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AVANTPROPOS

The Ma'amarlal Yishma'ellby[R.[Solomon[ben Abraham[Tbn
Adret[of’Barcelona[[RaSHBA](c.1235—¢.1310) [was[first[published
byJoseph Perlesin Breslauin 1863, from(athanuscript(in thelibrary
offtheBreslau[Rabbinic[Seminary.[Thatmanuscript, infortunately,
was[lost(in World War[IL’[Thoughlin the[past there Were $cholars
whol challenged  the ascription to[Tbn Adret,’[ todaylit[is widely
accepted[that[the[great[Rabbilof(Barcelonaldid[in[fact[author(this
extraordinaryldocument.’

The Ma 'amarial Yishma elTis[@[polemicwork(designed [foldefend
thelauthenticitylofTthe fextlofthe Torahand [thefidelity[oftabbinic
tradition"against( the["aspersions[cast[ on[ both[ byl lan[ anonymous
Muslim[J writer. J'The[ cumbersome(title [ translates: [1“A [ treatise
addressed [foldnTshmael[ite] WholdomposeddaWork[on the(teligions;
alfool, Tor(helspoke[disparagingly]éven oflourperfectteligion.” In
1894 Martin[ Schreiner’[identified[ the ‘unnamed Muslim writer as

1 J.[Perles, R.[Salomolb.[Abraham(h.[Adereth:[Sein[Lebenund(seinel Schriften,
Breslau1863, Hebrew section, [pp. 1-24.

2 Cod.SaravallXXVI.[The Ma’amarlal Yishma'ellappeared there[on[271a-282a
(Perles,[German(section, pp.[82—83). The manuscript [is What (bibliographers [tefer
toLas[af‘unicum.” [ Benjamin[Richler[ofl the MicrofilmDivision ofl the [ Jewish
Nationalland WniversityLibrary, [Jerusalemlinformsmethat no [éthermanuscript
ofithe Ma’amarlalYishma'elhas[surfaced.

3 Mostmoteworthylarethe objections6fiMosheZuckerlinhis Berurim befoledot
ha[vikuhim haldatiyim[ 8hebein[haYahadut[vehaIslam[(Neged milimekhuvan
haMa’amar(al Yishma’el’(halmeyuhaslethalRaSHBA?),”lin Festschrift Armand
KaminkaZum siebzigsten [Geburtstage, Nienna1937.[See(p. 43,m. 1.

Ipointed(out that Certainhalakhicpositions(inlthe Ma 'amar arelidenticalwith
those[0f'R.DavidBonafed, [disciple[of Nahmanides, (butthat[ishot[fo [Say[that
Ibn[Adret(could (nothavelentertainedthe samelhalakhic fiotions. Theparallels(1
observed are[neither mumerous morweightylénough(to limpugn theascription(fo
Ibn[Adret. [Certainly, the[0verallltenor(ofithe Ma amar,bothlinferms(ofllinguistic
styleland [philosophic(disposition, [is[consonant [with TbnAdret’s[other Writings.

4 Thus,[Haim[Z.[Dimitrovskyhadmo [qualms aboutlincludingthe Ma amarlaslan
integral[part ofThis edition[of TeshuvotlhalRaSHBA.[See TeshuvotTha'RaSHBA,
ed.. Z. Dimitrovsky, T, Jerusalem1990, (chap. 36, pp. 115-158.

5 M. Schreiner, ‘Dieapologetische [Schrift des Salomo[b.[Adret"gegen[ einen
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none[JotherJthanJtheJSpaniard Jlbn Hazm[™(994-1064),Iwhose
sprawlingJencyclopedicCwork Fas!TfillmilalCwallahwaUwal hihal
(Treatisel on  Religions,[ Sects and Creeds)° is one[ofl the[ earliest
examples(oflthe allmilallWwal hihal(“religions(and(sects”) genrelof
literature, (which[is[fo say, Islamic[studies of comparative [feligion.’
AslonelalreadymightThavegathered, the[cantankerousIbn Hazm
took ajaundiced[view [of teligions other(than Tslam.*[All this was of
nol[great[ concern[tothe[ Rabbil ofl Barcelona. TbnAdret[ did[take
notice,[and umbrage, [for[that[matter, [ When[the[Muslim [polemicist
“spokelevenlof ourlperfectiteligion.” It[Wwas[thenthat[the[Jewish
spokesman [6fThis[generation penned this €loquentland Wwell Teasoned
defensel oflthe continuity[ of Jewish[ tradition. (For[ the[sake[ of
fairness, (it must[be[stated that[on[several [0ccasions Ibn[Adret(chides
Ibn Hazm[for[¢laiming[tobelconversantwith[theworld’s[teligions,
whenfin reality, [itfis[@pparentthatiieTacks theostbasic knowledge
of universallylacknowledged (principles, suchas thelprinciplethat
preservation[ ofllife(takesprecedencebver[ commandments, or[that
scripturelis[Open [fo [interpretation.”)

