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Reviews

TEDROS ABRAHA, Mdshafd Sawiros zd-Esmunayn: la versione ge ‘ez del
Kitab al-idah di Severo di Asmiinayn (X/XI sec.), Omelie I-III, Intro-
duzione, edizione del testo etiopico con traduzione italiana annotata, ed.,
tr., Patrologia Orientalis, 56/2 (247) (Turnhout: Brepols, 2017). 216 pp.
(133-348). Price: €95.00. ISBN: 978-2-503-58087-6.

This book contains the first edition of the first part (three out of twelve homilies)

of the Go‘az version of the Arabic Kitab al-idah (‘Book of the elucidation”), also
known as Kitab al-durr al-tamin fi idah al-din (‘Book of the precious pearls in

285 Aethiopica 24 (2021)



Reviews

the elucidation of the faith’)! by the tenth/eleventh-century CE Coptic author
Abl al-Bisr Sawirus ibn al-Mugaffa’, also known as Severus bishop of
Asmiunayn (Sawiros zd Esmunayn in Go'az). The Ga‘az version is known under
the titles of Kobrd haymanot (‘Dignity of the faith’ or ‘Glory of the faith’), Faok-
kare tiwahado (‘Explanation of the unity (of the divine and human nature in
God)’), Mdshafi Hodar (‘Book of the (month of) Hadar’), or more commonly
Mdshafd Sawiros (‘Book of Sawiros’). This work is a large theological treatise
arranged in the form of a dialogue between a master and a disciple. The work is
of some importance for the literary and theological tradition of Ethiopian and
Eritrean Christianity and the edition puts at disposal of the scholars the first
portion of a long text that is often quoted in the exegetical tradition and was not
accessible before in any form, unless directly from the manuscripts.?

The edition features an extensive Introduction (pp. [7-25]/139-157) dealing
with several aspects of the work: the author; the Arabic model and its textual
tradition (manuscripts and the two main printed editions), of which the Ga‘oz
text edited is a translation; the genesis and the structure of the Ga‘az text; the
textual tradition of the Ga‘az text, and its witnesses, used (nine manuscripts) and
not used (eight manuscripts) in the edition, and the reasons why; the methods of
the edition and of the translation; the sigla used in the edition and in the com-
mentary to the translation; a bibliography.

In some aspects, the edition reflects the standard (or lack of standard) of other
editions of Go‘az texts, but it also contains some progressive aspects that must
be duly underlined as a positive development in the field. The most important
and progressive feature of this edition is the abandonment of the base-
manuscript method, followed by the author in other contributions, in favour of

1" This latter work should not be confused with a homonymous treatise in fifteen homilies by

the same author, also translated into Ga‘oz, with the titles of Mdshafid bahray (‘Book of
the pearl’), about which see Tedros Abraha, ‘The Go’az version of “The Book of the Pre-
cious Pearl in the Illustration of the Doctrine of Faith”: Preliminary notes and edition of
the First Chapter’, in F. P. Barone, C. Mac¢, and P. Ubierna, eds, Philologie, herméneu-
tique et histoire des textes entre Orient et Occident: Mélanges en hommage a Sever J.
Voicu, Instrumenta Patristica et Mediaevalia, 73 (Turnhout: Brepols, 2017), 289-320.

