are greater than the Isra-
elites who stood at Mount Sinai to receive the Torah. And this is a strange statement
that the mind refuses to accept, that somebody who indulged in idolatry all his life
will now, once he turned into a Jew, be preferable to an Israelite who got to perceive
by voice the giving of the Torah. And it seems that the reason lies in the following
secret: since those who had stood at Mount Sinai, they themselves made the [golden]
calf “While the king is at his table, my spikenard sends forth its fragrance” [Song of
Songs 1:12] they polluted and destroyed the saplings and were soiled with impurity,
whereas the proselyte has shed off his garment of impurity and brought about ‘the
union of Ecclesia Israel with its partner.

This testimony about the views of the Kyivan Jewish leader and scholar R. Moses
the Exile seems to point to a theological motive for a Jewish “mission to the Slavs,”
in the context of the eschatological fervor around the year 1492. Here, I suggest,
lies the missing link connecting the Muscovite heretics with the Ruthenian trans-
lations of scientific texts from Hebrew.

The scenario I propose is a hypothesis, and one hard to prove in the present
state of the evidence, but it offers an explanation, the only plausible explana-
tion in my view, for the nature of the chosen corpus of translations and for the
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modifications made in them: Zechariah, a learned Jew, versed in scholarly and
scientific literature, translated, at the instigation of R. Moses the Exile, a variety of
works of rationalist tenor for Slavs eager to gain access to such scholarly treasures.

He was careful to mix these purely scientific rationalist works with more practi-
cal works of applied science that were quite removed from the rationalism of the
Maimonidean type, in order to enhance the attractiveness of the mixture. Thus,
the Secret of Secrets has medical and magicomedical elements such as a “regimen
of health,” a section on the curative and talismanic properties of precious stones,
onomantic tables, and so on.

As pointed out by Seebohm (1977, 216), the great authority of all these writ-
ings is Aristotle, and specifically not the original Greek Aristotle referred to by
the humanists, but the Aristotle of Islamic scholastics—that is, a figure under
whose ample cloak enter, also in the Kyivan translated literature, Neoplatonic and
Platonic ideas in the domains of theology and ethics, such as Neopythagorean
numerology, natural magic, astrology, and alchemy. A positive view of astrology
and other relics of this kind can hardly be reconciled with the rationalism and
scientism of a thinker such as Maimonides.

It seems, therefore, that the true agenda of the Jews involved in the transla-
tion movement might well have been to attract their Slavic readers to Judaism,
for mystical motives that they were very careful to hide from the recipients of the
translations.

I must admit that I feel somewhat uncomfortable in proposing the possibility of
a “Jewish plot” to proselytize the Muscovite state from the top down, since I may
thereby have been supplying ammunition to people searching for the historical
antecedents of the Protocols of the Elders of Zion, and unwillingly find myself in the
company of some of the most venomous antisemitic Russian historians.

Some of these historians have tried to minimize the possible impact of the
heretical movement and the “Literature of the Judaizers,” either by discarding
the translated texts as “obsolete pseudo-science” (e.g., Golenishchev-Kutuzov
1963) or by denying any link between the translations and the heresy (e.g., Lurie in
Kazakova and Lurie 1955),” while nationalistic figures in the post-Soviet Russian
political and social domain usually linked to the church, accorded great impor-
tance to the Jewish danger of the distant past, leaving no doubts about the contem-
porary analogies that may be drawn from this curious episode, as can be seen in
postings from 2004 and 2005 celebrating the five-hundred-year anniversary of the
defeat of the Judaizers (see appendix 57).



General Conclusion

In our concluding thoughts about the three lectures that have resulted in the
present monograph, we are left, I believe, with only a few certainties, and with
many more hypotheses and questions. The poorly attested testimonies about the
early Jewish population in Eastern Europe offer us only a very partial glimpse
of their intellectual activity or their cultural tradition. The only traces remaining
are the translations from Hebrew into the local Slavic vernacular that make up the
pieces of the historical puzzle I have been trying to assemble here. The cultural
impact of the pre-Ashkenazic Jews of Eastern Europe may not have been very
significant within Judaism itself. In fact, whatever intellectual achievements there
may have existed, were completely obliterated with and by the arrival of the Ash-
kenazic Jews. The only noticeable impact seems to have been the external one—
namely, that of the effort apparently directed at their Christian neighbors, an effort
that may not have achieved its purportedly desired results, but has left a strong
impression in Russian, Belarusian, and Ukrainian memory, an impression lasting
to this day.
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APPENDIX 1

Excerpt from the Kyivan letter.
Ms. Cambridge, T-S 12.122, lines 6-30 (Golb and Pritsak 1982, 10ff.):
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[6] [To] the holy communities scattered all across the corners [of the world]: may it
be the will of the

[7] Master of Peace to settle them as a crown of peace. And now, our masters and
teachers,

[8] [we], the community of Kyiv, inform you of the case of this [man] Mr Jacob bar
[9] Hanukkah, from a good family, of those who give, not of those who
[10] take, but a disaster befell him, when his brother went and took money

[11] from gentiles, and this Jacob was guarantor. And his brother was traveling on
the road, and there came

[12] robbers and killed him and took his money. Then came the creditors

[13] and took this Jacob and put iron chains on his neck

]
[14] and shackles on his legs, and he stayed there an entire year, [. . . and after]

[15] that we bailed him out, and paid off sixty zequgim [silver ingots (see Zuckerman
2011, 191.)] and still there

[16] remained forty zequgim, so we sent him out to the holy communities

[17] that they might take pity on him. So now, our masters, lift up your eyes to
Heaven

[18] and do according to your good custom, for you know how great is the virtue

[19] of charity. For charity saves from death. [. . ]

[25] [Signatories:] Avraham, elder of the community, [. . .] el bar Manas, Reuven bar
[26] Gostyata bar Kibar Kohen, Shimshon

[27] [bar] Yehudah called Surtah [for more transliterations see Kulik 2014, 112-13],
Hanukkah bar Moshe,

[28] Kupin bar Yosef, Manar bar Shmuel Kohen,
[29] Yehudah bar Yitshak Levi, Sinai bar Shmuel,
[30] Yitshak, elder of the community.
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APPENDIX 2

The 986 contest about the “true religion”
The Account of Bygone Years, sub anno 6494 AM (=986CE):

B bro 6494. IIpunponra 6onrape BEpbl 60XbMUYN . . .
In the year 6494 there came the Bulgars of the Mohammedan faith . . .

IIo cem® ke mpupoma HEMIY oT Puma.
Then came the Germans from Rome . . . [ie., representatives of the Holy Roman
Empire, called here némtsi [Germans; lit., dumb people, a generic term for foreigners].

Ce crplIaBIie, >KIA0BE KO3apbCTUI IPUIAOLIA PEKYILE . . .
Having heard this, the Khazar Jews came and said . . .

a MbI BEpyeMd efnHOMY By aBpaMOBY MCaKOBY I FAKOBJIIO.
whereas we believe in the one God of Abraham, Isaac and Jacob.

u pede Bornopymeps 4TO eCTh 3aKOH'D Balllb.
Then Volodimer said: What is your law?

WHI e pbiia wopb3aTyt CA. CBUHMHBI He FACTU HU 3aRYMHBL CyOOTY XpaHNUTH.
And they said: To be circumcised, not to eat pork or hare, and to observe the Sabbath.

WH 3Ke pede TO IZfb eCTb 3eM/IA Ballla.
He then said: So where is your land?

WHII >ke pbira Bb epCmb.
And they said: in Jerusalem.

WH K€ pede TO TaMo JII eCTe
And he then said: So are you [still] there?

WHI e pbira pasrubBa ca BF Ha wiii Hal U pacTouM HbI [0 CTPaHaMb IPBXb
Pyt HAIINMXD U IIpefjaHa ObICTh 3eMJ/IA HAllla X  esSTHOMD.

And they said: God became angry at our fathers and scattered us among the nations
on account of our sins, and our land was given to Christians.

WH ke pede TO KaKo BbI MHE" oyduTe a camu WBepxeH1 W ba 1 pactoueHn.
And he then said: So how do you teach others, while you yourselves are rejected by
God and scattered? . ..

APPENDIX 3

Canaan = Slavs.

The term Canaan with reference to Slavic reflects a medieval Jewish interpretation based
on the semantic expansion in medieval Latin of the ethnonym Sclavus (Slav) to denote also
“slave” (beside the original denomination for slaves in Latin: servus), since Slavs were often
forced into slavery in Medieval Europe.

This semantic development is paralleled by the Jewish medieval tradition of associating
the term Knaan with Genesis 9:25: 1PIR? 71277 0°72¥ 72¥ 1912 DR N7

(“And he said: Cursed be Canaan; a servant of servants shall he be unto his brethren.”)
This interpretation is first encountered in the tenth-century work Josippon:
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The Moravians, Croatians, Sorbians, Lusatians, Lechians, Cracovians, and Bohemians
are considered sons of Dodanim. These are those called Slavs [sql ‘by= sqlavi], while others
say that they are of the sons of Canaan, yet they are descended from the Dodanim. (Flusser
1981, 1:8-9)

The twelfth-century traveler Benjamin of Tudela echoes this interpretation (Adler 1907,

72 [2v 7Y in the Hebrew pagination]):

DTN MR DORIPY.RPN2OWR PIR NN RO RO NRIPIT RO D2 PR IR QW
P01 MWK 077 IR 937 M 0012 0O RO PIRT CWIRY 272w 191D oW 070
IV VYR 1D MWW TV A0 WWwR 72173 M XM

From there on is the land of Bohemia, and it is the one called Prague, which is the
beginning of the land of the Slavs [ 'sklbwnyy =esklavoniya]. And the Jews living
there call it Canaan, because the people of that land sell their sons and daughters
to every nation, and these are the people of Rus’ [rwsyh=rusya]. And it is a great
kingdom from the gates of Prague to the gates of Kyiv the great city.

APPENDIX 4

A monolingual Jew speaking only Russian.
J. Mann 1920, 165-66; 1922, 192:

TPV PINT0 P2 WOXR TIRNN AROM YIpn XAW 99 72 95 'm poy 0ovTIN 107Y7
727,980 PR DT 92 17 9001 ,WTIPA Y 279w KA 99 7 1210 DR RIMY IR
799 1% NPAY 1990 MW CNW nan WRtaY WP DR DR NNNNWA? R 03 1297 IR mA
520K DR ORDY TYY YR 207 7172 12777791 10 10D 12 PN 0ONITT 712D 01D WY Pron
ANT9N PR OWIAR 227277 WD NOW AR 93 227V KD O3 011 WY KDY WNPR W KD VTP IR

We have been required to inform you of the matter of Mr. so-and-so, who is from
the community of Rus’ [rwsy h=rusiya] and was welcomed as guest by us, the com-
munity of Salonica, young among the sheep [expression of humility], and found his
relative Rabbi so-and-so, who had come from Jerusalem the Holy City, and told him
the whole splendor of the Land of Israel, which awakened his spirit to go, he too, to
prostrate himself at the holy place, and he asked us for these two lines, in order to be
a mouth and intercessor before your honorable presence, and to open your hand to
guide him on the good road from town to town and from island to island, since he
does not know either the Holy Tongue, or Greek, nor Arabic but only the language of
Canaan spoken by the people of his native land.

APPENDIX 5

R. Isaac of Chernigov on yabem in Slavic.
Klar 1947, 142:

P AROWIT RIT 07PN 72 93 2133707 1R 1" 00 MR LANR 027 IR DWR YR X2 .pI .02
JINIR 21921 IR 0201 ,79°92 092
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Yabem. Strong [verb]. “Go in unto thy brother’s wife, and marry her” [Genesis 38:8].
Rabbi Yitshak of Chernigov told me that in the language of Tiras, which is Rus’, they
call yebum copulation, and yabem her = “and sleep with her”

The name Tiras for Rus’ is based on Genesis 10:2:
D TR 230 18] TR 3 g N9t aR

(“The sons of Japheth; Gomer, and Magog, and Madai, and Javan, and Tubal, and
Meshech and Tiras”)

It first appears as referring to Rus’ in the Josippon:
X1 971 %Y N0 07 .. 0 B 0N

Tiras are the Rusi [rwsy] . . . The Rusi are stationed on the river of Kyiv [kyw’].
(Flusser 1981, 1:5)

APPENDIX 6

R. Eliezer of Bohemia on the poor state of learning in Rus’.
R. Isaac of Vienna, Or Zarua® part I, para. 113.

AR 70 MY MHW MDY - X PO VI TR 90,7110 Awn 12 phv "1

... OPIT NN QUM MW 1272 ,2"%T 0N AT 230 271 4R WYHR 027 270 Tawn
71 OTXR 02 20 aPMT IR AN TR O PRY PIANKI X701 PRI0aw Mpn 2172 M
D712 TR0 PIX T NN DY 47 RIMIRED WK

Thus in most locations in Poland [polin], Rus' [rusiya], and Hungary [ve-ungarin]
where there are no Torah scholars, due to their poverty, they hire an educated
man wherever they can find one, and he serves them as cantor and rabbi and school-
teacher for their sons.

APPENDIX 7

Esther in the Masoretic Text and in the Septuagint.
The Hebrew Masoretic Text begins as follows:

172 AR DWW VAW WD TV IR T IR R WIMNMWAR 702
77927 WA WX 1M RO O WINWAR 20 Nawd onn onna 2
1199 MIPTAT WY 07N 2T 0D 9N 1T PIW 900 Inwn awy 1991 wow nwal?

It happened in the days of Ahasuerus [ ‘ahashverosh] that Ahasuerus
[‘ahashverosh] who reigned over a hundred and twenty-seven provinces from India
[hodu] to Ethiopia [kush].

> In those days, when King Ahasuerus [ ‘ahashverosh] occupied the royal throne
in the fortress of Susan [shushan],

'3 in the third year of his reign, he gave a banquet for all the officials and
courtiers—the administration of Persia [paras] and Media [maday], the nobles and
the governors of the provinces in his service.
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The Greek Septuagint begins with an addition: a dream that Mordecai had, followed
by the text corresponding to the Hebrew:

"Etovg Sevtépov Pacthedovtog ’ AptaképEov Tod peydhov T / pud tod Nioa eviomviov
€ldev Mapdoxaiog 6 tod Iaipov T0od Zepeiov / tod Kioatov ék ¢puiig Beviapy,
&vdpwmog Iovdaiog oik®v £v / Zovoolg Tf) moAet, dvOpwmog péyag depamedwv év Tf
avAf) 100 / facthéwg:. . .

1 Kai £yéveto petd todg Adyoug Toutovg &v Taig fuépats *Aptalépfov / ovtog 6
> Aptaképlng amo tig IvOkiig ékatOv £lkoot / ENTA XWP@V EKPATNOEY

2 gv abtaig Taig npépaig, §te 9poviodn / 6 Pactheds " Aptaképtng év Zovoolg T
TOMeL,

3 gy 1@ Tpitw el / PacthevovTtog avTod Soxny émoinoev Toig ¢pilolg kal Tolg
Mool / €dveaotv kai T0ig [Tepo@v kai Mrdwv €v86o1g kai Toig &pyovoty / T@v
CATPATIQV.

In the second year of the reign of Artaxerxes the great king, on the first day of
Nisan, Mardochaeus the son of Jairus, the son of Semeias, the son of Kisaus,

of the tribe of Benjamin, a Jew dwelling in the city Susa, a great man, serving in the
king’s palace, saw a vision . . .

® And it came to pass after these things in the days of Artaxerxes, this Artaxerxes
ruled over a hundred and twenty-seven provinces from India—

"> in those days, when king Artaxerxes was on the throne in the city of Susa,

'3 in the third year of his reign, he made a feast to his friends, and the other nations,
and to the nobles of the Persians and Medes, and the chiefs of the satraps.

APPENDIX 8

Esther in the Slavic translation (Lunt and Taube 1998, 24):

" BpIcTh BB IHM AXachBepOCOBBI IKe 1lapcTBoBalie oT Omoy naxe u o0 X0ych,
ceMblo 11 iBBMa JlecATbMa M P—Mb BTIaCTUM

> Bb HM ThI, erfja cBiie 1aph AXachBepoCh Ha CTONMh IIApCTBA CBOETO VKE Bb
Coycan’d rpagh

*» Bb mbro <F-e> 1japcTBa CBOEro CTBOPY IMMPD <BCEMb> BEIMOXKaMb CBOMMb
u pabomp cBOMMD, cvnh @apuchucrbu 1 Magbucrbu, crpaHaMd 1 6011poMD
3€MHbBIMP.

Literal translation of the Slavic:

 And it happened in the days of Achasveros, who reigned from Odu to Chous,
over a hundred and twenty-seven provinces

2 in those days, when king Achasveros sat on the throne of his kingdom in the
city of Susan,

'3 in the <third> year of his reign, he made a feast to <all> his nobles and
servants, the forces the Phariseans and Madeans, the countries [corrupted from
“satraps”] and the boyars of the land.
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Ruthenian translation from Hebrew in Vilnius 262 (Altbauer 1992, 151):

U B0 B'h ATEXS AXALIBEYOLIORRIX TOTS TO AXALIBEPOLLL N* LY TEOBA" OT
Hupm paxce n Ao MSPHHOER ce*mb H K K ) 3eMAb.

12 B Afiexns Wb erpa webkAws ufpi AXaLEEPOLIS HA CTOALH LEPCTEA CROEMD
n* &'s HISuane rpa®

13 8 akTo TpeTee UPCTBSIUH EMS BUNNH® NHYTL BCH™ BOAPO™ CROHM'B H XOAOTILH
cBoen BOHCKS [lep’ciom8 v MaAdHCKOMS CTOACUNHKO™ H BOAPO™ ZEMBCKH™ MEper
COBOK.

Literal translation of the Ruthenian:

* And it happened in the days of Achashverosh, who reigned from India even to
[the land of the] Moors [over] 127 provinces

> in those days, king Achashverosh sitting down on the throne of his kingdom in
the city of Shushan

'3 in the third year of his reign, he made a feast to all his nobles and servants, the
forces the Persians and Madayans, the princes the boyars of the lands before him.