WhyalrabbillivingCinthirteenth[d¢enturyICatalonia, by then
firmlyJunderJ Christian[Jcontrol, Jwould [ feel Jthreatened [byJan
eleventh(century(Islamic(polemicist, femains(an/eénigma. Iflanything,
Ibn[Adret[should (have(taken[up the defenseloflJudaismlagainst(the
salliesloflconversionist(friars. Witnesshis [fesponse[fothe Dominican
Raymond Martini, @uthor 0f Pugiofidei."

Muhammedaner,” Zeitschriftlder Deutschen Morgenlandischen Gesellschaft[48
(1894),pp.[39-42; treprinted[in Martin[Schreiner:[ Gesammelte[ Schriften, ed.
Moshe[Perlmann, Hildesheim1983,pp. 271-274.

6 Fasllfillmilal Gwallahwawal hihal, [ two [Vols.,[Cairo[1317-1321/1899-1903. A
Spanish(franslationwas[producedbyM. Asin[Palacios: Abenhdzam de Cordoba
yisulHistoria Critica'dellas Tdeas Religiosas, five vols.,Madrid[1927-1932.

7 SeelIStevenM. Wasserstrom, BetweenMuslimand\Jew: The[1Problem[Jof
Symbiosisunder EarlyIslam, Princeton1995, pp. 153-155.

8 Seel[TheodorePulcini, ExegesisLas[PolemicallDiscourse: 1bn Hazm[dn Jewish
andChristian[ Scriptures, Atlanta[1998; CamillalAdang, Muslim[Writers on
Judaismland(theHebrew Bible:[FromIbn Rabban(toIbn Hazm,[Leiden1996,
pp-237-248.

See Ma’amar,pp.115-116.

10 SeelUeremy Cohen, ThelFriarsUandthe Jews: [ The [Evolutionofl Medieval
AntilJudaism,Tthaca1982,pp. 156—163.

Ibn[Adret’s[putative[tesponses/to Martiniloccurlin[the[verylsame[ Breslau
manuscript, Cod. Saraval XX VI,[283b—299b, and verepublished [by Perlesin
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WithoutTentering[into [the fanyminute¢riticisms posed by Ibn

Hazm, [two [trenchant[ithemes[Jshould [Ibe [lmentioned.[First, [ Ithe
polemicistlengages(in[oneloflthelearliest[(known[éxamples of(Bible
criticism.[Recently,[HavallLazarus[Yafehhas[attempted[to establish
linkage[betweentheltriticism[oflIbn Hazm, who[wouldhavelis
supposelthatEzralthe[Scribewas[guiltylofTampering with[the [fext,
and [the ater[criticisms 0fISpinoza, and éventually, Wellhausen."'

Where themedieval Biblelexegete [R.[Abraham Ibn(Ezrastood[in

thismaelstrom is[0pen [fo debate.'* (Some [subscribe [fo the motionthat
inlthedourse/ofThis[Gommentary, TbnEzraldropsafew hintsfo@Tater
redactorlinterpolating[whole [ Verses[in[ the Pentateuch.”) [ MyLown

11
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the[Hebrew [section[ 0T hisimonographlimmediately following(the Ma amar,lon
pp- 24-56.
H.[LazarusYafeh, Intertwined Worlds: Medieval dslam [ and Bible ICriticism,
Princeton1992.
Lazarus[Yafeh, pp. 73—-74,140.
Benedict[de[Spinoza, 4 TheologicallPolitical Treatise, trans.'R. H.IM.[Elwes,
New York[1951, ¢hap. VIIL,[(pp. 120-123.[Seelalpartial tebuttal of Spinozalby
SamuellDavid[ Luzzatto[(“SHaDal), Perush[SHaDalLlal Hamishah Humshei
Torah,led. P.[Schlesinger, TellAviv(1965,Deuteronomy(1:1{pp.507-508).(R.
Judah[Leib[Krinskilinlhis[supercommentarylto[Ibn[Ezra, MehokekeilYehudah,
Piotrkow (1907, Karnei 'Or,[Deuteronomy(1:2[p. 3] (mangledthe quotationfrom
Luzzatto.) Wenow [(know that [Spinozalwas [preceded(in(this[fespect by R. Joseph
Bonfils, whoTived[severall¢enturies €arlier[(secBelow . 19).