The book was reviewed by M. Ambu, ‘Review of Tedros Abraha, Mdshafi Sawiros zd-
Esmunayn: la versione ge ‘ez del Kitab al-idah di Severo di Asmiinayn (X/XI sec.), Omelie
I-1II, Introduzione, edizione del testo etiopico con traduzione italiana annotata, ed., tr.,
Patrologia Orientalis, 56/2 (247) (Turnhout: Brepols, 2017)’, Annales d’Ethiopie, 32
(2018-2019), 319-322. A second fascicle of the edition of the work has appeared in the
meanwhile: Tedros Abraha, Mdshafi Sawiros zd-Esmunayn: la versione ge ‘ez del Kitab
al-idah di Severo di ASmiinayn (X/XI sec.), Omelie IV-VIII, Introduzione, edizione del tes-
to etiopico con traduzione italiana annotata, ed., tr., Patrologia Orientalis, 57/2 (250)
(Turnhout: Brepols, 2020).
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an edition of explicitly reconstructive character. The reconstructive character
concerns both the formal and the textual aspect. The editor, in fact, aims at
achieving the Go‘az text, which is a translation from the Arabic, and he actually
assumes, without declaring it, the Arabic text as the virtual archetype, as far as
this is attainable (p. [23]/155). The editor also intends to provide a normalized
orthography according to the spelling as canonized in August Dillmann’s Lexi-
con,> which has essentially an etymological base and distinguishes roots pho-
nemes which in the course of time the scribal practice has merged, following the
phonetic neutralization that took place in Ambharic.

The editor does not always provide data on the manuscript witnesses in a
clear form, which makes difficult to follow some of his considerations. A real
recensio is missing, as is any comprehensive hypothesis on the relationship of
the witnesses, even though some principles are discussed and applied, such as
the eliminatio codicum descriptorum. As the editor presents his edition as a
reconstructive one, it is to be assumed that he evaluated each single reading with
a look at the proximity of the Go'oz text to the Arabic, although no general con-
clusion is drawn from this evidence, even ex post, aside from a vague evaluation
of the value and tenor of the individual witnesses. Yet, the sequence of texts in
some multiple-text manuscripts could have provided indications for a first hy-
pothesis.

The recensio thus simply consists of two lists of used and non-used manu-
scripts (see above). In two previous contributions the editor had already provid-
ed preliminary lists. The first listed fifteen manuscripts,* that is, all manuscripts
mentioned in the Introduction aside from the manuscript in Qoma Fasilddis and
the manuscript UNESCO from Dima Giyorgis, plus an Ambharic translation
(without any details on its whereabouts) that is lacking in the list provided in the
edition. The second adds the MS Ethiopia, Qoma Fasilddés and again the Amhar-
ic version without any further detail.’ Little details are also found in a third con-

3 C.F. A. Dillmann, Lexicon linguae aethiopicae, cum indice latino. Adiectum est vocabu-

larium tigre dialecti septentrionalis compilatum a W. Munziger (Lipsiae: T. O. Weigel,
1865).
4 See Tedros Abraha, “The Ethiopic Version of the Mdshafi Sawiros’, in S. Uhlig, M. Bu-
lakh, D. Nosnitsin, and T. Rave, eds, Proceedings of the XV International Conference of
Ethiopian Studies, Hamburg July 20-25, 2003, Aethiopistische Forschungen, 65 (Wiesba-
den: Harrassowitz Verlag, 2006), 628—637, here 628.
See Tedros Abraha, ‘Severos of ASmunayn’, in S. Uhlig, ed., in cooperation with A. Bau-
si, Encyclopaedia Aethiopica, IV: O-X (Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz Verlag, 2010), 640a—
641b, here 640b—641a.
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tribution.® The editor finally seals the concise presentation of the Go‘oz manu-
scripts remarking what an editor should never voice (p. [20]/152): ‘Ritengo che
eventuali scoperte di altri codici non portera [sic] novitda che cambieranno
sostanzialmente i dati sulla traduzione dall’arabo’. Honestly, who can say that?

There is no consistent statement concerning which manuscripts were consult-
ed directly and those in digital, microfilm, or other surrogate forms, but, on the
basis of the author’s remarks and acknowledgements, the following appears a
realistic estimation. Of the nine manuscripts used in the edition (ABCDGHSTV),
the editor directly examined two manuscripts (G, in Eritrea, Asméra, and V, in
Vatican City), and probably a third one (S, in Ethiopia, Addis Abdba). Of the
others, there are some which are little or not accessible at all in their physical
form, and it is likely that the editor, tacitly, examined digital or analogical surro-
gates. Of the further eight manuscripts not used in the edition, the editor directly
examined two manuscripts (Jerusalem, Ethiopian Archbishopric, JE 342E, and
Asmara, cathedral church of Maryam Soyon).