APPENDIX 9
Phraseological Hellenism 5.12:

IREK 9P ANYYTIVR IDYRTTOX T75I70Y 19700 IN0R TRNITTRY AR ¢
Also, queen Esther has not brought with the king to the feast that she prepared [any-
one] except [lit., if not] me .
LXX: o kékAnkev 1} Baciliooa petd 100 Pacidéwg ovdéva eig v Soxnv aAN’
T Epé.
The queen has called no one to the feast with the king but [lit., other than] me.

Slavic (Lunt and Taube 1998, 38): maker He npuBene [ Ma] Ecdupp napnia cp
LjapeMb Ha IMP'b MDKe CTBOpiIa O ame He MeHe.

Moreover, the queen has brought no one [lit., has not brought] to the feast with the
king that she had prepared except [lit., if not] me.

Ruthenian translation from Hebrew in Vilnius 262 (Altbauer 1992, 163):

TakkKb Ne NPHREAa BeTePh UPLLA Ch UFMWL K' MTHPS LITO BUHNHAA NH*AH MENE
Also, Queen Esther has not brought with the king to the feast that she had prepared
[anyone] but [lit., unless] me.

APPENDIX 10

Phraseological Hellenism 2.13:

AhY X137 77 103 IAXRD N0 DX 1200708 A2 mvan Afw

And in this the maiden would come in to the king, everything whatsoever she says
would be given her to come with her . ..
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Slavic (Lunt and Taube 1998, 30): u B ToMb fBast fbBa IPUAALIE Kb IIAPEBU U BCE
€)K€ AIIE PEYALIIE JJATIALIE €V IIPUTH C HELO . . .

And in this the virgin maiden would come in to the king and everything whatsoever
[lit., all which if] she said he would give her to come with her . . .

LXX: kol toTe eiomopeveTan mpog OV Pacthéa kai @ €av einn, napadwoet adTHvV
ovveloépyeoat avtd

And then the damsel goes in to the king; and the officer to whomsoever he shall give
the command, will bring her to come in with him. (Brenton’s translation of LXX)
Ruthenian translation from Hebrew in Vilnius 262 (Altbauer 1992, 163):

H B ToH WEPE TaA MOAOAHLLA NPHXOAHAA K LI BCE H™ PEUET MAETH BLITH AANO €H
NPHHTH C NEW . . .

and in this manner the maiden would come to the king and everything that she says
has to be given her to come with her . ..

APPENDIX 11

Semantic Hellenism 1.20:

The account from Josippon (Flusser 1981, 1:54-57) followed by the entry for 1110 in the
Hypatian redaction of the Account of Bygone Years. The Old Rusian text is given accord-
ing to the 1908 edition, now available online (https://www.lrc-lib.ru/rus_letopisi/Ipatius

Y37 R um oo

And all the women will give honor to their husbands.

Slavic (Lunt and Taube 1998, 28): 11 BCA >KeHBI Bb3/I0KAaTh CPAMOTOY Ha MY>Xb CBOU
And all the women will put shame on their husbands.

LXX: kol oUtwg maoat ai yvvaikeg mepldioovaty Ty 1oig &vdpdoty éavtdv

And so shall all the women give honor to their husbands. (Brenton’s translation
of LXX)

Ruthenian translation from Hebrew in Vilnius 262 (Altbauer 1992, 153):

H BCH JKONKKI 0y'3AAASTh YECTh MEKO™ CROHMK

And all the women will pay honor to their husbands.

APPENDIX 12

/contents.htm).

Hebrew text of the Alexander episode in Josippon as established by Flusser (the Hebrew
portions missing in Russian are marked by italics in the Hebrew text and in its English

translation):
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And it came to be when the people of Macedon rose against the kingdom of Persia,
that Alexander left Macedonia with a heavy army and went to war against Darius.
He defeated all the peoples that were in alliance with Darius, he defeated the land
of Egypt and the land of Aram and proceeded to the seashore and defeated Akko and
Ashkelon and Gaza and turned his face to go up to Jerusalem to conquer it, since it
had been in alliance with Darius. He went from Gaza with all his camp moving along
until he reached the place of encampment and camped there, he and his whole army.
And it came to pass at that night, as he was lying on his bed in his tent, he raised his
eyes and saw a man standing above him, clothed with linen, and his sword drawn
in his hand, and the form of the sword was as the appearance of lightning on a rainy
day. And he raised his sword over the king’s head, and the king was greatly afraid
and said: Why does my Lord smite thy servant? Then the man said: for God has sent
me to conquer before you great kings and many nations, and it is I who goes before
you to help you. And now know that you will surely die for having dared to go up

81



82

APPENDIXES

against Jerusalem and to harm the Lord’s priests and His people. Then the king said:
Please forgive the trespass of thy servant, I pray thee my Lord, if it displease thee, I
will turn back. Then the man said: do not be afraid for I grant your request. Go on
your way to Jerusalem, and when you arrive before the gate of Jerusalem you will see
a man clothed with linen like me, and the man will be in my image and likeness, then
fall quickly to the earth upon your face and bow to that man, and do whatever he tells
you, do not disobey anything he tells you, for on the very day when you disobey his
words you shall die. And the king rose and went on his way to Jerusalem.

And when the Priest heard that Alexander was going against Jerusalem full of anger,
the Priest was greatly afraid and thus also all the people of Jerusalem, and they cried to
God and declared a fast. And it came to pass after the fast, the Jews came out toward
him to beg him not to smite the city. And the High priest came out of the gate, he and
all the people and all the priests, and the High Priest standing before them clothed with
linen. And King Alexander saw the Priest and hastened to get off his chariot and fell
upon his face and bowed to the Priest and greeted him with peace. Then the kings, Al-
exander’s servants, became angry and said to him: Why do you bow to a man without
military power? Then the king said to his servants: for the man who will be going before
me to defeat before me all the nations is of the same image and likeness as the man to
whom I have bowed.

And afterward the High Priest and Alexander came to our Lord’s temple and the
priest showed him the temple, its courts and its treasures and its halls and the place
of the holy of holies and the place of sacrifice and the place of the burnt offering. Then
the king said: Blessed is the Lord, God of this house for I have always known that He
is the master of all and His reign is over all and the soul of every living creature is
in His hand to put to death or to preserve, and blessed are you, his servants serving
before him at this place. And now I will make for myself a monument here and will
give much gold to the artisans and let them construct my image and put it up between
the Holy of Holies and the temple and my sculpture will be a memorial in the house of
this great God. Then the priest said to the king: the gold that your lips have pledged,
give it rather for the support of the Lord’s priests and for the poor from among His
people who come to bow before Him at this house. And I will make you a better
monument than the one you spoke about: all the sons of priests that will be born this
year in all of Judea and in the whole land of Jerusalem will be called Alexander in
your name, and it will be a memorial when they come to perform their worship in
this house, for we must not accept in our Lord’s house any graven image or likeness.
And the king listened to him and gave much gold to the Lord’s house, and the priest
he gave great presents.

And the king asked the priest to inquire of God on his behalf whether he should go
to war against Darius or desist. And the priest said: Go, for he shall be given into your
hands. And he brought before him the book of Daniel and he showed him what is
written [in Daniel 8:5-8] about the ram charging in all directions and about the he-
goat who ran unto the ram and trampled him to the ground. And he said: you are the
he-goat and Darius is the ram, and you will trample him and take his kingdom from
him. And the priest encouraged him to go to war against Darius . . .
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The entry for the year 1110 in the Hypatian redaction of the Account of Bygone Years:

B 18" #s8.X.71. Vigoma Becud Ha [lonosus. CTononks u Bonogumeps. [IEns . . . B
TO Xe 1BTO 6bI 3HaMeHbe B [TeuepbcKOMD MaHACTBIPK. (PeBpajA B Al Afb. FABUCA
CTOJIIIb WIHEH'D W 3eMJIA 0 HOCe. a MOJTHbR WCBUTHUIINA BCIO 3€MJII0 U Ha HOCU
morpemb B 4ac’h .A. HOIIM. BeCh MUP'D BUAB. CeCh >Ke CTOMITD CTa Ha TPAIIE3HUIIN
KaMAHBIL. HKO He BUFUTY XPCTa OAIlle. I CTOR MaJIO CTYIH Ha IPKBb. 11 CTa HALD
rpo6oMp PenocbeBOMb. U ITOMD Hafb BEPXDb CHCTYIM . aKM KO BbCTOKY IMLEMb
. i IOTOMD HEBUAUMO ObIC. ce sKe OAllle He WIHb. HO BUI'b aHTTIbCKBINM. aHTTH 60
CHIIe KBIAETh CA WBO CTOJIIIOMd WIHEHOM'D. WBO )K€ IVTaMEHOMb. raKoXe pue [IBnb
TBOPA aHTJIBI CBOH JIXBI . U CTYTHI CBOK WIHB IJTAMAH'D. 11 CJIEMU CYTb IIOBETEHbEMb
BXbpuM®D . aMOXKe XOLIeTb BI'Ka BCUXD TBOpeLb. aHITIOMb U Y/BKOMD. aHIIDb 60
pUXoANUTh Kb Ofirara MBCTa. ¥ MOIMTBEHUY JOMOBE. 11 Ty ITOKA3al0Th HBYTO Masio
BIUJIHBR CBOETO . WBO 60 WIHEMb. WBO CTOJIIIOMb. WBO MHAKO HIKO MOIIHO 3pBTi
uMb. 2% He MoOmHO 60 3pBTI WIBKOMB. eCTBa aHT/IBCKAr0 BUANTH. ale u Mowcu
BE/IMKIN HE BO3MOXKe BUIBTI. aH-TTIbCKAaro eCTbCTBA. BOJAIIETH 60 H BO JIke CTOMITH
WO/1a4eH'b. a B HOILM CTOJII WIHEH'D . TO Ce HE CTOJIITD BOJAILLIE UX'b T10 aHT/Ib Brkuum.
UMIALIE TIpef, HUMb. B HOIY 1 BO Jfe. TAKO M CA ABJIEHbe KOTOPO€e ITOKa3bIBallle.
eMy>Ke OBITIL XOTALIE. exe 60 1 6b1° Ha BTOpoe 1BTo. He CUM /I aHTIb. BOXKDb O'b1 Ha
MHOIUIEMEHHIKBI CYIIOCTATh ObICTD. FAKOXKe pede aHTIb Mpef’b TO60I0 IpedbIeT. I
IIaKBI aHTTb TBOM OYAY C TO6OIO.

[Here ends the entry for the year 1110 in the 1377 Laurentian manuscript of the
Primary Chronicle, with a colophon made by Abbot Sylvester in 1116. The Lau-
rentian then goes on with the entry for 1111, whereas the Hypatian continues
with the discourse on angels that follows and the account of Alexander.]

FKOXKe TIP pK'b [IBI'b I/ieTh. AKO aHITIOMb CBOMMD 3a1IOBBCTh W T€6€ CXPAHUTD TA.
rKOXKe IMUIIeTh mpeMyapbin Emndanun. kb Koewke TBapU aHITD MPUCTABIEHD.
aHITb WOIAKOMD 1 MBITIAMD. ¥ CHBIY M TPajfy. M Mpasy. aHII'b I7TACOMD 1 TPOMOMD.
aHI/ID 3IMBI 1 3HOEBIL. M OCEHM U BeCHBL. U IbTa. BceMy AXy TBapy ero Ha 3eM/Iu I
TauHbIF 6€3[HbI U Cy" CKPOBEHDI HOAD 3eMICI0. M MPeNCIIOfbHUN ThbMbl U CYIIU
BO Oe3HbI OBIBIIIIH [peB/Ie BepXY 3eM/IA. W HeraKe TMbI Bedepd U HOLIb. 1 CBBTH
U [ifb. KO BCUM'B TBapeM'b aHI/IM IIPUCTABICHM. TaKO >Ke aHIIb MIPUCTABIEHD Kb
KOTOpOU 0y60 3eM/I J1a COOMIONAIOTh. KYIOXKb/IO 3eMJII0. allle CYTh I IIOTaHM. allle
Bskuy rHEBD OyAeThb. Ha Ky 0y00 3eM/I0. Ha Ky 0y60 3eM/II0 OpaHbIO UTH. TO
WHOM 3eM/Ts aHTI'b He BOIPOTUBUTCA HOBeTEHBIO BKbI0. FIKO U ce OAllle ¥ Ha HbI
HaBeTb BE rpBxd pagy HAINXD MHOIIEMEHHVKBI [TOTAHBIR. U MOGBXaxXyTh HBL
noBenbHbeMb BXbUMB. WHIL 60 6AXY BOIMMMU aHBETOMb. 110 HOBeNTBHBIO BiKbIo.
ale I KTO peveTh KO aHbelna HECTh 0y IOTaHbIX'b. A CIBIIINTD KO [Begin-
ning of Story from Josippon] COnexcangpy MaknpoHbCKOMY. WIOMTYMBILIO CA Ha
Jlapbta . U MOLIEAIII0 eMy ¥ MIOBMHYBIIIO 3€M/II0 BCIO. W BBCTOKD U 1O 3alafb. I
mo6u semmo ErymeTbckylo. 1 mo61 ApaMa. 11 IpJje B OCTPOBbI MOPbCKBIH. 1 BpaTH
nuiie cBoe B3bITY Bb EpiMb mobupyty XKuppl. sanexe 64Xy MupHU co JlapbeMb. 1
II0MJIe CO BCY BOM €T0. J CTa Ha TOBAPMUILY U IIOUM. U IIPUCIT HOUb. 1 JIeXKa Ha JIOKH
CBOEMb IOcpen’s IaTpa. WBep3b W4 CBOM BUIM My>Ka CTOHILA HaJ| HUMb. U M5Ub
Hars B pyL'’b ero. 1 WONM4eHbe Meya ero FaKO MOJIOHUL. U 3aITpAXKe MedeMb CBOYIMb
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Ha I71aBy LPBY. M Oy)KacecA Lpb BEJIMIU. U pede He OMM MeHe. U pede eMy aHIIb
nocna Ma BB oynmary i'p’s BemKum pefb To60X0. 1 JIIOAY MHOTH. a3b JKe XOXKIO
Ipefd TOOOI0 IoMarara TH. a HhIHE BBJal KO OyMbpbIIN. OHEXe MOMBICTIID
ecrt B3UTH Bb EpSIM®b. 3710 cTBOpUTH epheMd BXbuMb U K mofeMd ero. 1 pe’ 1pb
Moo TA W ['n WirycT1 HpIHB rpBx’s paba TBO€TO. ade He 1060 TI @ BOPOIIOCA HOMY
MOeMy. ¥ pede aHIIb He 6OMCA. UM IIyTeMb TBOMMD Kb Vep IMy. 1 Oy3puuIn Ty
Bb EpnMu. Mya BDb O/1M4eHble Moe 1 60p30 Majy Ha IMIY CBOEMb. U HOK/TOHUCA
MY>Ky TOMY. I BCe eXe pedeTb K T06B cTBOpH He IpBcTymu phun eMy. BOHbXKe Afb
mpucTynuumt pEub ero u OyMepIin. M BbCTaBb LPb MAe Bb EpiMe. u npuinens
BBCIpocK epheBd. MAy mu Ha Japbr. U mokasaia emy Kuuru JaHuma nppka u
PEeKOIIla eMy Thl el KO3eTb. @ WHD WBEHD. I IIOTOMTYEIIN U BO3MEIIN LIP°TBO ero.
[End of Story from Josippon] ce" oy6o He aHiIb mu Boxxaie GOJieKcaHb/pa. He
HOTaHD /MM mobkKalre. M BCU EnmHM KyMUPOCTYKeOHMIIM. TaKO U Cl IOTaHUU
HOIyIeHY TPBX'b pafiy HAIUXD . . .

In the year 6618 [=1110 CE] Svjatopolk, Volodimer, and David went in the spring
to fight against the Polovtsians . . . That year there was a sign at the Caves Monas-
tery [in Kyiv]. On February 12 appeared a pillar of fire [extending] from Earth to
Heaven, lightnings illuminated the whole land, and there were thunders in heaven
in the first hour of the night, the whole world saw it. That same pillar stood over
the stone-built refectory so that the cross became invisible, and after halting a little
while moved over the church, and stood over the grave of Feodosij [the founder
of the monastery] then moved away from the top as if heading eastward, and then
disappeared. This was not fire but an apparition of an angel. For thus does an an-
gel appear: sometimes as a pillar of fire, sometimes as a flame, as David says: “Who
maketh his angels spirits; his ministers a flaming fire” [Psalms 104:4] and they are
dispatched by God’s command wherever the Lord of all [beings] the Creator of men
and angels wishes. For angels appear in whatever place there is good and in houses
of prayer, and there they show a little of their appearance, sometimes as fire, some-
times as a pillar, sometimes otherwise, so they may be observed, for it is impossible
for men to see an angelic being, as even the great Moses could not see it. “There
lead them by day a pillar of cloud and by night a pillar of fire” [Exodus 13:21]: this
indeed was not a pillar that lead them but an Angel of God that was walking before
them night and day. Thus also was this appearance an indication of what was about
to happen, and which indeed did happen the following summer. Wasn't this the one
leading [them?] against their heathen opponents, as it is said: “my angel shall go be-
fore you” [Exodus 23:23], and again “may your angel be with you” [End of entry for
1110 in the Laurentian Chronicle. From here on it appears only in the Hypatian
Chronicle] as the prophet David says: “for He will command his angels concerning
you to protect you” [Psalms 91:11]. As Epiphanius the Wise [of Salamis] says: to all
things created there is assigned an angel: an angel to clouds and mists, to snow and
hail and frost . . . to every land there is an angel assigned to protect whichever
land, even if they are pagans. If God’s wrath be to go to war on any land, the angel
of that land will not stand up against God’s command. As it happened also when
God, due to our sins, brought upon us the pagan foreigners, and they defeated us
by God’s command.
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And if anyone should say that the pagans have no angels, let him hear how [Be-
ginning of the account from Josippon] Alexander of Macedon, when going to war
against Darius, conquered all lands from East to West, he defeated the land of Egypt
and the land of Aram and proceeded to the isles [Hebrew: “shore”] of the sea and
turned his face to go up to Jerusalem to subjugate the Jews, since they had been at
peace with Darius. He went with all his armies moving along until he reached the
place of encampment and camped there. And when night came, as he was lying on
his bed in his tent, he opened his eyes and saw a man standing above him, with his
sword drawn in his hand, and the appearance of the sword as that of lightning, and
he raised his sword over the king’s head. And the king was greatly afraid and said:
Do not smite me! Then the angel [Hebrew: “man”] said: God has sent me to conquer
before you great kings and many nations, and it is I who go before you to help you.
And now know that you will surely die for having dared to go up against Jerusalem
and to harm the Lord’s priests and His people. Then the king said: I pray thee my
Lord, please forgive the trespass of thy servant, if it displease thee, I will return to
my home. Then the angel said: do not be afraid. Go your way to Jerusalem, and you
will see there in Jerusalem a man in my likeness, fall quickly upon your face and bow
to that man, and do whatever he tells you, do not disobey anything of his words, for
on the same day when you disobey his words you shall die.