Atltheloppositelextreme, R.[Samuel[Zarza[(secondhalf, [fourteenth[¢entury)
found CsimplyCinconceivable [ that[Fthe (master Ibn[ Ezra” [{haCadonIbnEzra)
might (havelentertained [theheretical[hotion that [Someone —[With[the éxception
oflJoshuaBenNun((seeltheopinion[ofTRabbiJudahlin[TBBavalBathrallSa) —
added[fothe[Five[Books[oflMoses, [inflagrant/¢ontradiction o flthe fundamental
laid'downlinTBSanhedrin[99a: “Whosoeverholds that[the[Torahlis[hot[from
Heaven —I[evenl[iflThe[should (holdthat the eéntire Torahlis[fromHeaven with[the
exceptionloflalsingle Verse[wWhich[was not[uttered by the[Holy[Onelbut tather
authoredbyMoses —[hasmo[portionlin/the World[to [Come.”[See(Zarza, Mekor
Hayyim,Mantua(1559,109b.

Somewherebetween the [fwo [poles, Rabbi H. J. D.[Azulailwas[ofthe dpinion
that[at[least[some[ ofl thepassages[inIbn[ Ezra’s_ commentary whichoffend
rabbinic [Sensibilities [drelinfact later[interpolations(By(students (6 fIbnEzra:

Rabbi[Benjamin[Espinoza produced a supercommentary to[Ibn[Ezralon(the Prophets
and[ Writings. Inlhislintroduction, "hel quotes[ from[ a manuscript/ by Rabbil Raphael
Ashkenaziland/the rabbis(of Ttaly, that[it(has become [évident fo[them/[that[the[students
of! Rabbil Abraham!/ Ibn[ Ezral tampered ! with[ his[ commentary,[ adding[ on! their own
cognizance! things[Whichlare intrue. [Any! passage’ foundlin[thel commentary[to][the
Pentateuchand[Prophets that[ opposes[the words ofl our[Rabbis, ofl blessed memory,
does [ hotl originate! with[ R.[ Abraham[ Ibn[ Ezra, butl rather[ withhisstudents, who
without his [knowledge, ‘after This[death, tampered. (But[R. Abraham Ibn Ezra and his
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contributionhas been(foéxposeldpassageinthekabbalistR.Ezralof
Gerona’s[JcommentaryJto[ISong JofTJSongs, Twherehe Jsummarily
excommunicates(those WwhoWwouldentertainthethoughtthat[Ezralthe
Scribe(laterladded [Specific Wersestolthe Torah.

Takelheed,  turn[hot!tolwrongdoing,'*(tolsay!that! Ezralthel Scribe
added(therein(of'his[own invention whentranscribing, [Suchlds “And
the Canaanitewas thenlinthe land,”" [or*Behold his bedstead is
bedstead|ofliron,”"*[forthis is total heresy. In this fegard the Sages
said: [ For(thelword of the Lordlhe despised,”" tefers to one who
holdslthat Torah fis motfrom Heaven. Iflone holdsIthatthe eéntire Torah
islfrom[Heavenlexcept for [this[particularversewhich[is mot/of'divine
origin(but(tather(uttered by Moses[ onlhis[own,[¢concerning/Suchla
personlit(is said, ‘For(the word|of the Lordheldespised.”"

Though perhapsmotioutrightlcondemnation [0fIbn[Ezrahimself,

at(leastthe kabbalist’s[shrill Mote 6f WarningServes[@s@nlindictment
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chairlarelpure. This is[the[ gist[ ofl their Words. Ifltheylarel torrect, welmay!l set/ our
minds/at(ease.

But[ how( should[ we[ respond| tol the! fact[ that[ at[times R.[ Moses[ ben[ Nahman
[Nahmanides][writes[about him/ [Ibn[Ezra]lin[thelharshest terms? Forlexample,[in
Shemot!([i.e. Vayyigash, Genesis[46:15;Chavel ed., 1,[p.[254],“Let[ gold bel poured,
etc.” Nahmanides(was![close(to the[timelof| R. [Abraham(Ibn(Ezra, [yet he ¢onsidered it
factual(that(this[is the[comment[df R.[Abraham Ibn[Ezra himself. [On/the[otherhand,
iflall thosel strange| passages|in/contravention ofl thel Law and[theRabbis, of blessed
memory, émanatefrom[R. Abraham(Ibn Ezra, why[didn’t INahmanides address[them?
Evidently, (there[are[among[them|([passages] that(are not[the words of R./Abraham(Tbn
Ezra;[strange hands[wrote that which[neverdccurred/tohim.

(H.I'D. Azulai, Shem ha'Gedolim,Part1,/A[89,(sv. “Rabbi AbrahamIbn(Ezra”)

Thelintroduction[fo [R. Benjamin Espinoza’s work [(complete [with the Italian
rabbis’[defenses [oflTbn[Ezra), Which[Azulailsaw [in(manuscript, has[since been
published.[SeeNaphtaliiBenMenahem, ‘Inyeneilbn[Ezra, Jerusalem(1978, pp.
248-328.

Job[36:21.[So feadsthe thanuscript [Version, issing [in [fhe [Chaveledition.
Genesis[12:6.

Deuteronomy(3:11.