The text is arranged in paragraphs of varying length, numbered separately for
each of the three homilies (55 §§ in the first homily, pp. [32-79]/164-211; 92 §§
in the second, pp. [80-167]/212-299; 40 §§ in the third, pp. [168-211]/300—
343), which is of some advantage for internal references. Punctuation also fol-
lows the Arabic tradition, which serves as reference (p. 23/155: ‘L’arbitrarieta
della punteggiatura nei manoscritti ge’ez ha reso necessario il ricorso ai mano-
scritti arabi e alle due edizioni arabe per la scansione del testo”). In some cases,
however, the perfect parallelism between text and translation is not respected
(see for example the lines 13—14 on page [40]/172, at the end of § 1 in the edi-
tion, which correspond to line 15 in the translation on page [41]/173, at the be-
ginning of § 12).

The edition has a rich apparatus of alternative variants, but the editor does not
discuss the ratio of the apparatus, which appears to be a negative one. The refer-
ence to the variant is not given according to line numbers, but with footnotes
references in the text, numbered separately for each page, and, in case a variant
includes more than one word, with additional signs in the text used to mark the
beginning and end of the passage. The syntax of the apparatus is as follows:
after the reference number (corresponding to a footnote) follow the siglum or
sigla of the witnesses which have a variant reading, and then the variant reading;
if more variants for the same reading are present, a single space after the first
variant separates the following siglum or sigla, after which in turn the second
variant follows, for example (p. [32]/164) 22 A T fav” B fav-fav-’ This wit-

6 See Tedros Abraha, ‘Sawirus ibn al-Muqaffa‘ in Go‘oz Literature: A Provisional Reap-

praisal’, Le Muséon, 130/3—4 (2017), 421-444, here 427-430.
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ness-variant sequence does not appear to be convenient and is against the com-
monly used rules. Moreover, a longer space between variants to the same read-
ing in the text, if not also a punctuation mark (just a comma), would be of great
help. The same string would then appear in this form: ‘22 fa0” A T, . gv--f-gv-
B’. Numbered notes are separated by an em rule (—). Also to be noted, not only
in the apparatus, but in the whole book, is the practice of not putting the so-
called word divider ( #) after the last (or an isolated) Ga‘az word (if it were used,
we would have had ‘fav-fav- : B*) If this sign in origin was in fact used to
separate words, it is true that the use in manuscripts prescribes that also the last
word has it, so that there is no reason not to put it after every Go‘'az word. The
economy and clarity of the apparatus is not ideal. For example, in one case (p.
[32]/164, n. 20), for the reading @.£OTA : (translated ‘rende vano’), the appa-
ratus has ‘A T add. &= S @ &NTA ¢ PA-’; the translation also has a correspond-
ing footnote (p. [33]/165, n. 5), ‘A S add.: la parola di’; however, ‘la parola di’ is
present not only in A (#f= ¢) and S (F&- ¢), but also in T, which has the same
reading as A. Moreover, the addition &= = (‘la parola di’) with the resulting
text ‘rende vana la parola di colui’ is found not only in A T, but also in S, which
has ‘la parola di’, albeit in a different case (with nominative suffix pronoun
- ¢ instead of accusative suffix pronoun #a= ), as required by the concur-
ring variant £0PA =, ‘¢ vano’, instead of LOPA :, ‘rende vano’. Punctuation is
not noted, unless some sporadic cases, the reason for which is not clear, see for
example this erratical occurrence (p. [40]/172,n. 1): ‘1 T # # &’

An annotated translation accompanies the edition, with explanations of some
passages and in particular with consideration of the Arabic tradition, which is
given in extenso in not a few cases (there are 148, 215, and 340 footnotes for the
three homilies). A disturbing aspect, however, is that sigla used for the Go‘oz
witnesses (in the apparatus and in the notes to the translation) and sigla used for
Arabic witnesses (only in the notes to the translation) have exactly the same
aspect: ABCDGHSTYV are used for the Go‘oz witnesses and EMPQY are used for the
Arabic witnesses; the use of additional signs or exponents (e.g. E*?) would have
made the notation more user-friendly.