And the king rose and went on his way to Jerusalem, and asked the priests [Hebrew:
“priest”]: “should I go to war against Darius?” And they showed him the book of
the prophet Daniel and said to him: “you are the he-goat and he is the ram, and you
will trample him and take his kingdom.” [End of the account from Josippon] Was it
not then an angel who guided Alexander? Was it not a pagan who triumphed, since
all the Hellenes are idolaters. Thus also these pagans are sent, due to our sins . . .

APPENDIX 13
“Like a bride fornicating in front of her wedding-canopy” in the Commented Palaea of 1406.

u €MD 00 Ibcirs MOBEPTOXD U3 PYKY MOEIO U CKPYLIMXD I IPEND BaMU CYLUBD
W Bach AKO HE JJOCTOMHM ECTE JIIOflie .CTbCTBEHATO 3aKOHOIIONOXKEHDS. AKOKE 60
HeBBCTA NPEKE YEPTOTA CBOETO CHOTYAMBIIN.

“And I took the two tablets, and cast them out of my hands, and broke them before your
eyes” (Deuteronomy 9:17). Judging that you are not a people worthy of the deposition of the
true Law, like a bride having fornicated in front of her wedding canopy.

APPENDIX 14
The editor boasts of his knowledge.
Commented Palaea of 1406.

ThI k€ 0y60 XUJOBMHE CKaKM HaM'b. KAKO B3AIIA KOCTH MWCHQIIA, MU KOEN
MyJpOCTbY HAUJOLIA H IPA3ALIA B Mopu 3a .. a1 ame mu ThI He BBCH MBI
OYKa)KEM TH.
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But you, Jew, tell us, how did they take Joseph’s bones, or what wisdom did they
use to find them, being sunk in the sea for four hundred years? If you do not know
we will tell you.

APPENDIX 15

The account of the finding of Joseph’s remains as narrated in the 1477 Commented Palaea.

Tonkosas ITanes 1477 r. CuH. 210, f. 205vft.

H BhCTAE MWVCTH HAua” COUMTH KTO NoBEAK HiakoBoy Hwenpa BB erunTh KkuBa
. M HAYATE COUNTH W KOCTEX HweHporkX Kako a wWepkeTH . nwenda noekaa Ay
IAKOBAA PKHBA COVLYIH . WHA™ BO3MH Kb Willo M PE' . WiE HWCH'L KHED € . WHIKE
B'h3A0KH POY® HA FAABS €4 H PE'XKHEA BOYAH H Thi B BE* 1 Ta ¢ Bnina »knBa . akl
H Ta noekAa mwvcewsn . rak coy™ kocTH nwent. gcTh phka B ernnTk nmenemn
BOHAAA . Toy Coy™ NorpSaeNt KocTH Hwendan & waoank pauk . eraaxe pe'rn
MWUCHWEH H3BEAH AKM' MOTa H3'h €PHNTA Ch Behkmb HavEHHEMB M . H CTROPH emoy
Bh.3. NOLJIEH B'h EAHNS HOL{IL M HA"MWY'CTH BBNPALLIATH HX . XOTA KOCTH IWCHOBH C'h
cehipamn nekarn u cphire n A 1akogaA 1 pe emoy B prhiuk coy™ KocTH HWenporn
B'h BOHAAAH MWVCTH 2KE BSEMb CBRLHA . NOHME € COBOK . MS™ H BLUE* NA FOpoy H pe”
BO3MH CA BOHAAAK . H AAXK s KOCTH IWCHPORH . H HE BBI° IABAEHIA . H Na* pe” BTOPOE
H HE BLI IABAGNHA . TPETHEE KE NAMHCA NA XOPKTHI . H PE"BO"AAAI BOZMH' H NOACKH
HA BOY . M BR3BCTOVTIH PAKA HWCHPORA . MWVCTH e pA* BRI*H B3A PAKS . XOPTiH e
NE B3A NO MPHCTOVTHE EAHN'E (KHAOBHHS MKECTOCEPAh B3ATh K.

And Moses got up and began to inquire who told Jacob that Joseph was alive in
Egypt, and began to inquire about Joseph’s bones, and how to find them. It was Ja-
cob’s daughter who said that Joseph was alive, she cried out and said: father, Joseph is
alive. Then he put his hand on her head and said: May you too live for eternity, and
she lived four hundred years and it is she who told Moses where the bones of Joseph
are. There is a river in Egypt named Voilda [v.l. Vol “Bull”]. This is where the bones of
Joseph are submerged in a leaden casket. When God said to Moses: lead my people
out of Egypt with all their belongings, God also turned seven nights into a single
night for him, and Moses began asking them, wanting to search for Joseph’s bones
with candles, and Jacob’s daughter encountered him and said to him: It is in the river
that Joseph’s bones are, in the Voilda. Then Moses, having taken candles, took with
him thirty men and went up a hill and said: Rise Voilda [v.l. Vol “Bull’] and give
up Joseph’s bones. And there was no apparition. Then he said again for the second
time and there was no apparition. For the third [time] he wrote down on a parch-
ment and said: Voilda [v.l. Vol “Bull”] rise, and put [it] on the water, and Joseph’s
casket emerged. And Moses rejoiced and took the casket, the parchment, however,
he did not take, but a certain hard-hearted Jew approached and took it.

APPENDIX 16

The account of the finding of Joseph’s remains in the Talmud, Sotah 13a:
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Our Rabbis have taught: Come and see how beloved were the commandments by
Moses our teacher; for whereas all the Israelites occupied themselves with the spoil,
he occupied himself with the commandments . . . But whence did Moses know the
place where Joseph was buried? —It is related that Serah, daughter of Asher, was
a survivor of that generation. Moses went to her and asked: “Do you know where
Joseph was buried?” She answered him, “The Egyptians made a metal coffin for him
which they placed in the river Nile so that its waters should be blessed” Moses went
and stood on the bank of the Nile and exclaimed: “Joseph, Joseph! the time has ar-
rived which the Holy One, blessed be He, swore, T will deliver you, and the oath
which you did impose upon the Israelites has reached [the time of fulfillment]; if
you will show thyself, well and good; otherwise, behold, we are free of your oath”
Immediately Joseph’s coftin emerged.

APPENDIX 17

The account of the finding of Joseph’s remains in the Midrash.
Genesis Rabbati: i1 nw1s *n27 nowRA2
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“And they embalmed him, etc” [“and they embalmed him, and he was put in a coffin
in Egypt)” Genesis 50:26]. R. Nathan says: they embalmed him as is customary for
kings and they buried him in the capitol of Egypt among the kings.

And some say, they made a metal coffin for him and immersed it in the Nile.. . . so
that they may avoid hunger.

And the Rabbis say: when the Egyptians heard that Joseph had made his brethren
swear, that they could not leave Egypt unless they take him with them, the magi-
cians said to Pharaoh: Do you wish that this nation should never get out of here?
and they immediately made a leaden coffin weighing five [hundred talents] and
threw it into the Nile. When the Israelites saw this they said: Woe! We will never
be delivered . . .

And how did Moses find him? R. Yehudah says: in the palace of kings, Joseph was
buried in the burial place of the kings and he took him out of there . . . And the Rab-
bis say: Moses went and stood on the burial site of the kings and said: Joseph, Joseph,
the time has come for God to deliver the Israelites, and the Shekhinah and Israel are
hindered on your account, as well as the Clouds of Glory, if you announce yourself,
—that is good, and if not, we are no longer bound by your oath. Immediately Joseph’s
coffin started upwards and Moses took it.

And according to those who say that his coffin was immersed in the Nile, Moses
had been walking around the city to look for Joseph’s coffin and could not find it.
They say that Serah, Asher’s daughter, remained of that generation and she encoun-
tered Moses and said to him: Master Moses, why are you tired and weary? He said to
her: for three days and three nights I have been walking around the city to look for
Joseph’s coffin and I cannot find it. She said to him: come and I shall show you where
it is. She walked with him to the Nile and said to him: at this place the Egyptians
threw it into the water so that no man can ever take it out, and so they would not be
delivered. Immediately Moses stood on the bank of the river and said: Joseph, Jo-
seph, you know how you made your brethren swear, pay respect to the God of Israel
and you will not hinder the deliverance of the children of Israel, you have deeds [to
your credit], ask your Creator for mercy and rise up from the depths. And immedi-
ately Joseph’s coffin began rising and rose up from the depths like a reed. Then Moses
took him/it on his shoulders and carried him/it away.

And some say, Moses took a pebble and threw it into it [sc., the river] and cried out
and said: Joseph, Joseph, the time has come for [the fulfillment of] the oath that
God gave to Abraham that he would deliver his children, we are released from your
oath if you do not raise yourself. Immediately Joseph’s coffin rose up and Moses
took it . ..

And some say that he took a golden foil and wrote thereon the ineffable name and
engraved in it the shape of a bull, [standing for the name of Joseph who is called
bull, “In majesty he is like a first-born bull” (Deuteronomy 33:17)], and cried out
and said: “Rise bull, rise bull” Immediately Joseph’s coffin rose up and Moses took it.

They say that Micah was there and took the foil, and when Aaron did what he did,
Micah took that foil and threw it into the fire and said: “rise bull, rise bull,” and
that calf came out of the fire . . . by the force of the ineffable name engraved in it. ..
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APPENDIX 18

Addressing a contemporary Jew in an effort of proselytization.

Commented Palaea (Milkov 2002) from 1406 copy.
Ianes Tonkosast, Mocksa: Cormacue 2002; C. 320:

Tl € 0y'EO ABNECH COVILIHH XKHAOBHNE. MOUTO HE PEENOVELLH APERAE EBIELIHMK
H3PAHAKTOM. HX'h KE PAAH MOKASANHE ETHNTA. Thl K€ ABNECh NAKA3ANK H B
PABOTY MPEAANE €CH NMOAR PSKhI ASKIKOMK. HX'h KE APEEAE NPOCAAEH I'OCMHOAK
BOMb. Thi XK€ ALNECh MOPSFANHK H NOKOPS B ASKILEX L. HKE APERAE UEPMNATD
MOPA NPEHAOLIA BE3ANS Thl KE ABNECh MO IPAAOMK A3KIYLCKEIWK KAAh H
FHOMLIA CEMPAGLLIH. AKhI CEHNBA MBILA H B MOTHINKK® NPEELIBACLWIH. NOUTO
oyBO HE Pa38wkelin. MoUTO AH HE BBCNPAHEWH T KECTOCEPAHIR HAPAOHA.
AKOKE BO H ON'b KECTOCEPAHE HAVE NMPOTHBS AKAECMB BOMKHHAL MOTLIEE.
TAKO KE H Bhl OKECTOUAKIIE NPOTHES 3AKONS H3EPANOMS BOrOMh NOThIEAKLIE
NOrLIEHETE. HCMOBEPIbLUE 3wk XKHBOTH CROM. ornil B'RUNOMS NpeAatH ESAETE.
NO EB3NHKBHH. Bh3ABXNH H EhL3NH K'h FOCNOAY. MOBEP3H MPEAECCTE H OAEKHCA
B HOBSI0 OAEKK. €KE ECTh CBATOE KPELIENIE. IAKOKE H 3MHIa. KOrAA CheTapheTh
CA H 1 OCARNNETA OUH Gi. M AAUETH MAKNH U A HOLJIH. AOHAEHKE OCAAB'RETh €n cHAa
TEAECH. TOTAA ABIE ChEAEUETh C'h CORE BETLIANSK KOXKY H BSAECTh OBNORHELLIHCA.
TAKOXKE H Thl JKHAOBHNE NE BSAH HECMBICAENE H BECAOBECEN'B 1AKO 3MHH.
MPOPOULCTEA MOYHTAELIH. BRIThH BPEMA BEAAELUH. OBNOBH CBOE TKAO. Mpo3pH
CBOHMA OYHMA. CBEP3H BETLIANSI OAEKK. €KE €CTh HEBEPLCTBO. H OBHOBHCA
CEATKIMNG KPELIENIEMB. H IIPHTELH K'h XPHCTS H BSAH EAHNOTAACHHK'h C'h HAMH.

But you, Jew living today, why are you not you jealous of the Israelites of old, on
whose account Egypt was punished? You are today punished and delivered into ser-
vitude under the hand of the gentiles. They were once glorified by God, whereas you
have now become profaned and subjugated among the nations. They crossed the
abyss of the Red Sea, whereas you collect excrement and filth, panting like a swine
and living in the manure. Why do you not understand, why do you not wake up
from the Pharaonic hard-heartedness? For just as he, being hard-hearted towards the
people of God, perished, so will you, hardening yourselves against the Law chosen
by God, surely perish; vomiting miserably your lives, you will be committed to the
eternal fire. But rise, sigh and cry to the Lord, throw off the spell and put on a new
garment, which is the Holy Baptism. Just like a snake, when it grows old and its eyes
darken, fasts for forty days and forty nights, until its corporeal force weakens, and
then it sheds its decayed skin and becomes renewed. So also you, Jew, do not be
insensate and irrational like the snakes. The prophecies you have read, the time
of Creation you know. Renovate your body, regain the sight of your eyes, throw
off the decayed garment which is incredulity, become renewed through the Holy
Baptism, rush to Christ and become one with us.

APPENDIX 19

Persecution of Jews under Antiochus.

Academy Chronograph (Istrin 1905, 326):

U nosenkwa M3dw Ad BCAK 0y HEMOMKE €CTh EOAR Ad NANMHWIETK Ha po3k ero
Ad HE BOYAETH €Moy uacTH Bk B5'k n3dgk. n naprkzawa U3asrane goant crorn. U

89



90

APPENDIXES

nakul nogeakiua ne XoanTH Atpepemh U3Aeniak KoynaTHea na prhKoy. v caniwata
N3ARTANE AMLIHILACA KENK CEOHX'h H BhILLIA NOTANTH EECEATH PEKSIPE. CE Ad
NPTHASThR K NAMWK JKENKI HY'h. H EFAA OyCAILALIA M3ARTANE CAORECA HX'h PEKOLLIA.
NPHHAEM K KENAMK CEOHML BEC KSMANIA Ad NE cKONYAETCA cema M3ago.
CTEOPHCA HMWh UKAO. H NOKA3ACA HCTOUNHKS BOANBIH KOMSKAO nocphae Aoms
CEOETO H NPHXOMKAXS KOYTIATCA TIHEPK HEPCAHMOELI KAIAKAO B AOME CROEMh. H
NPHKOKAXOY K MSHKEMWD CROHME KSTABLIECA.

And they ordered Israel that everyone who has an ox should write on its horns that
he has no stake in the God of Israel. So the Israelites slaughtered their oxen. And
then they ordered that the daughters of Israel should not go to bathe in the river.
And when the Israelites heard this they withheld themselves from their women, and
the heathens rejoiced saying: now their women will come to us. And when the Isra-
elites heard this, they said: let us come to our women without a bath so that the seed
of Israel would not perish. And a miracle happened to them and a water source
appeared to each one of them in his house, and the daughters of Jerusalem went to
bathe each one in her house, and they came to their men having bathed.

Midrash Ma‘aseh Hanukka (Eisenstein 1915, 189-92).
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And when the Hellenes saw that Israel withstood this decree, and not one of them
failed in any evil deed, they went and ordered them that anyone from Israel who
has an ox or a lamb should write on its horns that he has no stake in the God of
Israel. When the Israelites heard this, . . . they said: Heaven forbid that we should
deny our God, and they went and sold their cattle . . . And then they ordered that
anyone whose wife goes to bathe will be smitten by a sword. When the Israelites
heard this they withheld themselves from approaching their wives. When the Hel-
lenes heard this, they said: Since [the men of] Israel are not performing their mari-
tal duties towards their wives, we will approach them. And when the Israelites heard
this, they perforce came to their wives without a bath . . . Then God said to them:
Since you have acted without [evil] intention, I will purify you, and He opened
to each one of them a fountain in his home, and their wives went to bathe in
their homes.

APPENDIX 20

The miraculous conception in prison of Jechoniah’s son Salathiel.

Academy Chronograph (Istrin 1905, 325):
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TpeTice npuxoan Hagxoanocops na lepScannavk n noaonn Iexonki eroxe gcapn
B TEMNHLS. YETREPTOE NPHXOAH N GEAEKTI Na BEC [€pScannm™ H NOAONH H BEEAE
B BABHAON'® H NocTABH Bk 3¢man Genaperk Bh Bagnaonk. Bupak gec [Hab rako ne
ocTanoca W nagmene ABABA pasehk ANt Gxonka Hxke Bk BCAKEN B TEMNHLLK
H NE NBCTAXOY :KENKI €ro Kb nemoy. U e 6k oy Exonrka ciia. Haowa craphuiwmnm
KHAORCKTA K Kenk Nagxopnocopork n Adwa e Aaphi AABKI NSCTHAA KENS
Exonkers 8 Temnnus k Gxonit. M ne noseak NarKoAHOCOPT LPh CTEOPHTH cEro.
H OYMOAH €ro KeNa €ro. M n8cThiia XKeNS €ro Kk HemS, H cTawa craphnimn
Aomoy Thagea moaapeca npeat Broms, Aasul oyrhiwmnaca i @ 3akaatiu,
Hake Bk Kaaaca HE BMITH nagmenn @ nero. M npriams Bib moABoy MYk H NE
Norsen cemenn ABAEQA, H NopoAH GXonEa ciih B'h TEMNHLH H HAPEUE HMA EMS
Gaaaginak n poan Gaaap.anas 30poRAREAM.