Numbers[15:31.

TB[Banhedrin[99a; KitveilRabbenul Moshelben Nahman,11,[ed.[C.B.Chavel,
Jerusalem(1964, p.[548.[(For[allongtime[R.EzraloflGerona’s Commentary(to
Songof Songs was wrongly[attributed [to Nahmanides, “alyounger[Geronese
contemporary[0fl R.[Ezra.[Despite[ several[ fundamentallideologicall differences
between[the two [inen, [ thereis[ho[denying that Nahmanidesadopted[certain
motifs from(R.[Ezra’s Commentarylinlhis[own Bible[¢commentary. See[Chavel’s
introduction, pp.[473—475.)[An[English(franslation 6fTR.[Ezra’s[¢ommentary[is
available: Rabbil Ezral Ben[Solomon[bf! Gerona:[Commentary onlthe[Songlof
Songs,[trans. S. Brody, Kalamazoo[1999.[(Seelthere[p.85.)
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ofJthose JwhoOwould Jinterpret [IbnJEzra’sJcommentaryJto (the
Pentateuch/(as Gontaining veiled Biblecriticism."

Second, [ we[Ishould [imention[the [ Islamic[doctrineJof naskh
alshara‘ilor[abrogation(ofTtheLaw, Wwherebylit[is[assumed [that[the
olderMosaic[Codewas[displaced [and [Superseded (by[Muhammad’s
laterprophecylas tevealedinthe[Qur’an. Naskh[slalstockIslamic
critiquelofiJudaism. Ibn’Adretwas mot(the(first Jewish thinkerforced
to[fend(offlthis [dttack. Beforehim, ‘the¢lassic[defenders(0flthe faith,
Sa’adyahland Maimonides, [fo[name[the mostfamous, grappled Wwith
thelissue.”’ YetIbn Adret/certainlypresents isWwithaTaudableeffort,
in[the courselofwhichThe[posesseveral[cogentlogicallarguments,
while fouching[on(fascinating halakhic issues, [éspecially(integard [fo
thelsold¢alled NoahidelLaws. [(Sohuchmaterial @massed(inthis [latter
regard(that[at[alcertain(point(itWwas[decided fo[devote(a[Separate work
toltheSeven Noahide Commandments.”)

Again,thereleludeus(thelexact ¢ircumstances [that[somelseven
centuries[agol prompted 'R.[Solomon[benAbraham[Ibn[Adret of
Barcelonaltopenlaltesponseltolan[Islamic[¢ritiqueloflJudaism.In
view[oflfecent[world[évents, however, tenewed investigation ‘ofTthe
Ma’amarlal¥ishma'elwillmot[goinrewarded.

19 Suchlaltadicallinterpreter ofl Ibn[Ezralwas[R.Joseph[Bonfils[(late[thirteenth
century).[8eeR.JosephlbenlEliezerbenJoseph[Tov“ElemlhalSefardi, Zafnat
Pa’aneah,ed.D.Herzog, Cracow 1911, Genesis12:6 (pp. 91-93); Genesis[22:14
(p. 112); Deuteronomy1:2 [(pp.[65-66).

One[can(hardly(chalk tip fo[doincidence the fact[that[the Verses[singled [out[ds
examples by R.Ezra0flGerona, @re preciselythosevVerses wherethere[dccur Tbn
Ezra’s(érypticremarks —remarks(that [fo[Some, [at[least, [SuggestBible driticism.
Tobelsure, monelof the[Supercommentaries(onIbnEzraname[Ezralthe[Scribelin
this[¢onnection. [(Bonfils[or Tov[‘Elem(assumes[the Work[offedaction[Wwas done
byunspecified#later[prophets.”) Not[even[ Spinozalattributed(to [ Ibn[Ezralthe
opinion[that[tesponsibilityforthe [purportedlinterpolationslaylspecifically with
Ezralthe[Scribe. (Spinozalfook(creditforthisfideahimself.) It is[possible thatR.
EzraloflGeronalwas [feferring [fo [a[¢ontemporarylinterpreter [0f Ibn Ezra, whose
supercommentary hasnot[survived. Therelis also [the possibility (that [R. Ezralof
Geronalwas[familiar [(withanléxegetical ' work [bylan[author otherthan[Ibn[Ezra
that(has(since[disappeared.

20 SeelR.[Sa’adyahBen JosephFayyumi, KitablallAmanat w’al I'tigadat[=Emunot
velDe‘ot], trans. J.[ Kafih,[Terusalem[1970,08:9 (pp. 139-143); Mishnah[)im
Perush[Rabbenul Moshe benMaimon, SederNezikin, trans. J. Kafih, Jerusalem
1995, [ntroduction to [Sanhedrin,[chap. 10, halYesodlhalteshi‘i (p. 144,[n. 77);
Lazarus(Yafeh,(p. 37.
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