There are patent inconsistencies between the data provided by the commen-
tary and the apparatus: for example, the apparatus (p. [48]/180, n. 5) has ‘CDHV
add. a»hé’, but the corresponding translation (p. [49]/181, n. 44) has ‘v add.
“misericordioso”’, while in fact, according to the apparatus, CDH also share the
reading ‘misericordioso’ (@P<hé ¢); there are similar cases with other MSS on p.
[48]/180, nn. 22-24 and p. [49]/181, n. 49.

The dating of the work is of course important in itself, as an essential element
of cultural history. However, the dating of the work also has technical philologi-
cal implications for all those cases, mentioned by the author, where the tradition
shows conflicting evidence of more or less archaic forms. These forms should
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be restored or not according to the hypothesis on the date of the work, in case,
aside from content, aspects of form are also considered.

The editor mentions on various occasions evidence that points to a translation
of the Mdshafdi Sawiros at the latest from the fifteenth century, as the palacogra-
phy of the MS Qoma Fasilddds demonstrates. Yet repeatedly and without any
firm ground, at the same time he hypothesizes that the work could reflect the
cultural climate of the seventeenth century (p. [14]/146).

La maggior parte dei testimoni manoscritti del Mdshafd Sawiros de-
scritti in questa sede, appartengono al periodo e all’area geografica
gondarini. L’epoca gondarina inizid con il trasferimento e stabilizza-
zione della corte imperiale etiopica a Gondar. Ciod avvenne nel quarto
anno del regno di Fasil nel 1635-36, e si protrasse fino al regno di
Tewodros II (1855-1868). Si tratta di un periodo durante il quale, in-
sieme alle ben documentate turbolenze politiche e religiose, 1’Etiopia
conobbe una grande effervescenza culturale che giustifica 1’ipotesi, se
non di prima traduzione del Mdshafd Sawiros, almeno di una sua am-
pia copiatura e circolazione.

The editor takes the same position in an article (not mentioned in the edition)
published the same year as the edition,” suggesting that the Mdshafi Sawiros
‘was probably translated around the end’ of the seventeenth century, even
though here the editor himself mentions that the pictures of the MS Qoma
Fasilddds he was able to see reconfirm a dating of the manuscript from the fif-
teenth century. On these grounds, one does not understand the reiterated doubts
or uncertainty concerning the dating of the work, which appear to be a repetition
of previously presented outdated hypotheses, when, understandably, the evi-
dence of the MS Qoma Fasilddds could not yet be considered: ‘The translation
and/or the spread of the Mdshafd Sawiros would fit well into the religious sce-
nario of Ethiopia in the aftermath of the failed Catholic mission (1555-1634).
The book would have supplied to the local Church the arguments to counter the
“opponents of the Jacobite creed”’ .

There is also another evidence about which the editor is completely reticent,
whatever position one is to take on the matter. As also mentioned by Anais
Wion,’ the catalogue of Ms C (Collegeville, MN, Hill Museum & Manuscript

7 Ibid., 428.

8 Ibid.

A. Wion, ‘The Manuscripts Library of Qoma Fasilddds Monastery’, in Baye Yimam, R.
Pankhurst, D. Chapple, Yonas Admassu, A. Pankhurst, and Birhanu Teferra, eds, Ethiopi-
an Studies at the End of the Second Millennium: Proceedings of the XIV" International
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Library, Ethiopian Manuscript Microfilm Library, 1195) gives a subscriptio to
the Mdshafi Sawiros with a date to 1385/1396 CE,!0 here fully edited and trans-
lated from the manuscript, now accessible online on the website of the Hill Mu-
seum & Manuscript Library:!!