A third time Nauchodnosor went against Jerusalem and captured Jechoniah and put
him in prison. A fourth time he went against Sedekiah and against all of Jerusalem
and captured [them] and deported [them] to Babylon and settled [them] in the land
of Senar in Babylon. And all Israel saw that there was no one left of David’s family ex-
cept Jechoniah who had been put in prison and they would not allow his wife to see
him. And Jechoniah had no son. So the elders of Israel went to Nauchodnosor’s wife
and gave her gifts that she may allow Jechoniah’s wife to join Jechoniah in prison.
And the elders of Israel stood far off praying before God, so that God would regret
His oath which He had sworn that there would be no offspring from him. And God
accepted their prayer and did not destroy the seed of David, and Jechoniah begot a
son in prison and called his name Salathiel, and Salathiel begot Zorovavel.

APPENDIX 21

The miraculous conception of Shealtiel in the Talmud and Midrash.
Babylonian Talmud, Sanhedrin 37b-38a:
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R. Judah said: Exile makes remission for three things, for it is written (Jeremiah
21:8-9): Thus says the Lord, etc. He who stays in this city shall die by the sword, by
famine, and by pestilence, but he who goes out and surrenders to the Chaldeans who
are besieging you shall live and shall have his life as a prize of war.

R. Johanan said: Exile atones for everything, for it is written (Jeremiah 22:30):
Thus says the Lord, “Write this man down childless, a man who will not prosper
in his days; For no man of his descendants will prosper sitting on the throne of Da-
vid or ruling again in Judah” Whereas after he [the king] was exiled, it is written
(1 Chronicles 3:17): And the sons of Jechoniah, Assir [“prisoner”], Shealtiel his son
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etc. [He was called] Assir, because his mother conceived him in prison. Shealtiel,
because God did not plant him in the way that others are planted. It is well known
that a woman cannot conceive in a standing position, yet she did conceive standing.

Midrash Leviticus Rabbah 19:
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“And if a woman has a discharge of her blood many days” (Leviticus 15:25).

Who keeps the commandment of [abstinence during] menstruation? Jechoniah son
of Jehoiakim kept the commandment of menstruation. They say that when Nebu-
chadnezzar came to destroy Jerusalem he took up position at Daphne of Antiochia.
The great Sanhedrin went out to him and said to him: is it time for this temple to
be destroyed? He said: no, but Jehoiakim, king of Judea, revolted against me, deliver
him to me and I shall leave . . . After he had him executed he made his son Jechoniah
king in his place and left for Babylon . . . [thereafter] he came back and stopped at
Daphne of Antiochia. The great Sanhedrin went out to him and said to him: is it time
for this temple to be destroyed? He said: no, but give me Jechoniah son of Jehoiakim
and I shall leave. They went and said to Jechoniah: Nebuchadnezzar is asking for you
... What did Nebuchadnezzar do? He took him and put him in prison. And anyone
imprisoned in the times of this wicked man would never get out . . . Jechoniah went
into exile and the great Sanhedrin went into exile with him . . . At that time the great
Sanhedrin sat and debated, and said: in our times the royal house of David is about
to end . . . What shall we do? Let us win the favor of the [queen’s] hairdresser [or:
governess], and the hairdresser will win the queen, and the queen the king. And they
went and persuaded the hairdresser, and the hairdresser the queen and the queen
the king . . . When Nebuchadnezzar came to make love to her, she said: You are king
and is not Jechoniah a king? You have sexual desires, and has Jechoniah none? He
then immediately gave the order and they gave him his wife. And how did they let
her down to him? R. Shabtai says: they let her down to him through the bars. And
the Rabbis say: they opened the ceiling and let her down to him. When he came to
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make love to her, she said to him: I saw something like a red lily [a euphemism for
menstruation], and he immediately withdrew from her. And she went and counted
[the necessary days] and bathed. Then God said to them: In Jerusalem you did not
observe the commandment of menstruation and here you do? As it is said, “As for
you also, because of the blood of my covenant with you, I will set your prisoners free
from the waterless pit” (Zechariah 9:11), since you remembered that blood [of the
covenant] at Sinai, I therefore set free your prisoners from the waterless pit... And a
miracle occurred to him and his wife became pregnant in a standing position.

APPENDIX 22

Differences between the Latin pseudo-Hegesippus and the Hebrew Josippon.
Pseudo-Hegesippus (Christian text, clearly tainted by Christological bias; Ussani 1932, 394):

Urbem quoque ipsam cum templo uestustis etiam litteris scriptum erat tunc perituram,
cum tetragonum templum factum fuisset. itaque siue obliti siue obstupefacti ingru-
entium malorum necessitate, ubi occupata est Antonia, tetragonum circuitum templi
fecerunt. inter quae illud (395) praecellentissimum, quod in litteris aeque uetustis, quas
sacras uocabant, manebat impressum quod secundum illud tempus futurus esset uir,
qui de regione eorum imperium adsumeret in orbem terrarum. quae res eos in tanto
furore posuit, ut sibi non solum libertatem sed etiam regnum pollicerentur. id alii ad
Vespasianum referendum putarunt, prudentiores ad dominum Iesum, qui eorum
in terris secundum carnem genitus ex Maria regnum suum per uniuersa terrarum
diffudit spatia. tantis itaque rebus monentibus non potuerunt cauere quod diuinitus
decernebatur.

And it was inscribed also in ancient letters that the city itself with the temple
would perish at the time, when the temple will have been made quadrangular.
And so, whether forgetful or dazed by the inevitability of the threatening evils,
when the Antonia [tower] was seized, they made the circuit of the temple quad-
rangular. The most outstanding of which [omens], also in the ancient letters, which
they called sacred, there remained impressed that following that time there would
be a man from their region who would take up rule over the whole world. Which
thing put them in a great frenzy, as not only freedom but even dominion was being
promised to them. This, some thought to make reference to Vespasian, but the
wiser thought it made reference to the Lord Jesus who, born in the flesh in their
lands of Maria, will spread his kingdom over the entire space of the world. And
so even with so many things foretelling this they were not able to avoid what was
divinely decreed.

The Josippon (Flusser 1980, 1: 415, section 87, lines 74-83):
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In those days, an ancient inscription was found on a rock, and they read it and lo, it
was written therein as follows: At the time when the building of the Temple will
be accomplished and it will be quadrangular, then it will be destroyed. And when
Antonia was captured and the Roman army destroyed it and breached the corner of
the Temple, the Jews hurried to build the broken part of the Temple, and when they
finished building, there was the Temple, quadrangular. And they did not remember
the words of the inscription that was on the rock, therefore the words of that inscrip-
tion came true. There was also an inscription found on the wall of the Holy of
Holies, saying: when the edifice of the Temple will be quadrangular, then there
will reign a king over Israel, a king who reigns and rules over the whole earth.
Hence a part of the people said that it is the king of Israel, whereas the wise men
of Jerusalem and the priests said that it is the king of the Romans.

APPENDIX 23

Prophecy written on the wall of the temple as quoted by Meshcherskij.

Meshcherskij 1958, 146:

O mpopouecTBe CKa3aHO, 4TO OHO WP WTP N°2 P2 1Nd (HamcaHo Ha CTeHe
CBATOTO CBATHIX); O MCTOMIKOBAHMM T2 R %2 AR 0217071 2 1K DN¥pn XN O
™17 (Bee MIPOCTBIE JIIOIV TOBOPYIIN, YTO STO LAPb M3PAM/IbCKIUIA, CBAILIEHHUKM JXe
TOBOPWJIN, YTO ITO L[apb PUMCKIIIL).

About the prophecy it is said that it “is written on the wall of the holy of holies”; on
the interpretation: “all the simple folk said that this is Jthe king of Israel[, whereas the
priests said that it is the king of the Romans.”

APPENDIX 24

Phrase left out by Meshcherskij about the Temple lasting 420 years.

The Third Capture of Jerusalem by Titus:

312y piupola pUMIAHY BB .6 b b chKkolla cA BB Bopb. U mpinpgomnia nocpenb

IO/IAThl. U CE CTaa CThIXb 3aMueHa. >3

n oyspblla >X1goBe 3HaMeHie Ha CcTBHB
HAIMCAHO. €I7IA K€ UCIOMHUTCA [IOMY CEMY .YK. TB". TOT/ia PbCTBOBATU HAYHETD
HaJ| iEPIMOMB VKE P TBOYETh Ha" BCEIO 3EMIIEI0. °' U pbKOIIa MOY"PELL. TO

€CTb IIPb PMMCKBIN. a APOYsin pBlIa TO €CTD IPb iMABTECKDIN.

And the Romans came on the ninth day [of the month of Ab] and fought in the
court, and they came inside the Temple, and lo, the Holy of Holies is locked. And
the Jews saw a sign written on the wall: when this house will be 420 years old, then
there will begin to reign over Jerusalem the one who reigns over the whole earth.
And the wise men said: this is the king of the Romans, while others said: this is
the king of Israel.
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APPENDIX 25

The Temple lasting 420 years in the Talmud.
Babylonian Talmud, tractate Yoma, ga:

DMWY MIND T TAYR 1w wIpR 71 (1D 9wn) FINEpR 2OpwN MY X ‘0 RPY 0933 TInon
D370 MIRD WHWH N 12 W T

“The years of the wicked shall be shortened” (Proverbs 10:27)—that is the second
temple, which stood for four hundred and twenty years, and more then three hun-
dred priests served in it.

APPENDIX 26
Extra details in the Huntington Hebrew reworking of Josippon.

Portions missing in Slavic are marked by italics. References to pages in Flusser’s 1980
edition of Josippon where some of these portions do appear, albeit in a different or-
der, are given in parentheses:

DOTNTT 1707 D577 D70 DX W SRR 197V STV X2 CYWNI 012 07610 IR
W72 M0 DWIPT WIR AIM 2377 TIN2 NI 22077 VIV D00 57 NI 72203 20
W03 7 WK WYII NVTT 012 VYT WYIN TANTI AVIIN W IND DIXY NN T AN 27007
VI R X210 YINT WYY TN OP 7Y NVIT 002 D027 1990 TN 2I¥Y Y32 0V OITIIN
WY N2 WPWT N2 72T Y PN PDND DT 12 0V 07 aNY? 5T WY TVNT 0 Wom
(413 q0199) .2°22)7°2 X777 TIW2 INTI TWN MMINT N 027

DTN 270210937 09090 POPI AN Y IWN DTN MDT DWTT WP 9V 0902 NI KT I3
(414 7019D) 757 227 10 192 7992 197 20NN NP DT W2

10T IWNI) 0T 1 V21N 32> NWND TDNTY YIT VP2 PP TN VNI INNY D77 20032
RTP PR PRI ININD TW V2090 INYD) P32 70 .02 DOTNTT VT 0T DT NN 02007
IS TR PANT U2 By T0umn Ton Ti9md IR 2P NN YAIN K9RY WKRD 2WTRT
N2 TV X2 090 AN TN (415 1019D) BRAWS Tom RIT MR 17T 2T 281N Ton X
(414 70190) ©25 7772 3T AMN D072 T ANV A0 779

And the Romans came on the ninth [of the month of Ab] into the courtyard, and
waged war and toppled the tower of the Temple, and the Jews rushed to build it on the
same night. And the next day the Romans battered it and came inside the Temple and
lo, the Holy of Holies is locked. And the Romans with the crowd gave a very loud shout
and raised a great war cry, and the city shook on that day as in the quake that was on
the days of Herod, and there was a huge thundering and houses tumbled on that day,
until someone, of the simple folk [lit., peoples of the land], stood up and prophesied
saying: be strong and fight, for this shake and quake is in their favor, for now the Temple
will be built by itself. And they were fortified by the words of the false prophet, and did
not heed the omens which had been observed that year in Jerusalem.

In that year there appeared above the Holy of Holies a human figure of a beauty the
likes of which had never been seen <lacuna?> the footsteps of young men in the Holy
of Holies calling and saying: let us go away from this house. In those days they found
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inscribed in a stone in the exterior wall of the bulwark: when it will be built quad-
rangular, then it will be destroyed. And when the Romans destroyed the tower of the
Temple, and the Jews [re]built it in a hurry, in the morning it appeared to be quadran-
gular. And they found inscribed on the wall of the Holy of Holies: when it will be
420 years old, then there will reign a king who reigns over the whole earth. And
the wise men said: this is the king of the Romans, while the people said: this is the
king of Israel. And still another sign was observed in the courtyard [of the Temple]
they brought a cow for slaughtering as a holocaust offering, and when they were
bringing her down, lo, she gave birth to a lamb.

APPENDIX 27

Discussion of hyponymy in Maimonides’s Logical Terminology.
Maimonides’s text in Arabic script (Tiirker 1960, 60; 1961, 106):

38 e Jsial) anil) Ul aS anin anly 15891 0a £ 55 (am O 58 G semd 5 2 samy Jsall a5
oiiliall gle gl e Jsiall La03a aulS s dals Gl asl 58 5 asanll o sladl CS1 S (g0 S S
Ostlall 4 daay 31 il a3l 13 e 5 1S

Maimonides’s text in Judaeo-Arabic (Efros 1966: 12-12 Hebrew pagination)

DIP9R DAIPR RIVIPD 77010 ORI URIRDR 1 V11900 IR I IR 02 7IPnhR QORIR)
PV MIPRYR TWIWRDR QORI FXRI R5NDY Q0K 171 QIMYIR 7Y eXNOIR 20R1D 1 2912 92 VY
ARAXOR 72 327 779K MORIIR TR R 9V K90 WORWIIR YRR

Moses Ibn Tibbon’s Hebrew translation (Efros 1938: i1 Hebrew pagination):

95 9 MRIT 2013 IR N0 QWA 1N A PR RIPY WK XIT TN 9932 I0RIT owm
11 92 DY IMRIT 27V KWOWR awd1 .N37 2010 ' TIRY OW XIM 902 20w 220101 201
DPYIRT 12 WA WK 7RI 7797 31 00awvn

English translation (Efros 1938, 60):

A term used in general and in a particular is one that designates any species by the
name of its genus, e.g., the word kékab applied to any star of heaven, though it is
the name of one of the seven planets [sc., Mercury], and the word hashish in Arabic
given to all kinds of grass as well as to the yellow flower used for dyeing.

Slavic translation (Taube 2016, 242):

A VIMA PEYEHOE BCEM I €EIVTHE TO VKE HAPEIECA COYIIECTBO BCAYECTBOM. AKO PEYEM
ISpaI/UIb BCBMBP HAMD IMA U OJHOMY MEXY HaMIL.

And a name applied to [both] a universal and a particular, is when a species is re-
ferred to by the genus, e.g., “Israel” is the name of us all, as well as of an individual
among us.

APPENDIX 28

The discussion of “prime matter” in the Logical Terminology.
Maimonides’s text in Arabic script (Tiirker 1960, 52; 1961, 98):
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Ulae S Ll ians o Lnimns (0585 Ganad Lgwimny Janions Aay )Y Clainl) o3a o)) (i 83
Bl dpand (521 g8 3y 5 jpuin aliny Al Aay JY) liafin S & yidiall o 5l 138 5 La3le g & jidia o 5
rial) 2800l 5 e Ll dsann Lo 188 5 (I gael) Al sl Aall 8 aand 5 I 5Y)

Judaeo-Arabic transliteration (Efros 1966: 1> Hebrew pagination):

X722 RI9D PV 172 RV 1990 727 RIEY2 21000 SY2IRDR DREPNORDR 797 IR 17720 7P IR
TMIE 79PYY STOR HY2IRIR DRYPNORDY TINWADR «OWHR RIT RANTRN 37T JINWH 0 {398
£RAVRIR 70 K1 RN DPIIR PIRIVOR 53998 9D ¥R M2IROR STRNIR 77001 798 17

IRIVOR FHOR?DINY

Hebrew translation by Ahituv, (Efros 1938: 79 Hebrew pagination):

ONEP NANM aNEP YR DNYP (22INWH I2°N JAX) 2°T0DI T MO 19K °3 NDMAA AN 0D
WK AY2IR NITI0O R AR D275 751 .00 K17 AW 127 PHO K92 0 w0 97K ANk
DD T DA PP T PWOR MW WK AT MK XD WK KT 972 10w

XIVT MNP RO

For it has been demonstrated that these four elements are corrupted [Ibn Tibbon:
transformed] into one another and generated from one another, hence they un-
doubtedly have some thing in common which is their matter. And that thing which
is common to the four elements and which the mind necessarily affirms is what we
call prime matter, and in Greek hyle, and many philosophers and physicians call it
the ‘ansar [Arabic y=i (‘unsur), lit., origin, element, stock, race].

The terminological usage describing transformation in terms of corruption and gen-
eration goes back to Aristotle’s work ITepi yevéoewc kai pBopac (On Generation and
Corruption) and is reflected in both the Arabic and Hebrew philosophical traditions.

Slavic (Taube 1016, 208):

a BB/JOMO VK€ KOPEHD BCB* 3aMBCHBI™ .fi OCHOBAHIA. <. . > @ IPOTO M* <. . .» KA3ATCA
€[IVIH'D BO €IUHD. <. . .» HO MbI BUIMMD JXKE KOPEHD XD €AMHD. ¥ TO HAp€eY€e™ ritonm.
U 10 TPELIKNM TaKO™.

And it is known that the root of all things composite are the four elements. <. ..» And
since «. . » they are corrupted into each other «. . .» but we see that their root is one.
And this we will call hyle, and in Greek the same «. . ..

The choice by the translator into Slavic to use Ahituv’s “corrupted” rather than Ibn
Tibbon’s “transformed” (as was said, he used both) reflects the translator’s literalism.

APPENDIX 29

Aristotelian “form” rendered by “animacy” in the Logika, chapter 9.
Maimonides’s Logical Terminology in Arabic script (Tiirker 1960, 52; 1961, 98):
Y sinall @) o) anle 5 AR § gl A% ) gam g Al sand) b 4obe Famanlal) ) 5a) (e s @3 Jlia
s opal) 22 ga g L) Liie Jelall e o AL 5 81 Gl o) 5 gual) olae) 54} 8 aleld
3550 OSV (g allay 5 apndl Jeldl) g 095l ) e 20Dl s, e s oy el 5 5 31 5all
;\ﬁ)ﬂ\ aleld Casg
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Maimonides’s text in Judaeo-Arabic transliteration (Efros 1966, 70 Hebrew pagination):

ARA APURIPR AIPOR AR IPMOR 7 ANTRA $YAWIR MMRIR 0 IRDIROR T ORAD
DYRDIR M1yn IRY APLRIIR TIPOR CIUR FEHR IRVIN TR W TOURDY DRDIPYAIR IRIIR
MR OTIR 73 FIDORPDIR ORI 7Y 191 DAY TV 99K I TRININ 0D MEOR TAWR 7 XRIX K1Y

P9 TPURD ATAR TIAA 237 NP0 TYADR DYRDINR 1

Hebrew translation by Moses b. Judah Ibn Tibbon (Efros 1938: 31 Hebrew pagination):

AW RITIP9IM ,I2787 A7 RIT NI ,N1AT R 10 DOV DO 1A OTRA 77 7T
RYRRR 17XR DVIDN 71 9D 1270 RITT 197 21 ARSI N1 WK KT 19V, mPowng
P07 231977 R 92 1R 2w N9 ,2°0101797 NYT 97 170K N0 DRI XIT 0000 MR

1P 123D WA R¥N1 937 Wwpan

For example, man, belongs to the natural order, his matter is living, his form is the
rational faculty, his purpose [Greek telos] is the attaining of ideas, and his agent is the
one who gave him his form, i.e., his rational faculty, because by “agent” we mean
the creator of form in matter, and this is God, blessed be He, even according to the
philosophers; albeit they maintain that He is the remote cause, and for every created
thing they seek its proximate agent. (Based on Efros 1938, 50)

Slavic (Taube 2016, 204-7):

Ko™ pEue™ o uALk, HXKE TRACCTEO €ro KHEOTh. & ALIEBENBCTEO €0 CAOEO. A
AbaaTeal €ro ALLIEAABEL L. & CTATOKS €rO AOCTABATH PAa38MO™ HCTHHNAI <. . ..

We say, e.g., of Man that his matter is life, his form is rationality [lit., “his animacy
is word”), his agent is the Giver of form [lit. soul-giver], and his purpose is the at-
tainment of truth by the intellect . . .

APPENDIX 30

Maimonides’s view of “soul” as man’s form.

In the Guide of the Perplexed, part I, chapter 1, dealing with Hebrew words appearing in
the Bible that risk to be interpreted as instances of anthropomorphism (which Maimonides
utterly rejects), the word 07 (tselem), “image,” is characterized as follows:

Maimonidess Guide in the Judaeo-Arabic original I, 1 (Munk 1856-66: Hebrew

pagination 2°):

R IREY WHR AMAN 712 TR CIWRIR DY YR DYI0IR TNLIR 9V YR 170 09 KR
TIRITROR N7 72 0T9R 17 IRDINDR 9D 2IWn7R 127 7TIR TR 12717 7o 10 anppn im
SINDIRON

712N On9X P 7291 MR K12 079K 0782 719D 27 M9PYIR TRITRIR X777 23R 70
RVODINT RTYRDR IROWRY K? AWNUONR TZOR 957 5008 02199 Pk 1197278 X7

Hebrew translation by Samuel Ibn Tibbon I, 1 (Jerusalem 1960: 2°):

RITW A M 277 O¥YNI 12 WK PV 9Y 97 ,00Ya0T S8 RIT 09X 0K

PR TN AN 12V WK RIT OTRA RITT IV WK RITT RYAIT RIT IWRD INNAR RN
L7120 02X K1 1991, NI X2 29K 098,12 MR DOYOWT DRI AW 210m)

.0 DMART NOND K7 NI TR X7 WK wHA 2T 1A D
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English translation (Maimonides 1963, 22, emphasis added):

The term image [07%], on the other hand, is applied to the natural form, I mean,
to the notion in virtue of which a thing is constituted as a substance and becomes
what it is. It is the true reality of the thing in so far as the latter is the particular being.
In man that notion is that from which human apprehension derives. It is on account
of this intellectual apprehension that it is said of man: In the image of God created
He him [Genesis 1:27]. For this reason also, it is said: Thou contemnest their image
[Psalms 73:20]. For contempt has for its object the soul, which is the specific form,
not the shape and configuration of the body.

An explanation equating “rational soul,” man’s constitutive characteristic, with “form of
man” appears also in the Guide of the Perplexed Part I, chapter 41:

Maimonides’s Judaeo-Arabic original (Munk 1856: Hebrew pagination 1):

REOR 171 ,7°0 WO 12 WK OROMT 229 HARYIR (PIXAPR 09I9R QOR K177 TINWH DOX :Wwo3
‘077X OOR
JIRDIRDR FTIR 1PN SPURIDR DRIPR Q0K RLEX 171, W2 QY WO 2ORN R
Hebrew translation by Samuel Ibn Tibbon (Jerusalem 1960: X0):

L0777 QW 23 XIM 70 W1 12 WK WA 929 1991373 O10 wol aw R ,AMWR oW wol
DRI DX MDD N2 WO 03 X1, WA aY Wil PIRN R

Soul [nefesh] is an equivocal term. It is a term denoting the animal soul common to
every sentient being. Thus [Genesis 1:30]: Wherein there is a living soul. It is also a
term denoting blood. Thus (Deuteronomy 12:23): Thou shalt not eat the soul [i.e., the
blood] with the flesh. It is also a term denoting the rational soul, I mean the form
of man.

APPENDIX 31

Aristotle and the Jewish Prophets according to an addition in the Logika (Taube
2016, 422):

KOHEL'b IOTUYHBIY KHUTAaM'b

A MBAPOCTh Cile HCMOANHA FAPHCTOTEAL, & OHA NOAOENA €CTh BA3€ H mkpk
weak 3aaTon. a dpucrorean dMappraxamn n 3oposase' n E3apa nppkn, v npoprmn
Manaxia Bo ¢AHNKI A'KTa BhlAH. & 8 TRX'k APHCTOTEAR SUHACA MHPOTROPENTE.

End of the Books of Logic

This science was perfected by Aristotle. And it is like a weight and measure and like a
touchstone for gold. Aristotle and Mardochai, and Zerubavel, and Ezdras the proph-
et, as well as the prophet Malachi lived in the same years, and it is from them that
Aristotle learned the Natural Sciences [lit., Creation of the World).

The combination “Creation of the world” for denoting the natural sciences may
reflect the Hebrew expression corresponding literally to the Hebrew a7wn nax
(jetsirat ha-'olam) used by Ibn Tibbon in his translation of Saadia Gaon’s Doctrines
and Beliefs (MyT mnnKX), chapter 10. Alternatively, it may reflect the expression
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nwRI2 Twvn (maseh bereshit) (lit., “the act of the beginning”), a term commonplace
since Maimonides, meaning “natural sciences”

APPENDIX 32

The Slavic translator removes God’s associate from the Logika.

Arabic original of al-Ghazali’s Intentions of the philosophers (Dunya 1961, 57-58):
(e 4 e 3 ¢ Bim g o5 ¢ s sl (i Ui U 3 3) 1 @l o (B g Aleal s 6 SIS
Jsane dileny a5 ¢ (ae) e 5o pray il Aunge Ay, pran 5 3 doall J& L s
2 0o s oaal il 3 clu e aan e ol 2 1 ol i O oS i o (S
) o - VAT | bl Rrpea ) 4s Jae ¢ Gaiaill 8 Clal oo (sl ¢ Al gama Aual oda aniiy |
Dty ol dl) i 1 J& o (S ¢ pstnal) o my Lale Gl Jlaall 3 Jla of oS Vs :
el aaall Aa) 3 a5 mel D JE Y LS prmy e A i

Likewise, one may err in [the interpretation of] the categorical [proposition], and
think that when you say Zayd na bina asti in Persian it is a negative, but it is affirma-
tive, for its meaning is that he is blind, and sometimes one says in Arabic, “Zayd is
un-seeing” [sc., sightless] and it is affirmative. And “sightless” is an expression for
“blind” and it is, within its proposition, a predicate which may be either affirmed or
negated, for one may say: “Zayd is not sightless” And this negates the “sightlessness”
of Zayd. And this [type of] proposition is called digressive, i.e., it is truly an affirma-
tive which has digressed into the negative mode. The demonstration thereof is that
the negation is valid [even when applied] to the nonexistent, and one can say “God’s
associate is sightless,” and “Idle talk is not wisdom,” but one cannot say “God’s as-
sociate does not see,” just as one cannot say [that he is] blind, and this is even more
manifest in the vulgar tongue [i.e., Persian].

Hebrew anonymous translation of the Intentions of the Philosophers (Taube 2016, 487):

53,2711 RIM L, 920W 21293 AR RPY 20092 NO1ARI 7T ITWMRY 2WRY ORI AYY° 120 19
7RI NP2 .27 RIT L2900 RIW WY LRI 0092 70T 222992 R DYDY W RIW 101
a1 ,AR OND2 IR T IRRWA L,PRI0w IWORY 27PN IWOR RIWI 19232 7311, IR 300
71 IR .29W 717 PR 12 70 ,NRR2 210 RIT 9,70 1WA T RIPPY LTI AR NP3 Do
K1,V PR DU LRI DR NP DRI AN AROW WOKY TV DY DNORR 70 0w

IRDI N AT W92 RITY LW IR XOW 12 ,7R1T 2092 N0 9RT AN R0 TWOR

Likewise, one may err in the categorical [proposition], and think that when you say
Zayd nebina asti in Persian and [sc., Zayd] lo ro’eh [“does not see”] in Hebrew it is a
negative, but it is affirmative, for its meaning is “blind” And sometimes one says in
Arabic, “Zayd is un-seeing” [sc., “sightless’] and thinks that this is a negative, whereas
it is affirmative. And “sightless” is an expression for “blind” and it is, within its propo-
sition, a predicate which may be either affirmed or negated, as for example, “Zayd is
not sightless” This negates the “sightlessness” of Zayd. And this [type of] proposition
is called digressive, i.e,, it is truly an affirmative which has digressed into the negative
mode. The demonstration thereof is that the negation is valid [even when applied] to
the nonexistent, and one can say “God’s associate is sightless,” and “Idle talk is not
wisdom,” but one cannot say “God’s associate does not see;” just as one cannot say
[that he is] blind, and this is even more manifest in the vulgar tongue [i.e., Persian].
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Slavic translation (Taube 2016, 486):

H TAKE™ CHBASAHT B'h OAPKIKATEA'NOMB, AA MHHTCA €rAd piemb rako{Ba} N
BHAALIHME 1aKOEBI TO EhEMb, WNZKE Bl HCTHN'NOY NPHAST HIKE PA3SMEETHS
1KOBKI TO ¢kl <. . ». K HapeiTea westcin Terdn’ nwn none® Werdnn® Bxnmw®
OF MPHAOI k. <. . > & MOTOMb PEUH, Bi'k <. . > NE BHAHTEAL, H NPASANOCAORIE HE
MOVAPOCTE, & HE MOrO™ PEUH EF'b <. . > HE BHAH™. <. . »

Likewise, one may err in the categorical [proposition], and it may seem as though
when we say “Jacob is unseeing” this would be a negative [proposition]. But it is in-
deed an affirmative, meaning that “he is blind” «. . .». And this [type of] proposition
is called digressive, for it has digressed from negation into affirmation. «. . » And we
can say “God «. . » [is] sightless,” and “Idle talk [is] not wisdom,” but we cannot say
“God «. .. does not see «.. »”

APPENDIX 33

The Slavic translator of the Logika removes the “point” from the instances of true unity.
Arabic original of al-Ghazali’s Intentions of the Philosophers (Dunya 1961, 183):

Adgia (gl 4l : aal gl Lal | Lagial slg ¢ iS5 ¢ aal gl ALl SN 4S5 ¢ aal 5 ) anidly 5 e gall

ABESY!

ol oa Aaalldaiall oa 50 (51 sl ;i pe SO e 43S 5 ¢ mall (5 5l 5o ¢ Aagally aal

Ol adld ¢ 43508 il (g ) i g ¢ ABRIS Glld 5 Jadlly V5 55810 Y ¢ 45 S Y (G aa) 5l

Jrdll s 3l g ¢ Y5 25 a3 S e e A sed e Al JIE 58 V5 ¢ Jadlls Landia

Bl anl gl ged

Hebrew anonymous translation (Taube 2016, 376):

AR WY RIT 737 ,IART Q9N QWA 27T TR P00 NI 2N IR OR PR RENIT
RO, ANWRIT AT AT WY DY RIT AR, 7IWRN PN RIT DR TARM 702w 7N
5D ,RTI2T MRIPY TTIPIS N ,2¥D2 KDY 102 KD 12 M2 PR WK TR P90 KT ,NRR2 NPNRRT
RIT),2V9T1 O WORT MINEA2 M1277 372 72U07) RIN 17207 X0 K1 HY02 pLnn 1R X1

SNRRT NG

Being is divided into one and many. Let us, then, mention the kinds of “one” and of
“many” and their attributes. As for “One,” it can be applied properly or metaphori-
cally. And “one” in the proper sense is the kind we focus on, and it is of only three
degrees: the first degree, which is truly [one], is that in which there is no multiplicity,
neither potentially nor actually. And this is, for example [Arabic: the essence of] the
point and the essence of the Creator, for He is indivisible neither potentially nor
actually, nor does He admit multiplicity, and He is above multiplicity in reality and
possibility, both actually and potentially, and He is the true One.”

(The English word “above” here is a misreading in Hebrew of Arabic J [khal, “de-
void of” as Je (‘al), “superior”].)

Slavic translation in the Logika (Taube 2016, 377):
oBphTennIM AKAHTCA HA €AHHA M MHOMA. HO MOMANE" YACTH EAHNA H MHNOTA.

G o > EAHNBIH BO pGLIGTCA HCTHNOK H I'IPGXOAOM. CAHHNKLIH BO NO ucrunk €€ €CTh
HACTh TOKACCTEENA HNO NHA TPEX'h CTENENEX k. a. ONOZKE MO HcTHNNE B NE“KE
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HECTh MHOKECTRO HH B cHAk HH B ARk, 1 cE Ko . . > cAMOCTh COTBOPHTEAEBA
nepasakanma nn & cnak nn B Akak. TaKOME HE NPIHMAETE> MHOKECTEBA
BO3MOKENCTEOM® H Npeavknenia n B cnak u g Akak, oneke ecTh eanns no nerunk.

Being is divided into one and many. Let us, then, mention the parts of one and of
many <. ... “One” can be said [either] properly or metaphorically. “One” in the prop-
er sense is a concrete part[icular], and this [occurs] in three degrees: first, which is
truly [one], is that in which there is no multiplicity, neither potentially nor actually.
And this is, for example «. . .> the essence of the Creator, [Who is] indivisible, [ad-
mitting division] neither potentially nor actually, and [Who] also «does not admit>
multiplicity as a possibility, nor variation potentially or actually, and He is “one” in
the true sense.

APPENDIX 34

Translator’s addition about the difference between essential and accidental qualities.
Arabic text of the Intentions of the Philosophers (Dunya 1961, 50):

Al gall yila e abady a ey Gl cila o
And if you replace “rational” by an accident, it will differentiate him from the other
animals.

Anonymous Hebrew translation (Taube 2016, 473):
.07 °9Y27 RW 1T a7PR2 72720 DR OXY

And if you replace “rational” by an accident, it will differentiate him from the other
animals.

Slavic (Taube 2016, 472) with an addition, marked in the English by italics:

a atpe Wawknnuwm caog'kenors npukaIENiams, BHWCOBHT ¢ro © nniX :KHBLE. HO
HE HCNOB'RCH YTORCTEA €ro.

But if you replace “rational” by accidents, you may differentiate him from other
animals, but you will not express his quiddity.

APPENDIX 35

Additions in the discussion of figures of syllogisms
Interpolation by Jacob Anatoli in Moses ibn Tibbon’s translation of Maimonides’s Logi-
cal Terminology. (Efros 1938: T2 Hebrew pagination):

W32 ONZT IT2IND MATPAR 1,002 A3an NPTAN MR INWRI? NoMwn AT mamam
"R RN 110 0P 9OV XOAW 9" N2PART TT0 MRwn PWhwnw MNTRRa MIRA AN
TN NI "X TOINW ATIIND DX PR AN DANY TWORY Mnda Nh7an LN
A0MN MEYR 121,797 NP1 TN ROW ANWRIT DY 90N nwrhwn 9 Nnda HTama
MWD NP CD T N MR MRO2 N0 NWHWE Nwa 091D TN ROW Tamn
X°77 92,37 79772 DPWOOW LN TN KDY NP1 91N 121N 770 W XY 0199105 770
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MWW 59521 .19913 710 K21 D21 90 1991 199107 770 Inwn X1 NN 170 DM
277090 891 5910 770 nwn KD nowehwn ,1a7°n K21 200 170 v R

The third figure shares with the first in quality and differs from it in quantity, and this
[both] in the premises and in the conclusion. And what I mean by “sharing in quality
in the premises” is that the third [figure] conserves the order of affirmation, i.e., that
with regard to the minor premise it is in all instances like in the first figure [sc., af-
firmative]. And it differs in quantity, because the major premise may be particular.
And what I mean by “[sharing] in the conclusion” is that it [sc., the third], too, yields
an affirmative [conclusion]. And what I mean by the “difference in quantity” is that
the third is larger [in scope] than the first, in that it does not require universality
of the major premise. Yet for this same reason it [sc., the scope of the third] is also
lesser [in scope] than it [sc., the first] in that it [sc., the third] will not yield a uni-
versal conclusion. But the second and the third [figures] are opposed to each other
in quantity and quality. That is, the second preserves the order of universality but
not the order of affirmation, and yields universality but not affirmation, whereas the
third is the opposite thereof, for it preserves the order of affirmation but renounces
the order of universality, and yields affirmation, but does not yield universality.