(p. 2492) @@kt : T4Aav< : >(0AT ¢ OGN : haPEATPC ¢ OCT ¢
oNgGav-t : 1§ wif oIwg 9ot : AN1037F : Th-h7 1 NlLhrfav- :
TUA: °0A: Ay : "t : TICLI°: OPPAA: TH: D8
A< : >80, ¢ @9°NA< : >Achds< £ > 2 APOHN 2 AGAGY = GAI° :
A7 = oN%ovqt 1 TF oFf o oX A0 0Ak< : >ARMLAT ¢ AP
0< : SNCOFN : A=z 1 O NhE @ OPIVA- @ ADAT ¢ A7L7 & o9 av
<t >EF 0EF ol oF A(p. 2490)FPLA AT+ A%9° : N4k ¢ -
Ut £ 9°0A : aHO 2 NCOLET £ A%0av< £ >GAI° + AT = =

And that (work) was completed in the day of Friday, the 5 of Torr and
in the year 1412 (mistake for 1112) year of the pure Martyrs. Let their
blessing be with Abund Habti Maryam and with our king Haylad
Sollase and with the scribe Gébri Iyédsus, for ever and ever, amen. And
in the year 1388 from the incarnation of our Lord Jesus Christ, to him
glory, and (let) his mercy (be) upon us, amen. And in the year 6888 of
the creation of our father Adam, let his blessing be with the Christian
people, for ever and ever, amen.

The 5 Torr 1388 (year of Mercy, that is 1 January 1396 CE) was a Saturday and
not a Friday, thus something is wrong in this colophon; it is likely that the day re-
fers to the copying of the manuscript. Wion correctly points out that as other sub-
scriptiones date Go'oz works to 1395/1396 CE, there may be a mythical element
causing this fictitious attribution. Yet, there are two (and not only one, as noted by
Wion) attributions to a period before the seventeenth century of the Mdshafi
Sawiros in notes recorded by Ernst Hammerschmidt in his catalogue of the Lake
Tana manuscripts: the first one, on the inner side of the cover of MS T (Berlin,
Staatsbibliothek zu Berlin, PreuBBischer Kulturbesitz, Orientabteilung, Tanasee 65 =
Berlin, Staatsbibliothek zu Berlin, Preu8ischer Kulturbesitz, Orientabteilung, Dabra
Maryam 7), states, L& # L& “ICEI° = “ITCN : 0AD : N0L% = “ICEI° :

Conference of Ethiopian Studies, November 6—11, 2000, Addis Ababa, 1 (Addis Ababa:
Institute of Ethiopian Studies, Addis Ababa University, 2002), 275-300, here 286-287.
10" See Getatchew Haile, 4 Catalogue of Ethiopian Manuscripts Microfilmed for the Ethiopi-
an Manuscript Microfilm Library, Addis Ababa, and for the Hill Monastic Manuscript
Microfilm Library, Collegeville, IV: Project Numbers 1101-1500 (Collegeville, MN: Hill
Monastic Manuscript Library, St. John’s Abbey and University, 1979), 152.
https://www.vhmml.org/.

291 Aethiopica 24 (2021)



Reviews

Havy = (‘Dira. Dibri Maryam. Sawiros, at the time of Ade Ba‘odd Maryam’,
that is, 1468—1478 CE); the second one, erroneously placed on the inner side of
the cover of MS Tanasee 59 = Dabra Maryam 1, but actually referring to Tanasee
65 = Dabra Maryam 7, states, &é ¢ &0 ¢ @-OTF : &1L “ICEI° = OTLA :
TCENT : ARECN = NAR : AL X071 Hovy = (‘In the Déra isle, Dabrd
Maryam. Gospel of Mark and Sdwiros, at the time of Ade ‘Amdé Soyon’, that is,
1314-1344 CE).'? As Hammerschmidt points out, the content of the note match-
es MS T. Obviously, a palaeographic attribution of that manuscript to the four-
teenth century is not possible.