Slavic (Taube 2016, 184-86; additions in Slavic marked by italics in the English translation):

O6pa® .. TIpHaVKLIENS K NEPEOH KAUECTRO™. & PAZNHTCA T NEA KOAHUECTEO™. & TO
TE™ B NPEAKOY H 0Y POKENOH. & CAOEO MOE W NPHAWKLLIANTH KAUECTEO™ B MPEAKOX™,
HIKE TPETIH WEPASH XPANH" PA® NPHAOKNKIM. HIKE BCEAHUNO MAAKI™ MPEAKO™ 1aKO H
OEPA® MEPERIH <. . . & CAOEO MOE W POPKENOH, HIKE POAH" TE™ NPHAOKNSI. & CAOEO MOE
O PA3NH KOAHUECTBA HAKE TPETAM EOAEH NEPROE, T'E™ HAKE HE NOTPEBNA AO BCAUYECTEA
NPEAKS BEAHKOrO. & TOro ABAA TE™ oVESAETS €A HXKE NE POAHTB BCAUECTRA. ANE
APSTAA H TPETHA NPEEPALHENRI CTh KOAHUYECTEOMK H KAYECTRO™. PEKOMO HIKE APSTIH
XPAHHT'R PAS BCAUECTEA. A HE XPANHTh UHNE NPHAOKENIA. 4 POAHT'h BCAYECTEO.
4 NE NPHAGKENIE. 4 TPETIH NPEEPALHEN CEMS. 3ANEKE XPANH' PA NPHAOKENIA.
HO OCTABAAETh PA' BCAUECTRA. A POAHTH NPHAOKENIE. 4 NE POAHTH BCAYECKOH.
< . > A& BCH OBPA3KI APSTTH H TPETIH NABPATATCA K NEPROMS OEPA3S. 4 NEPELIH NE
NAEPATHTCA AO HHX'h. & POAH" WKAAAKI YETKIPH NPEAPEUENNRIXE. 4 POENKI 2KE 8"
WEPA3KI TPH CH™ HKE NE™ PORNANIA 3 ABS NPEAKOBh UACTHLIX, HH 3 ABS OVEMHNKIX,
HH MAAKIH OYEMNKIH, & BEAHKIH YACTHNKIN. & BOAE CEMO HIJIH B AOATOH AOTHILE.

The third figure shares with the first in quality and differs from it in quantity, and
this both in the premises and in the conclusion. And my statement about sharing
the quality in the premises [means] that it conserves the rule of affirmation, i.e., that
with regard to the minor premise it is in any case like the first figure [i.e., affirma-
tive] «. . ». And my statement about the conclusion [refers to the fact] that it [the
third], too, yields an affirmative [conclusion]. And my statement about difference in
quantity refers to the fact that the third is larger in scope than the first, in that it does
not require universality of the major premise. Yet for this same reason it [sc., the
scope of the third] is also less than it [sc., the first] in that it [sc., the third] will not
yield a universal conclusion. But the second and the third [figures] are opposed to
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each other in quantity and quality. That is, the second preserves the order of univer-
sality but not the order of affirmation, and yields universality but not affirmation,
whereas the third is the opposite thereof, for it preserves the order of affirmation
but renounces the order of universality, and yields affirmation, but does not yield a
universal [conclusion]. «. . > And both these figures, the second and the third, revert to
the first [i.e., in order to yield a conclusion], while the first [need] not revert to them,
and it yields the four aforementioned quantifiers. And the three figures are equal in
that there is no syllogism from two particular premises, nor from two negative ones,
nor from a negative minor and a particular major. And for more [details] look in the
Long Logic.

APPENDIX 36

The terminology for the parts of speech.
Al-Ghazalf’s Intentions of the Philosophers (Dunya 1961, 41):

G Jadll 5 a1 (e 2a) 5 IS L ARl Jadll () sansy ¢ silaiall 5 | Copa g ) 5 Jad ) sy Jaall)
ool (DA ¢ agdl) 8 dudty Al slina of 8 oyl
The word [lit., expression/sound-form] is divided into verb [lit., act; cf. Greek
npdypa (pragma), act, thing), noun [lit., name], and particle [sc., function word,
lit., edge; gram. letter/particle/consonant]. And the logicians call the verb word [lit.,
speech/utterance; cf. Greek pfjua (rhéma), that which is said, word; gram. verb]. And
both [lit., each one of] the noun and the verb differ [lit., differs] from the function
word in that their [lit., its) meaning is complete in itself in the mind, unlike the func-
tion word.

Hebrew anonymous translation (Taube 2016, 453):

SYDM oW TR 931999 MR 797 HYDT IRIPY VIPNTT MR QWY YYD R phhn n20nn
MIRT A19M2,73272) XY 0O PIWA MR 272

The [written) word [lit., ark/box] is divided into verb [lit., act], noun [lit., name], and
particle [sc., function word; lit., letter]. The logicians call the verb word and the func-
tion word vessel/tool. And both [lit., each one of] the noun and the verb differ [lit.,
differs] from the function word [lit., letter] in that their [lit., its] meaning is complete
in itself and in its understanding, unlike [lit., in difference] the function word.

Slavic (Taube 2016, 452):

CAORO PASHHTCA B AKA0 M HmA 1 c8o. m8ApKuUH™ aonu’nuin 30B8TK Akao
CAOROM 4 CAOBO CANO™N. a4 BCAKOE A M Akao pastnTea © cSANA nike WehTh
€ro NOA0" .cOBOK. ank CAOBO HE TA®

The word is divided into verb [lit., act/affair/business), noun [lit., name] and particle/
function word [lit., vessel]. And the scholars of logic call the noun [lit., name] word
while the word [they call] vessel. And both [lit., each] the noun and the verb differ
[lit., differs] from the function word [lit., vessel] in that their [lit., its] meaning is
complete in itself, whereas the particle/function-word [lit., word] is not so.
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APPENDIX 37

The translator into Slavic omits a faulty rendering in Hebrew.
Arabic original of the Intentions of the Philosophers (Dunya 1961, 133):

Al agd e (a8 g Le el (e p3ISH B B0 ) 63 LS
But we shall quote in the course of the discussion from the natural science what the
comprehension of the intended [point] depends upon.
Anonymous Hebrew translation (Taube 2016, 263):

NN NI DY TINYOW [ DYV 1) 297277 nWHIMD X021 UMK 7aR

But we will bring in the deficiency of the words/things from the natural science
what the comprehension of the intended [point] rests [lit., stands] upon.

Slavic (Taube 2016, 262):
HO Mbl MPHUBEAEM <. . > 1 CBETCKIE UM A AAPa3YMWEETH KOpENk HXn

But we will bring «. . > from the natural science that by which its deep meaning [lit.,
root] may be understood.

APPENDIX 38

Evidence of oral dictation in the translation of the Intentions.
Arabic original of the Intentions of the Philosophers (Dunya 1961, 40):

35 sy 1 Lo W) 4 2 Y Y T jie S ¢ il sl (IS5 ) e B 1Y)

And when you say ‘abd-ullah [lit., God’s servant] as an agnomen/nickname, then it
would be (considered) simple, since you do not intend by it anything more than what
you intend by saying Zayd.

Hebrew anonymous translation (Taube 2016, 451):

ROX 12 1100 XY INRW %99 ,7791 797,710 DW 771 DRI 72V DR WRD)
1T AR PN R

And when you say ‘eved ha- el [God’s servant] as a nickname, then it would be [con-
sidered] simple, since you do not intend by it anything more than what you intend
by saying Zayd.

Slavic (Taube 2016, 450) much longer:

4 KOAH pIEAh BOTOPAET, & BRIAG Bkl TO MPO3EHI|IO, BRIAG Bl OCOE NOE. SANIKE Thi
HE MBICAHLLIL ThIMh. Ak LI'TO MBICAHLIK 1AKO piELiIL, 30BOMO cAMOCTIH, HNO BSAET
34 €KE Thi NE MBICAHLUIL, NH*AH 1AKO Bhl €CH PE*Ah, HCAH ABA'h.

And when we say “God’s servant” as a sobriquet/nickname, then it would be [consid-
ered] simple, since you do not intend by it anything more than what you intend by
saying, properly speaking, it will be: for you do not intend anything more than if you
had said “Jesse,” “David”
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APPENDIX 39

Evidence of oral dictation in the Secret of Secrets.
Arabic original (Bibliotheque Nationale du Royaume du Maroc, Rabat, MS d-754,
f. 37v):
e aual s 2l 5 2t 5l 5 Aanall 5 AN (o8 505 5 An )L W1 S Y Glaludl della | aiSul
gl | el o a8 J s o) i 13 Ao ) Gl L J sl () ags 525 Y g agie allall 0 )5 a6l il
Jadi o) (e pl J 8 Y ()
Alexander, obedience of power does not occur unless for four reasons [lit., faces],
and these are religion, love, desire/greed/ambition, and fear. And settle the pleas of
all the people and relieve them of injustice, and [sc., thus] you will not compel them
to speak [ill of you]. Because the subjects, if they are in a position to speak, will be
able to act. Therefore, make efforts that they do not speak so that you may be safe
from their acting.

Hebrew anonymous translation (Gaster 1907-8: page 11 of Hebrew pagination):

TR ADORW AR DT NAVAR O .0%10 V2R KR TR0 Mynwnb 1100 XY 171009K
199279 2127w 1M BT 93 L9272 O2OIRN ORI L0AMT O 0T .01 DOWIRT MDY YIN 199
ONPWYn 0YWN 2790 MWD oXY .Y 0

Alexander, one does not obey a king unless in four manners [lit., faces], and these
are belief in religion, love, desire/interest, and fear. Therefore, prevent the reasons/
pretexts [sc., of grudge] of all the people and relieve them of injustice, and do not
compel them to speak [ill of you]. Because the crowd, just as they can speak, they can
also act. And if you keep [them] from speaking, you will be safe from their acting.

(Moses Gaster used for his 1907-8 edition four Hebrew manuscripts out of the twen-
ty-one full witnesses [and twenty-two partial copies] that have been preserved. Since
he had no access to the Arabic version, he lacked the means for properly choosing
the best readings, so that sometimes his variants happen to have a better reading
than his main text. We tacitly provide the better reading when appropriate.)

Slavic (Ryan and Taube 2019, 110-11, additions marked by italics in English):

AACKCANAPL NE MPHCTSNAKTE K MOCANVIUEHCTRS LPTKOMS. NHAKEAH UETHIPMA
BELILMH. & KPENAN Zakons. B. AREOBBK TROEI A0 NHX. F. NKITANIES A. rpozoK.
OYHATHE™ KPHEAKI (T HHX. HZBEAELIN H™ BCH YETHIPH NPE'PEUENNLIN. & cavkioTs AN
FOBOPHTEL W TOBE AHXO. CMEKTh OYUHNHT, & NPOTO™ HE AAH W COB'K rOBOPHTH. Ad NE
AALLIK H OYYHHHTH. & HHAUE NE WBEAELIL ACAA HY. NHIKEAH CAOBO WREAK.

Alexander, people obey the king only for four reasons [lit., by four things]: (1) for
[your?] being steadfast in [God’s?] Law; (2) for your love for them [the people]; (3)
for ambition; (4) for awe. And by redressing their wrongs you will induce in them all
four aforementioned things, «. . » and if they dare speak ill of you they will also dare
to act. Therefore do not let them talk about you lest you also let them act, otherwise
[said], you shall not prevent their deeds unless you prevent their words.
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APPENDIX 40

The two oldest versions of the sorites in the Laodicean Epistle.
Saint Petersburg, Academy Library ms 4.3.15 (Kazakova and Lurie 1955, 265):

TABLE 3

MS BAN 4.3.15

English translation

Jlyira caMOB/IacTHa, 3arpaja eif Bepa.
Bepa craBUTCA IPOPOK HaKa3aHMEM.

ITpopok Haka3aHUe NCIIPAB/IACTCA
YIOIOTBOPEHVEM.

Yi00TBOPEHNA AP OYCUIAETh MYAPOCTHIO.
Mynpoctu cua xuTie Gpapuceicky.
IIpopo’ ero nayxa.

Hayka npe6akeHa ecTb.

Cero IpUXOANM B CTpax 60XKMiT—Hadaso
nobpozpeTenem.

CuMm cpopy>KaeTcs gymia.

The soul is sovereign, its barrier is faith.
Faith is established by prophets’ instruction.

Prophets’ instruction is righted by miracle
working.

Miracle-working gift is strengthened by wisdom.
Wisdom power is a life of pharisee.

The prophet'—his is science.

Science is blissful.

By it we attain the fear of God—inception of
virtues.

Thereby is constructed the soul.

' Vlcnip., pKIT TIPOK.
Corrected. Ms mpox ‘aim’.

Moscow, Russian State Library, fond 310 (Undol’skij collection), no. 53

TABLE 4

MS RGB Und. 53

English

Jlyira caMOB/IacTHa, 3arpaja eif Bepa.
Bepa HakaszaHMe CTaBUTCA IIPOPOKOM.
IIpopok crapbiilmHa ucnpasigeTca

YIO/[OTBOPEHVEM.

YromoTBOpeHia 1ap MyzpocTuio oycunber.

Mynpoctu cnna hapuceiicTBo JKUTEICTBO.
Ippox ero Hayka.

Hayka npe6nakena. Celo IPUXOAUT B CTpax
60K

Crpax 60xxmit Havamo fo6pogbren.

CuM BBOpYIKaeTcs Aymia.

The soul is sovereign, its barrier is faith.

Faith [is] instruction established by a prophet.
Prophet is an elder righted by miracle working.
Miracle-working gift is strengthened by
wisdom.

Wisdom’s power [is] a pharisee way of life.

The prophet—his [is] science.

Science is blissful. Thereby one attains fear of
God.

Fear of God [is] the inception of virtue.

Thereby is armed the soul.
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APPENDIX 41

A figure in eight parts promised in the Secret of Secrets.
(Gaster 1907-8, p. X* Hebrew pagination; Taube 1995b and 1998; Ryan and Taube 2019,
126-27):

QW SNV 92 77 TR RITY .QPRR RS PRI SMDR 95101990 DT NYIan T TR XY
=P LN DOR WA MR NYAT MIPKRY .MM QORNY 22 MATIT 93 DY 59511 90
MINZA2 PINRY 772 RXAN 7XINW P20 77 9K 2ANNWY .NAR N2 710 P2m 90 Duy phn vn
D) 312 P INAY NPRY QWA DY DT TPV 0n 0910 MAwnna Paw 009 Havan vy
22 TOR ONMYw KD 1KY CTNRW NDVIN AT 907 IN2n X7 DRTT AN .awn T
TPXOIT RIAM 797 12 O IR WA 1991 LTOR PO0R 97 19 AT MPIANT ROX 1D annw
AN XTI LA M°IAN2 593 RIT WD 711N AT 1902 SNIOTW 771 731 INRT IR AN

And I am drawing for you a gnomic philosophic divine figure divided in eight
parts, which will tell you all the affairs of the world, and in general all that concerns
the governments of the world with all the variety of their factions, and how each fac-
tion receives the justice that it is due. And I have divided it into parts of the circle,
each part for each faction, and if you begin by whichever part, you will find that
which follows it in the essence of the circular sphere. And since all schemes high and
low are based on the world, I saw fit to start it appropriately with “World.” And this
figure is the quintessence of this book, and the goal of your quest. And even if I had
not sent you in response to your request anything but this figure, it would have been
sufficient for you. Consider it therefore and study it well and you will find your desire
and your wish will be fulfilled. And everything that I have discussed and explained in
this book in extenso is included in this figure, and here is its form:

APPENDIX 42

The text of the circle in the Secret of Secrets (some variant readings both in Arabic and He-
brew, omitted here):

Al dalis Gl Al M2917 NIWR SO0 2N 1
JALI apaat Uale A gl N7 1122WN NO2W M7 .2
) Lgas gy Al 2l T9mi 1A A N -3
Saal) oaanyp ) cllall PRI AP T -4
DLl i€, ) s f MR 292920 02201 P -5
Aae ) axand (33, JWd) TIAM 1¥3P 770 1NN .6
Jaall aadiedy ae Al PTXT 0TV Y73V TN L7
Alladl 23l 435 i lla Jaal QWA PPN M W P .8

1. The world is a garden, hedged in by the kingdom.
2. The kingdom is a power exalted by Law
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3. Law is a custom administered by the king

4. The king is a shepherd supported by the army
5. The army are helpers nourished by money

6. Money is sustenance gathered by the people
7. The people are servants subjected to justice

8. Justice is bliss and the basis of social order [lit., reparation of the world].

APPENDIX 43

Promised circle in the Slavic Secret of Secrets (Ryan and Taube 2019, 126-27, with portions
added in Slavic marked by italics in the English translation):

A NPOTOKE XOUK TH NAMHCATH ABA KPXIH, EAHNT CBETCKIN a ApoyTHH AKOBNLIN. &
nouoy TH cekckin cekTom, & AXOBHBIN ALTIEK. & KA*ALIH (T HHX WCMH YACTEH. & HMH
ToEk 248781 BCH WELIKOALI AOCTATHA HX. & BBIX TH NAMHCA" TOAKO ABA ThIH KPOYTH.
AOCKITH €cH avkah Ha TOY, Zan" ke NEROZMO™HO Ui HZBRCTH cekThekam. nE HZBK®
AKOBHAA. NOAH BECEAOK MPOK. & EEZ TOrO HE NOMOMKETH €MS NH NAANETA €rO. & ECE
UTO NOMHHNANO EO KNHZE CEH HZAOATA ZABEZRETCA KO KPATLLE BO KPSZEX CHY AMHNK.

And therefore I wish to inscribe for you two circles, one worldly and the other spir-
itual. And I will begin the worldly one with “world” and the spiritual with “soul,”
and each of them [has] eight parts and in them I shall draw together for you all the
requirements for their attainment, and had I written for you only these two circles,
that would suffice you, for it is not possible for a king to master worldly matters without
mastering spiritual matters except by learned discourse, and without this not even his
planet shall help him, and all that is discussed at length in this book is contained in
concise manner in these circles, Amen.

APPENDIX 44
The reconstructed eight-part sorites.
1. Jlyma caMocTb B/IacTHa 3arpajia eu bpa.
2. Bbpa HakasaHMe CTaBUT CA TPOPOKOMD.
3. IIpopok® crapbullnHa UCIPaB/IAETCA YIOLOTBOPEHMEMb.
4. YrooTBOpeHne fapb 0yCUIeeT MyIPOCTUIO.
5. MyapocTh cuia en xutie Gpapyucencko.
6. ®apucencTBO XUTENbCTBO IPOKD €MOY HayKa.
7. Hayka npe61a>keHa €10 IpUXOfyIMb Bb CTPax'b OOXKII.

8. CTpaxs 60>KuM Ha4asIo [OOPORBTEN—CUM COOPY)KaeTCs Aylia.
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1. “Soul” is a separate substance whose constraint is religion.