The Italian translation is written in a clear and fluid language. The editor (and
translator) has found brilliant solutions for the most difficult tournures, and has
rightly opted for rendering the sense rather than the letter; see an example (p.
[40]172.28-29), #Ah ¢ A»av- : HEM. B | translated as (p. [41]/173.29-30)
‘la tua parola sia per essi di convincimento’, where the frequently used verb
AmPe : receives the appropriate meaning, while the same verb is rendered
differently in other contexts, for example (p. [39]1/71.2-3) ‘per assicurare’, or
(p. 171.22-23) “Ci hanno dimostrato’. There might be cases when one disagrees,
for example (p. [36]/168.3) Ach% : 14 :, translated as (p. [37]/169.2) ‘un solo
volto’, whereas one would expect ‘una sola persona’ (‘only one person’); but the
translation is definitely one of this edition’s strong points.

The book is written in Italian, by an Eritrean-born author educated in the Ital-
ian school. Yet, still admiring the genius of a polyglot who can master several
European, Ethiopian Semitic, and Christian Oriental languages, quite a few pas-
sages betray an exotic flavour: see for example (p. [8]/140) ‘Accenni prosopo-
grafici sull’autore’, for ‘Cenni prosopografici’; (p. [10]/142) ‘Pur non essendoci
citazioni esplicite dei Padri della Chiesa [...] & chiaro che 1’autore ne possedeva
una loro [sic] ampia conoscenza’, where ‘loro’ is superfluous and not acceptable
in the written language; (p. [10]/142) ‘Sawirus si dimostra a suo agio con la
letteratura agiografica, ben percettibile nel retropensiero [sic] del KI, che per
quanto concerne la pratica della vita cristiana riflette una forte impronta mona-
stica’, where ‘retropensiero’ seems to stand for ‘retroterra’, ‘background’, while
‘retropensiero’ (arriere-pensée) has a different meaning. Other examples are
marked with ‘sic’ in this review. In the case of the word (p. [36]/168.25) 4mn :,
rendered in the translation (p. [37]/169.24) with ‘patos’, and explained in the
footnotes as a ‘calco’, one wonders if the author is not aware of what ‘calco’
means in Italian, or perhaps lacks understanding of linguistic interference: this is

12 See E. Hammerschmidt, Athiopische Handschriften vom Tanasee, 11: Die Handschriften
von Dabra Maryam und von Rémda, Verzeichnis der orientalischen Handschriften in
Deutschland, 20/2 (Wiesbaden: Franz Steiner Verlag GmbH, 1977), 63 and 52.
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in fact not a ‘calque’, but exactly its opposite, that is, a ‘loanword’, or ‘borrow-
ing’ in the narrow sense (p. [37]/169, n. 18: ‘Patos ¢ un calco del greco Bdroc,
“roveto” (Es. 3,2)).

Without being able to carry out a systematic check, I quote the following pas-
sage to exemplify where the translation does not reflect the Ga‘az text, but is the
result of an interpretation which is not made explicit in the constitutio textus or
in the apparatus at least: (p. [38]/170.18) N@-Q-t : 12775+t : +0k 1, translat-
ed as (p. [39]/171.20) ‘nel sinodo della fede’; as noted in the footnote (ibid., n.
21), the Arabic has dx=Y LY &, which is explained as ‘nel credo comune’.
In fact, the literal translation of the Ga‘az is ‘nella fede del sinodo’ (‘in the faith
of the synod’), which presupposes a slightly different Arabic text (for example,
il &Ll ), whereas the translation ‘nel sinodo della fede’ is not grammati-
cally justified.