. “Religion” is a [set of] commandments established by a prophet.
. “Prophet” is a leader authenticated by working miracles.

. “Miracle-working” is a gift strengthened by wisdom.

. “Wisdom”—its power is in a temperate [“pharisee”] way of life.

. “Temperate [‘pharisee’] way of life”—its goal is learning.

. “Learning” is most blessed—through it we attain the fear of God.

0 N N U s W

. “The fear of God” is the incipience of virtues—by it is edified the soul.

APPENDIX 45

Retroversion of the Slavic reconstructed text into Hebrew.

MWD »M2 PIAN aRona .5 N7 AN2WA 7791 OXY WOl .1
YT/70°20 an*on N0 i .6 N°2177 77707 1% N7 .2

7 ORTH X121 12 WIRA VIR/ TN 7 0°01 SWYn YNNARY P03 X020 .3
WD 115N 72 MM NOWRI 71 DR .8 AT QPN NNR 001 WY .4

APPENDIX 46

The Enlightener on the Jew Scharia.
Kazakova and Lurie 1955, 468ff:

BaicTb y60 B Ta BpeMeHa XUfoBMH nMeHeM Cxapusi, 1 ceit Os1lle [1aBOIOB CBCY,
U U3ydeH BCAKOMY 3/I0I€fICTBA M300pEeTEHINI0, YaPOREIICTBY XKe ¥ YePHOKHIDKILIO,
3Be3[J03aKOHIIO >Ke U aCTPOIOTbY, XXUBBIIL B rpage Knese.

There was at that time a Jew by the name of Scharia, and this one was the Devil’s
instrument, versed in every kind of evil-doing invention, in sorcery, in the books of
black magic, astronomy, and astrology, living in the city of Kyiv.

APPENDIX 47

A rationalist manifesto added at the end of the Logical Terminology in the Logika (Taube
2016, 246ft.):

A MMPOCTh Cilo HCMOANH{AL} APHCTOTEAR TOAORA gck® $HAOCOOO" NEPBRIN H
nocaAkANHY, MOAAS" CMBICAY MVAPELO' H3PAHAEBRIXL, AXE No naknenin ne
NALIAH CEOMX'h KNHIh, 4 CNSCTHAHCA NA €ro pA38M HKE POBE" BO np°pouecr<‘|'w<
HYNAAMENTES. 3ANEKE NEROZMOMKNO €CTh ABKI NPPOKE NEMOAON® EhI' B CEAMH
MSAPOCTRY . 4 0BCE™ B AOTHLK < B> NST{NBI}X . 4 HCNOANH €A OCMBIMH KNHTAMH
NPEREPEUENNBIMH. HHKE ONA HAMPABH™ KAKAOTO B ThiXx MBAPOCTEX. 4 0N NOAOENA
ecTh Baz'k m amkph T ocak 3naTon. a Akao HHOTAKI HMANSETCA HASKA pa3SMHAA. A
HHOTAKI ARHCTBENAA &, 0" CEAMH MAPOCTEH UHCAENAA .B. wkpaa .. crkgaanaa
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A HEHAA €. cBK'CKAA . 4 TA HA A, & BOAHTH A8 CROK .B. AO™ CBO'T. BECTHCA
FAPK BEAHKOMS A, BOAHTH 3EMAK H CSAKI €A . <. . > §. O MPHPONKENIH cero cahTa
. & THIX KHH' AGCA". H MSAPOCTh ARKAPCKAA NO* HEK XKE . 3. MIPOCTh B TEEHHAA.
1AXKE €CTh FAABA BCR™ cgamu®™ . 1 RAPO HX CTATOUNOE . 3ANEKE €K OXKHBE" KO gkkn
AlllA YAYECKAA. & TO NMO3NHAE" KAKAIA BEPBI UKL . HXKE HKAANKIM FASTILIH § BFa
HE MOXKE™ BBITH. & TO MOAOBNO KAKh Bhl N'EKTO PEKA® HIKE @3k KNA3K CASKS
4 KTO TOH KHA® NE B'RAAK. HAH XOXKY B UPKOBL . & TAK UPkoBk NE BEAAK . A i
3. MAPOCTEH NE MOAASIh HKAAHATO 3AKONS. NEKEAH NOAAS" UAUECTRA . & MOKECA
KaKABIA BEPW UAKK KOXATH B NHX. KAKOXKE EHAN® HxKE BO BCKY Bhpaxh 8T
NPOTO HAKE 3AKONNHK'h MOAOEE" cmpsnnm? <A WAPELR K TOMS, UTO AABKIBAE" . A NA
KaTopSio prkub NE NPHKAAAAK™ MOAAST WHOA. & TAA MHNE" .

Peue AA€3ANAPT . NPHBOAKI HEBNATIA NPABALI YETKIPE 3. FASEHNBI €A KPATKH®
PA38Mo™ .E. NENOPRANEK PA3SMA .T'. HLISUH NEPEMOTANTA | NANKCTEA A, AKBA TO
B YE™ NPHBBIK. & TO HAHBOALLIAA 3ABAAA HHIKE KOTOPAA THAA . & CIH HCNOANENTA
HE MOrS™ BBITH, NEXKEAH H € ChBETCKOI MPOCTIK 4 WCTARAAA BCA AHLINAA .
akwke peue ABAL UPh . BAK® rAb Ko BCE™ npuaniBabyinavk ¢ro . gehavk exe
NPH3KIEAETR €ro no npasAk.

And this Wisdom was perfected by Aristotle, chief of all Philosophers, both ancient
and recent in accord with the view of the wise men of Israel, since after the exile they
did not find their books, so they relied on his wisdom, which is equal in its foundations
to that of the prophets. For it is inconceivable that a prophet be incomplete in the seven
wisdoms, and especially in logic «and in> the mathematical sciences. And he completed
it in the aforementioned eight books, for it guides everyone in those wisdoms, and
it is [for them] like a weight and measure and like a touchstone for gold. And art is [a
term by which] sometimes is designated the theoretical science and sometimes the
practical [craftsmanship]. The first among the seven wisdoms is arithmetic, second
geometry, third music, fourth astronomy. The fifth is politics, which divides into
four: (1) self-governance [ethics]; (2) household governance [economics]; (3) the
conduct of a great lord; (4) governance of a land and its rules. «. . .» The sixth is phys-
ics, and the books thereof are ten, under which is also medicine. The seventh wisdom
is theology, which is the crowning of all seven as well as the core of their purpose. For
through it will the human soul survive in eternity. And this a man of any creed will
admit, that he who is ignorant, cannot be with the Lord. For this is as if one were to
say: I serve the prince, but who that prince is I do not know; or: I go to church, but
where that church is I do not know. And these seven wisdoms are not in accordance
with any [particular] religion, but rather in accordance with humanity. And a man of
any creed can embrace them. As we see that in all creeds it is asserted that the jurist
resembles the keeper of the treasury, whereas the wise man resembles him who adds to
it. And to whichever thing one fails to add according to it[s nature], that thing perishes.

Said Alexander [Aphrodisiensis]: The reasons for ignorance of the truth are four. (1) Its
depth for the shallow mind; (2) the weakness of the intellect; (3) striving to overpower
and dominate; (4) cherishing that to which one is accustomed. And this is a greater
hindrance than any other. And these accomplishments cannot be [achieved] but in com-
bination with the political science by shedding all vices. As King David said (Psalms
145:8): The Lord is near unto all who call upon him, to all who call upon him in truth.
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APPENDIX 48

The right to add to the divine law according to Maimonides, Commentary on the Mishna,
in al-Harizi’s translation from Arabic.

(29, 07727) "R D Rwa KL MR 19,137 PRI PO PRI PR R2T MINR 101 70 PRY
MYTM NI1N207 WIR 27977 172 RPR 2OR°237 12 797 7"2p0 NwIT R

https://he.wikisource.org/wiki/%D7%94%D7%A7%D7%93%D7%9E%D7%AA
_%D7%94%D7%A8%D7%9IE%D7%91%22%D7%9D_%D7%9C%D7%IE%D7%
A9%D7%A0%D7%94_(%D7%90%D7%9C%D7%97%D7%A8%D7%99%D7%96
%D7%99).

For there is no Torah given after the first prophet [sc., Moses] and one must not add
to or subtract from it, as it is said (Deuteronomy 30:12) “it is not in heaven”, and God
has not allowed us to learn [the Law] from the prophets, but [only] from the sages,
masters of logical argumentation and knowledge.

APPENDIX 49

Stagnation = Demise.
Babylonian Talmud Baba batra 121b:

("2 X3P X102 X223 'R XY M°Iyn) (OX :X"1) 920 P01 K9 T) P01 01T T2K) 1R

From that [day] onward, he who adds [from the night to the day] will [also] add
[length of days and years for himself], [and he] who does not add [from the night to
the day], decreases [his years].

APPENDIX 50

Universality of wisdom.
Book of Grades (Venetianer, 75):

TN ARIRD MTAPH ORI 072 MONNWH NN 22 Nnon %

For all nations have a part in the wisdoms, and they are not the particular [property]
of any given nation.

APPENDIX 51

True worship of God and wisdom.
Book of Grades (Venetianer, 34):

WOV 712 01207 IR K217 IR RPX DONAR 3712V "N 267K TI2YW WK UK 93 K 070K
hiamistr Rl RIa

And Plato said that no one can worship God in true manner, except for a prophet or
a sage full of wisdom.


https://he.wikisource.org/wiki/%D7%93%D7%91%D7%A8%D7%99%D7%9D_%D7%9C_%D7%99%D7%91
https://he.wikisource.org/wiki/%D7%94%D7%A7%D7%93%D7%9E%D7%AA_%D7%94%D7%A8%D7%9E%D7%91%22%D7%9D_%D7%9C%D7%9E%D7%A9%D7%A0%D7%94_(%D7%90%D7%9C%D7%97%D7%A8%D7%99%D7%96%D7%99).
https://he.wikisource.org/wiki/%D7%94%D7%A7%D7%93%D7%9E%D7%AA_%D7%94%D7%A8%D7%9E%D7%91%22%D7%9D_%D7%9C%D7%9E%D7%A9%D7%A0%D7%94_(%D7%90%D7%9C%D7%97%D7%A8%D7%99%D7%96%D7%99).
https://he.wikisource.org/wiki/%D7%94%D7%A7%D7%93%D7%9E%D7%AA_%D7%94%D7%A8%D7%9E%D7%91%22%D7%9D_%D7%9C%D7%9E%D7%A9%D7%A0%D7%94_(%D7%90%D7%9C%D7%97%D7%A8%D7%99%D7%96%D7%99).
https://he.wikisource.org/wiki/%D7%94%D7%A7%D7%93%D7%9E%D7%AA_%D7%94%D7%A8%D7%9E%D7%91%22%D7%9D_%D7%9C%D7%9E%D7%A9%D7%A0%D7%94_(%D7%90%D7%9C%D7%97%D7%A8%D7%99%D7%96%D7%99).
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APPENDIX 52

The four reasons of ignoring the truth.
Interpolation from Maimonides’s Book of Asthma in the Slavic Secret of Secrets (Ryan
and Taube 2019, 330-31):

Peue Aae3aNAPL: NPHEOAKI NESNATIA NPABAKI YETKIPE. A FASEHNLI €A KPATKHM
PA38MOM .E. NEMNOPAANEK PA3SMA T HLPISUH NEPEMOTANTA | NANLCTEA A, AKEA TO
B UEM MPHELIKB. & TO NAHEOALLIAA 34BAAA NHIKE KOTOPAA THAA.

Said Alexander [of Aphrodisias]: “The reasons for ignorance of the truth are four:
(1) Its depth for the shallow mind; (2) weakness of the intellect; (3) striving to over-
power and dominate; (4) cherishing that to which one is accustomed. And this is a
greater hindrance than any other”

APPENDIX 53

Archbishop Gennadij of Novgorod in 1490 on the Jews of Kyiv relating exciting rumours
about events in Moscow (Sobolevskij 1903, 397):

3nbce npibxamb KNUIOBMHD HOBOKpeIeHbIN. [JaHMIOMD 30BYTb. @ HbIH'B XPUCTIaHMHD.
Ja MHB CKa3bIBaab 3a CTOJIOMD BO BCh /IOON. HAPAAWICA OBU €CMU U3D KBeBa kb
MockBB. MHO MU [TBY TTOYa/IV >KIOBE JTAsATI. COOaKa B ThI CS1 KYZIbl HApAIVITh. KHA3D
15y Benmvkin Ha MockBb LIEpKBU 13D Ipafia BCh BbIMETAIh BOHD.

A newly baptized Jew has arrived here [i.e., in Novgorod], by the name of Daniel,
presently a Christian, and told me at the table, in front of everyone: I set out for
Moscow from Kyiv, and then, he says, the Jews began to insult me: “You dog, they
say, where are you headed for? The great prince in Moscow, they say, has swept all
the churches out of the City”

APPENDIX 54

Sefer ha-qanah £18b on the redemption predicted for the year 5250 from Creation.

27V 1™ 77 71pR 190
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And in the twilight of the seventh millennium the world will stop and the coming of
the Messiah [is] when 5250 [years)]have elapsed, which is half of the five-hundred-
year reign of the Sefirah of Keter, then will the Messiah come, that is “when the
morning stars sang together and all the sons of God shouted for joy”. And that man
[i.e., Jesus] called the subjugation of the nations under the hand of Israel the destruc-
tion of the world for he was afraid to announce their demise lest they persecute him.
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APPENDIX 55

Rabbi Moses in Shoshan Sodot f. 73a on the approximate date of the redemption.

XA AT MTI0 W
N"RA 9R3 72 DRI NI INPWRRD N7 W PN Cwwa A2Rn 000 AT 2 WK TIm
21 T VAR A DRI DWW 7 T PR 410 7Y PRI X2 DR 00 193p And v
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And here we are today in the [year] 269 of the sixth millennium [= 5269 (=1509CE)]
in the five hundred years of [the sefirah of] Keter during the reign of which the re-
deemer will come. For ga’al [redeem] in a"thba’sh [cipher mapping the alphabet
to its reverse] is keter. And as for what is written “and one is destroyed” it means:
void of the reign of the nations. And he did not want to divulge it, for they would
persecute him.

APPENDIX 56

Rabbi Moses on the importance of proselytes for the Redemption.
Shoshan Sodot, para. 431, f.73b

2,39 Ty LRI DR GMTI0 W
TIRR AT 727 A7 .A7IN0 92P7 0100 7 DY TAYY (ORI AT 112 023 20172 IARY WATAN 70
R DR PWM AT ORI ATV T 0TI 20w 30 T 1R 93 7avw 1 Howin 1mhan XY
02 T2RAW TV 23V WY On%YA 07 210 W2 DOTAWI 03 LRI 1D 1270 70 YD ayui AR LN
JNT N22°"D NN WYY INRMIV TA2 VWD IR IRALI MYPDI2 IR WIRT WP 1N 7111270

The secret of the Midrash that says: proselytes at this time are greater than the Isra-
elites who stood at Mount Sinai to receive the Torah. And this is a strange statement
which the mind refuses to accept, that somebody who indulged in idolatry all his life
will now, once he turned into a Jew, be preferable to an Israelite who got to perceive
by voice the giving of the Torah. And it seems that the reason lies in the following
secret: since those who had stood at Mount Sinai, they themselves made the [golden]
calf “While the king is at his table, my spikenard sends forth its fragrance” [Song of
Songs 1:12] they polluted and destroyed the saplings and were soiled with impurity,
whereas the proselyte has shed off his garment of impurity and brought about “the
union of Ecclesia Israel with its partner.”

APPENDIX 57
Celebrating five hundred years since the defeat the Judaizers.

Marking the five hundredth anniversary of the defeat of the Judaizers on a Kyivan
nationalistic site

(http://archiv.kievl.org/page-1053.html):
K 500-IETUI0O PA3TPOMA EPECU JKMIOBCTBYIOHI X

B nexabpe 2004 ropa ucnonHsiercst 500 mer MOCKOBCKOIO LiepKOBHOTO cobopa,
Ha KOTOPOM Obl/Ta 6€30TrOBOPOYHO OCY)KIEHa epechb XKMAOBCTBYIOIINX — KpaifHe


(http://archiv.kiev1.org/page-1053.html)
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OIIacHOe MYJieiicKoe epeTndecKoe ABVKeHue B [IpesHeit Pycu nocnenneit rpetn XV
- Havama XVI Beka.

910 6BIIO HAIIpAXKEHHOE BpeEMs, KOrta MHOTVIM Ka3a/joCh, YTO BOT-BOT I'PAHET
BCE/IEHCKasA KaracTpoda, KOTOPYI CBA3BIBAIM C «POKOBBIM» 1492 romom -
OKOHYAaHMEM OYE€pEeNHOro ThICAYE/NETNA OT COTBOPEHMA MIUpa. Tonbko 4To,
B cepenmue XV Beka, B 1453 romy, pyxuyn Bropoii Pum, mama TeicsdeneTHAs
IIpaBOC/IABHas fepkaBa. [TyOOKO IIPOMBICINTEIbHBIM [IPeACTAB/sETCsE TOT BaKT,
4TO eiBa ajia BusanTus, BoccTa U3 memsa TaTapckoro noxxapa GeHnke — Benmukas
Pyco...

BynmeM ke MONMMTL BEMMKMX TIOABIDKHMKOB 3eMIM pycckoli, IIpemogo6HOro
Nocuda Bomonkoro, apxmemnnckona Hosropopckoro IeHHagua M BCeX CBATHIX
06 msbasnennu IlpaBocmaBHO Poccum ot HOBoU epecu. ITycTh MoOCKOBCKMIt
LIepKOBHBIIT co6op 1504 ropa craHeT ypokoM st nobopHukos CesaToit Pycn.

On the Five Hundredth Anniversary of the Defeat of the Judaizing Heresy

December 2004 marks five hundred years since the gathering of the Moscow church
council that unconditionally condemned the heresy of the Judaizers—an extremely
dangerous Jewish heretical movement in ancient Rus’ of the last third of the fifteenth
century and the beginning of the sixteenth century.