The text is full of interesting passages that provide abundant material for the
study of medieval (post-Aksumite) Go'oz: see for example (p. [36]/168.5) the
construction AN ¢ h' : PORNav- :, (p. [37]/169.4) “a tal punto che fu ad essi
difficile’, with the auxiliary verb kond in the plural, in agreement with the suffix
pronoun of the singular verb in the kond-periphrastic construction; the same
kond-periphrastic construction (p. [34]/166.24) @b : A LOI°0-:, (p.
[35]/167.26) ‘e non sentirono’, would be better translated as ‘e non stavano a
sentire’.

The accuracy of transcription is an essential aspect of the quality of a work
where several languages are used (besides Italian and other European languages,
Go‘oz, Arabic, and Amharic as well). There are a few errors, see for example
from the first pages of the book (p. [8]/140, twice): ‘Abu al-Barakat Ibn Kabar’,
instead of ‘Abi al-Barakat Ibn Kabar’, and ‘Anba Miha’il’, instead of ‘Anba
Miha’il’, but, as a rule, these errors do not seriously affect the work. The same
for other mistakes such as (p. [11]/143, n. 13) ‘arabisher’ instead of ‘arabischer’;
(p- [11]/143.6) ‘pontenziali’ instead of ‘potenziali’; and so also in the text (p.
[34]/164.6) H1. ¢ instead of HU'MC +.

A fair overall evaluation of the critical edition with annotated translation by
Tedros Abraha of the first three homilies of the Mdshafd Sawiros of Sawirus ibn
al-Mugqaffa® is difficult. The edition is the result of a considerable amount of
work and has the merit of providing the first edition of an unpublished text es-
tablished through the analysis of large part of the manuscript tradition and is
furnished with a rich apparatus of variants. The careful translation makes the
text accessible to non-specialists, and further to which is an essential comple-
ment to the edition, as it provides the ultimate interpretatio of the edited text.
The systematic use of the Arabic text, documented in the footnotes to the trans-
lation, offers large material to clarify discrepancies, misunderstandings, and the
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making of the Go‘az version. This is, all in all, an important and valuable contri-
bution to the study of the Ga‘az literary heritage.

The method of the edition, however, shows contradictory aspects. It should
be noted firstly that the editor shows a surprising reticence—with a manuscript
tradition dating from the seventeenth century, with the only exception being one
manuscript, unfortunately not accessible, dating from the fifteenth century (MS
Qoma Fasilddds)—in accepting that the terminus non post quem of the transla-
tion in Go‘oz must be the fifteenth century. On the positive side, the editor has
carried out an evaluation of the single witnesses, applied at least to some extent
a correct eliminatio codicum descriptorum, even though the reasons for some
eliminations are not specified, and has not assumed any ‘better’ or ‘older’ manu-
script as base for the edition in the absence of convincing reasons for this
choice. On the negative side—aside from the ample room for technical im-
provement of the apparatus—a clear recensio, at whatever level of the tradition,
is missing: there is neither any attempt at making a sense of the sparse observa-
tions concerning common errors and conservations (the latter, observed for
manuscripts AGTV, but also MS JE 342E) which would demonstrate the existence
of an innovative family common to the non-conservative witnesses—nor any
sense is made of the correspondence in the sequence of texts observed for other
manuscripts (AS, but also Ms Paris, Bibliothéque nationale de France, Ethiopien
d’Abbadie 125, and MS Qoma Fasilddés), which cannot be accidental and could
have suggested a first genealogical hypothesis to be proved on more substantial
evidence.

Finally, the lack of distinction in the objective targeted between the Go‘oz
text translated from the Arabic, and the Arabic text as it is attested, which is
used as a virtual archetype, risks justifying textual choices that calque the edited
Go‘oz text upon the Arabic model, also when the agreement with the Arabic is
the result of a secondary development.

It remains, as already said, that this book, for its positive and in spite of its
more problematic aspects, is an important contribution to a deeper and better
understanding of the Go°oz textual tradition and literature, and of the intellectual
heritage of the Ethiopian and Eritrean Tawahodo Orthodox Churches.

Alessandro Bausi, Universitdt Hamburg
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