It was a tense time, when many people thought that at any moment there would
break out a universal catastrophe, which is associated with the fateful year of 1492—
the end of the current millennium from creation. Just recently, in the middle of the
fifteenth century, in 1453, the Second Rome collapsed, the millennial Orthodox
power fell. Profoundly providential is the fact that as soon as Byzantium fell, there
rose from the ashes of the Tatar fire a Phoenix—Great Russia . . .

Let us pray to the great zealots of the Russian land, the venerable Joseph of Volo-
kolamsk, the archbishop of Novgorod Gennadij and all the saints of Orthodox Russia
for deliverance from the new heresy. Let the Moscow church council in 1504 be a
lesson for the supporters of holy Russia.

Marking the anniversary of the victory over the Judaizers by members of the
Russian Duma, Alexander Krutov, on the pages of the Moscow journal, Russkij Dom
[Russian house], published with the blessing of the patriarch of Moscow.

Anexcannp Hukonaesuu KpyroB —XKypuan Pycckuit Jlom, nexabps 2005 .
http://www.kroutov.ru/content/pz29.shtml.

YxopAuwmit rof ObUI OTMe4eH 0OMIesMN 3HATHBIX MOOef HAlIMX IIPajieffoB 1
ornoB: 1040 et pasrpoma Xasapckoro karaHarta, 625 et mobegst Ha KymnkoBom
orte, 525 71eT 0CBOOOXK/IEHNSI OT TaTapO-MOHTO/IBCKOTO ura, 500 et mobenbl HAZL
epecbio XMUAOBCTBYOmNMX, 60 sieT nmobenbl B Bemmkoit OTeuecTBEHHON BOJTHE.
Kaxxpas mata - 3TO CMMBOJ, 3TO IPMU3BIB K HAaM, CETONHAIIHUM, M3 BEINKOTO
repondecKoro MpOLUIOro. YCIBIIINM M MBI 3TOT NpusbiB? Vam HaMm BBITOfHEe,
ymo6Hee TOCTapaThCst He 3aMETUTb €r0?

The outgoing year was marked by the anniversaries of the notable victories of our
great-grandfathers and fathers: 1040 years of the defeat of the Khazar Khanate, 625
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years of the victory on the Kulikovo Field, 525 years of the liberation from the Tatar-
Mongol yoke, five hundred years of the victory over the heresy of the Judaizers, sixty
years of the victory in the Great Patriotic War. Each date is a symbol, is a call to us
today from the great heroic past. Will we hear that call? Or is it more profitable,
easier for us to try not to notice it?



NOTES

1. THE JEWISH PRESENCE IN EASTERN EUROPE: THE BEGINNINGS

1. For Jacob Pollak, see Kulik and Shalem 2019, 38n29. For Sholem-Shakhne, see the
catalogue of the National Library of Israel, accessed June 23, 2022, https://www.nli.org.il
/he/manuscripts/NNL_ALEPHo000066507/NLI.

2. A recent paper on Jewish scholarship in Eastern Europe, including Poland and Rus’
(Kulik and Yahalom 2019) was published after the delivery of the three talks at Berkeley, and
deals with the “knowledge, study and observance of Talmudic law in the Jewish communi-
ties of eastern Europe in the eleventh to fourteenth centuries” (36) based on evidence from
rabbinic (mostly Ashkenazic) sources.

3. Something very similar happened to the local tradition of the Greek-speaking Ro-
maniote Jews in the Ottoman Empire with the arrival of the Sephardic Jews exiled from
Spain in 1492.

4. On the controversy regarding the historical value of onomastic and toponomastic
testimonies—such as the nickname Zhidjata (“little Jew”) and the place-name Zhidovskaja
vorota (“Jewish Gate”)—and of anti-Judaic statements for establishing the presence of an
early Jewish settlement in Rus’, see Weinryb 1962; Birnbaum 1973; Pritsak 1988; and Pere-
swetoff-Morath 2002, esp. vol. 2, Assessing the Sources.

5. On the controversy regarding the conversion of the Khazars to Judaism, see Pritsak
1978, 1988; Zuckerman 1995; Brook 1999, 2003b; Golden 2007; Shapira 2009; Gil 2011; and
Stampfer 2013.

6. The term yibbum denotes the right and duty of the brother of a man who died with-
out children to marry the widow (and become the benefactor of his brother’s estate). The
term halitzah (7¥°717) denotes the ceremony in which the widow takes off the brother’s shoe
as a symbolic act of renunciation of this right if either of the parties refuses the marriage.
See Deuteronomy 25:5-10.
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7. This, pace PritsaK’s assertion (1988, 9) that “Since Samuel b. Ali (d. 1194), the head of
the Babylonian academy in Baghdad, corresponded with R. Moses of Kyiv, the latter must
have returned from the West and established his reputation in Kyiv.”

8. If we disregard the Jesuit academy in Vilnius founded in 1579 by Stephen Bathory, the
grand duke of Lithuania.

9. See Meshcherskij 1956, 1958, and 1964, as well as the posthumous collection of his
papers from 1995.

10. Rusian is a term coined by Horace G. Lunt for the adjective derived from Rus’.

11. Earlier attempts (cited in Sobolevskij 1903, 433-34 and in Thomson 1999, 309n74)
to link the translation with figures of the late fifteenth century have proved anachronistic,
given that the earliest manuscript dates to ca. 1400.

12. The oldest known Slavic alphabet, used in the Middle Ages in the Balkans (mainly
Croatia) and in Moravia.

13. The additions include:

— an opening prologue that describes a dream had by Mordecai

— the contents of the decree against the Jews

— prayers for God’s intervention offered by Mordecai and by Esther

— an expansion of the scene in which Esther appears before the king, with a men-
tion of God’s intervention

— a copy of the decree in favor of the Jews

— a passage in which Mordecai interprets his dream (from the prologue) in terms
of the events that followed

— a colophon appended to the end, which reads:

In the fourth year of the reign of Ptolemy and Cleopatra, Dositheus, who said he

was a priest and Levite, and his son Ptolemy brought the present letter of Purim,

saying that it was genuine and that Lysimachus, son of Ptolemy, of the community

of Jerusalem, had translated it.

14. For the purpose of comparison we also add in the appendix the readings from Es-
ther in the late fifteenth-century Ruthenian translation from Hebrew contained in the Vil-
nius Florilegium 262 (see discussion in chapter 3).

15. Weinreich tests various possible explanations for this confusion in some Yiddish
dialects, among them an internal development, which he rejects, and the hypothesis of
influence from coterritorial Belarusian and Russian dialects. After detailed review of the
latter, he concludes (1952, 373): “It is evident that a great deal of Slavic and Yiddish re-
search—both dialectological and historical—is a necessary prerequisite for the final accep-
tance or rejection of the Belorussian hypothesis.”

16. The agreement here of the Slavic with the Alpha-text of the Septuagint does not indi-
cate that the Alpha-text is the source of the Slavic, since in many respects it is, at least in its
surviving four manuscripts, textually different from the Masoretic Text, i.e., in containing
the same additions as the Septuagint.

17. The account of Alexander in Jerusalem also appears in Flavius Josephus's Greek work
Jewish Antiquities, in pseudo-Callisthenes’s Alexander Romance, as well as in several Hebrew
Talmudic and post-Talmudic sources (see Kazis 1962, 4-11); the Old Rusian version, how-
ever, is textually different and is clearly translated from the Josippon, not from any of them.

18. The Josippon, discussed in more detail in the second chapter, is an anonymous tenth-
century Jewish reworking of the Latin Hegesippus, a fourth-century anonymous Christian
reworking of Flavius Josephus’s first-century Greek work, The Jewish War.
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19. The most conspicuous indication of this derivation is the omission of the name of
the high priest. As Flusser suggests (1981, 55n22), the editor of the Josippon, not wishing to
reject Josephus’s version in his Jewish Antiquities, where the high priest is called Jaddus, and
not wanting to contradict the Talmudic account in Yoma 69a and Megillat Taanit 9, where
the high priest is named Simon the Just (on his possible identity, see discussion in Kazis
1962: 6), simply left the high priest nameless (though some copies and a later recension of
the Josippon [see Flusser 1981, 55n22] do supply the name honia for the priest).

20. The Laurentian redaction, attested in the oldest surviving manuscript (1377) of the
Primary Chronicle, is thought to have been compiled ca. 1113 and carries at the end of the
entry for 1110 a colophon from 1116 by the copyist Sylvester. It comprises the Kyiv chronicle,
as well as the chronicles of other towns in Rus’—for example, Vladimir, Suzdal, Tver, and
Nizhny Novgorod.

21. The Hypatian redaction, attested in the second oldest surviving manuscript (1425)
of the Primary Chronicle, comprises also the Galician-Volhynian Chronicle (considered to
have been compiled after 1292).

22. Baratz is described by Sholem Aleichem in his autobiography From the Fair as the
most scatterbrained man in Kyiv, unable to help the aspiring writer with securing a job on
his arrival there, though the young Sholem Rabinovich was carrying with him warm letters
of reference.

2. TRANSLATIONS FROM HEBREW IN RUS’ IN THE
THIRTEENTH-FIFTEENTH CENTURIES: MADE BY CONVERTS?

1. Lithuanian, a Baltic (non-Slavic) language, is not attested in writing before the six-
teenth century.

2. And according to some Russian scholars such as Nikita Meshcherskij even earlier
than that, see discussion in chapter 1.

3. The name Palaea reflects of course the fact that the text contains accounts from the
Palaea Diathéke, Greek for “Old Testament.”

3. THE HERESY OF THE JUDAIZERS AND THE TRANSLATIONS
FROM HEBREW IN MUSCOVITE RUSSIA IN THE SECOND HALF
OF THE FIFTEENTH CENTURY

1. The banning appears in the proceedings of the Stoglav (“Hundred Chapters”) church
council convened by Tsar Ivan IV in 1551 (Emchenko 2000).

2. It was probably this introduction, with “suspicious” instructions such as the fol-
lowing, that drew the attention of the church authorities (see Taube 1995a, 194, emphases
added, italics marking words not in Hebrew): “if you want to know the true position of the
luminaries, or to correct the Law of the Moon or the Law of the Dragon at the time of re-
newal or of the conjunction, then go to the second wing and proceed horizontally . . . Then
move your fingers in the length of the page and in the width of the page so that they meet
on one column . ..”

3. Aviasaf appears in Exodus 6:24 as the name of one of Koral’s sons.

4. Israel Efros published in 1938 a very lacunary Judaeo-Arabic (sc., Arabic in Hebrew
script) text of the Logical Terminology based on a single manuscript, together with the
three Hebrew translations and his English translation of the whole work. Following M.
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Tiirker’s discovery and publication (Tiirker 1960, 1961) of two full copies written in Arabic
script, Efros published in 1966 a Judaeo-Arabic transliteration of the full text based on
Tiirker’s editions.

5. Maimonides formulated God’s unique oneness as the second of his Thirteen Principles
(of Faith): “I believe with perfect faith that God is One, and there is no unity that is in any
way like His”

6. A similar terminological discussion, with somewhat different results in Slavic,
appears in chapter 13 of Maimonides’s Logical Terminology (Taube 2016, 236-37).

7. The specific mistranslation in Hebrew is probably because the translator was influ-
enced by the critical tone of the general introduction to the Intentions of the Philosophers,
emphasizing the errors of the philosophers in their approach to all branches of science, but
particularly to the most important one—theology (see Taube 2016, 432): “As for the Theo-
logical Sciences, most of their [i.e., the philosophers’] views [about them] contradict truth,
while veracity occurs in them exceptionally”

8. The crucial stumbling block here is the Arabic noun khalal (interval, gap, but also de-
fect, failing). The prepositional phrase, both with the plural form of the same noun f7 khilal
as with the singular fi khalal, means in the course of, through, or during.

9. A comparable situation that comes to mind is the one described by Mendele Mocher-
Sforim (Abramovitch, 1836-1917) in his Yiddish satiric novel The Travels of Benjamin IIT
(printed in 1878 but with many subsequent editions, as well as translations into numerous
languages), modeled after Don Quixote by Cervantes. The hero Benjamin, relatively well-
read in Hebrew popular books, sets out to travel the world in search of the ten lost tribes,
despite having no knowledge of languages besides his native Yiddish and the holy tongue.
When trying, with the help of his aide and interpreter, the simple but practical Senderl (his
Sancho Panza), to obtain information from the captain of the boat on matters of history and
geography, his vain efforts are described as follows (my translation of the Yiddish from the
1911 edition, Warsaw, p. 91): “However, the little bit of Goyish that Senderl learned to speak
going regularly with his wife to the market was not enough for such lofty matters. Bargain
for eggs, onions, potatoes, this he could do somehow, but discuss with a captain learned
matters, this he was absolutely incapable of”

10. Atthe end of the interpolation from Maimonides’s On Coitus there is a short section
on various kinds of foods (Ryan and Taube 2019, 488), which was marked in the edition as
unidentified. This section has recently been identified by Temchin (2020b) as stemming
from Avicenna’s Canon of Medicine.

11. After mentioning some of the Ruthenisms, Speranskij concludes (1908, 119):

This clearly indicates the way in which the text of “Aristotle’s Gates” [sc., the Secret of
Secrets, see Ryan and Taube 2019, 8ff.] penetrated into Muscovite literature: they were origi-
nally translated by a Belarusian, or in general by a person (perhaps from among the Jews)
who knew and used the Belarusian vernacular and had little command of the Slavic-Rus-
sian bookish (perhaps Muscovite) language, but was familiar, of course, with Jewish letters.

12. The word stems from Old Polish porobnik (s.v. “porobnik;” Reczek 1968). It is absent
from the SRJaXI-XVIIvv (the historical dictionary of the Russian language of the eleventh
through seventeenth centuries).

13. The reading of the main text follows the oldest, Ruthenian manuscript, now in Minsk
(see note 47), named V, since it was previously kept in Vilnius. The variants are from the
following Muscovite manuscripts (for details, see Ryan and Taube 2019, 70-72): A—Saint
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Petersburg, Library of the Academy of Sciences, Archeographic Comission Collection 97
(229); Q—Saint Petersburg, Russian National Library, Q XVII 56.

14. The adjective ppuesns (frievny) (flirtatious, coquettish) stems ultimately from Ger-
man: cf. freien (Middle High German vrien = to woo), through Old Polish (s.v. “fryjowny;’
Reczek 1968). That word, fryjowny, is glossed kokieteryjny, nierzgdny, rozpustny, zalotny,
i.e., flirtatious, bawdy, dissolute, wheedling. The related Ruthenian noun ¢pusps (frijar)
is glossed in the HSBM (the historical dictionary of Belarusian) as follows: namo6oyHik,
crakycHik (paljubownik, spakusnik), i.e., lover, seducer. Similar meanings are found for Old
Polish (s.v. fryjer, fryjerz, and fryjarz, Reczek 1968):. One should also add here the etymo-
logically related modern Ukrainian dpaep (frajer) (sweetheart, suitor, wooer, marriageable
young man), as well as Modern Polish frajer (sucker) and modern Russian slang dpaep
(frajer) (dupe, sucker; flashy dresser; noncriminal), which has made its way, through Yid-
dish (frajer), into contemporary Israeli Hebrew—frajer (dupe, sucker).

15. We know of a Laodicean Epistle, allegedly written by Saint Paul. Although the title
is mentioned in his Epistle to the Colossians (4:16), it is an apocryphal work that never
became part of the New Testament. Many texts, starting in the sixth century, pretend to be
the “true” epistle, but not one of them is considered authentic.

16. This interesting figure is remembered, apart from his role in the Judaizing heresy,
for having brought back to Russia from his 1482-85 embassy to Matthias Corvinus, king
of Hungary, a German version, soon to be rendered into Russian, of the Dracula story. On
Kuritsyn, see Lurie 1988, 89ff. On the Dracula story, see Cazacu 1974, 2014.

17. The translation of the Song of Songs in the Vilnius Florilegium has some lexical sim-
ilarities to another Ruthenian translation of this book, preserved in a single mid-sixteenth-
century Russian copy (Russian State Library, Museum collection, no. 8222). The translator
of the Vilnius Florilegium was probably familiar with the museum translation. On the con-
troversy surrounding the source language of the latter translation, its time, and location, see
Alekseev 1980, 1981, 1983, 2002; Taube 1985; Lunt 1985; Thomson 1998, 873-74; and, recently,
Lourié 2018 and Grishchenko 2019.

18. All his works in manuscript form are available from the Institute of Microfilmed
Hebrew Manuscripts at the National Library of Israel in Jerusalem.

19. All the copies are available from the Institute of Microfilmed Hebrew Manuscripts at
the National Library of Israel in Jerusalem.

20. Yet a recent history book (Baronas and Rowell 2015, 391) asserts, without any quali-
fications, that Orthodox culture thrived in Lithuanian-ruled Kiev. The Olelkovich princes
employed Jewish scholars to produce Ruthenian (rather than Old Church Slavonic or east-
ern Slavonic) vernacular translations of holy scripture and western and Arabic philosophi-
cal and scientific texts.

21. Another sixteenth-century copy of the list was recently discovered and published by
Ju. S. Temchin (2020a).

22. A simple search on Google Books for the English combination “Judaism does not
proselytize” yields hundreds of examples. Here is a sampling: Peter S. Temes, The Future of
the Jewish People in Five Photographs (Lincoln: University of Nebraska Press, 2012), 183-84;
David Matas, Aftershock: Anti-Zionism & Anti-Semitism (Toronto: Durndurn Group, 2005).
58; Wayne Allen, Prescription for an Ailing World (Eugene, OR: Wipf & Stock, 2017), 49; and
Daniel Frank and Aaron Segal, Jewish Philosophy Past and Present: Contemporary Responses to
Classical Sources (New York: Routledge, 2017), 277. Many more such examples could be given.
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23. To prevent any misunderstanding, I do not imply in any way that Lurie, a Jewish
Soviet historian with enormous achievements, was an antisemite. When I started my re-
search in the late 1980s, I suspected that his views, as expressed in his 1955 and 1960 books,
were motivated by the reigning atmosphere in the USSR, which prompted him to brand the
heresy an “anti-feudal movement” not linked to Judaism. However, when I heard him give
alecture in Jerusalem in 1996, after the fall of the Soviet Union, it appeared that he was still
holding onto his views, though he was willing to give some credence to my assertion (in a
discussion following his lecture) of Jewish influence on the heresy.
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