Review
The Man as werewolf and the woman as donkey: comparative reading between “Bisclavret” and “The Rabbi who was turned in to a werewolf.”

Background: This paper seeks to demonstrate that despite what the author refers to as “the Jewish world’s” objection to “foreign influences of any kind,” Christian influences, particularly those of a heretical nature (superstition, witchcraft, etc.), can be traced in Jewish aggadic literature.
To this end, it analyzes and compares two texts—the Christian lai “Bisclavret” (Marie de France, 1160) and the Jewish aggadah “The Rabbi Who Turned into a Werewolf” (Anonymous, 1602)—while focusing on representations of the imaginary hybrid figure of the werewolf. Although managing to communicate the idea that these texts indeed share common features, such as plot structure, underlying themes, stereotypical or “stock” characters, and leit motifs, this paper needs some additional work to reach a publishable level. Following the general suggestions for reorganizing the paper, there is a detailed list of general issues that warrant attention. Note: To reference the paper, I will indicate page number (p.) and line number(s) (l. or ll.).


· The paper would benefit from adding material immediately after the methodology section, in the section on The Place of Mythical Hybrids in the Twelfth to Seventeenth Centuries, on the meaning of the werewolf and the donkey, what they represent and why they were chosen. Consider placing here the discussion (which should probably be shortened for this article) of Ovid’s story.
Very little mention is made in the analysis of the donkey. If this metaphor is indeed important, it needs to be defined early on and discussed more in the text.
· The paper would benefit from a clear exposition of the male/female meanings of the werewolf and donkey metaphor. This issue could then be more fully explored in the comparative sections of the paper.

· The paper needs to give brief summaries of the two stories before launching into its analysis.
 
· The paper would benefit from a fuller discussion of how the werewolf and donkey metaphors made their way from pagan and then Christian writing to Jewish folktales – this is discussed on pp. 4 and 5, but could be fleshed out more, particularly in light of Jewish antagonism to such influences.

· There is a very thorough discussion of the medieval sources and meanings, but the discussion of the Jewish sources is much less developed, and it therefore undermines the comparative nature of the work. The discussion of “Melion” is very detailed – more so than that of “Bisclavret,” in fact. Consider rebalancing the treatment of the two stories.

· While it is inevitable in a comparative discussion to jump between the texts and different time periods, the chronologies need to be clearer here.

Some specific points:

1. Main idea or purpose: The paper opens by stating that it examines the adaptation and integration of a distinctly Christian motif into a Jewish folktale. However, the does not indicate a distinctive or clear purpose. Its basic hypothesis is that Christian beliefs in superstition, magic, etc. were appropriated in terms of magic realism in aggadic literature of the Middle Ages. To demonstrate this affinity, it analyzes and compares between “Bisclavret” and “The Rabbi.” However, it states in the introduction that this linkage is constituted in “the similarity between the narrative structure” (p.1, ll.10-11) despite the fact that later, other literary feature or devices, such as allegory, are highlighted. Similarly, the author states that the motif of the fantastical werewolf is “distinctly Christian,” however, later alludes to earlier and/or non-Christian texts in which this figure appears. It would be appropriate to explain (if possible) why the figure of the werewolf comes to Jewish folklore through Christian tradition rather than directly from the earlier sources cited in the article, e.g. Ovid. If that is not possible, perhaps it warrants a rethinking or a reformulation of the paper’s main subject.

2. Structure and Coherence: The paper is currently divided into sections, but they need to be restructured to develop a carefully plotted, logically built argument based on the main idea presented in the opening of the paper.

3. Currently, the paper presents a great deal of background information, to the point of sometimes losing sight of where the argument is going. For example, under the heading “The Place of Mythical Hybrids in the 12th to 17th Centuries,” the author reviews the function and reception of hybrid creatures in both Jewish and Christian cultures/literatures. While such background information is pertinent to the historical/cultural contextualization of the paper’s topic, its presentation lacks historical coherence (see point 3. below) and shifts—in what this reader experienced as a seamless association—from a discussion on mythical hybrids in general (p. 2-3), through references to the Werewolf Renaissance (i.e. highlighting the werewolf) in Jewish culture (p. 4), to an assumption regarding the aggadah (“The Rabbi”)— “Thus it is logical to assume that the story of the rabbi...was also a version of a Christian tale.” Finally, this assumption is supported by a quote from Shyovitz pertaining to the connections between Jews and the Church as a source of influence “expressed in the realm of superstitions and demonology, which feature prominently in the literature of the German Pietists.” This seems to imply that the particular aggadah under discussion was a product of the German Pietists—a point that cannot be or is not verified.
The next section is a similar collage of information orbiting the topic indicated in its title Metamorphosis in Bestiaries: Characteristics of the Werewolf. It begins with a detailed account of the man-wolf transformation in Ovid, then discusses the role of the classics in de France’s day, citing Bynum, and only then begins its discussion of the bestiaries of its title. Notably, there is not a single quote from a bestiary, which leads to the next point.

4. [bookmark: _GoBack]Quotes, paraphrases, references: While the author draws on extant scholarship to support certain claims, they consistently many allusions to concepts, texts, ideas without referencing. In many cases, this results in unfounded generalizations (e.g. “The Jewish world has always objected to foreign influences of any kind, and Christianity in particular, primarily due to...” [p.1], “In the Jewish folktale, as typical of the genre, the werewolf has no name...” [p.12]), inaccuracies (e.g. “the distinctly Christian motif of the fantastical werewolf” [p.1]); and what seem like “forced appropriations” (for instance, when the author paraphrases Jonah Fraenkel, a scholar of Jewish rabbinical literature, to support their claim that “literary history of this motif [evolutionary reduction] indicates that the metamorphosis is generally the result of external intervention.” Citing Fraenkel in the context of this paper is apt, but Fraenkel’s contentions are used in reference to both Jewish and Christian texts [although this is not completely clear from the last sentences of the section]). In addition, notions such as “matza or motze” are cited without explanation or reference.

5. Primary sources: Given that the paper aims to draw parallels between two quite obscure (for this reader and I assume most others) texts, it would serve well to include synopses. As it stands now, the quotes that appear are effective, however, all other references to characters and events in the stories leave the reader wondering about their relevance, who’s who? How are they related? What’s their function in the narrative?
In addition, this paper’s quite extensive references to a second lai, “Melion,” also by de France, often causes confusion and diverts the reader’s attention away from the main argument. Perhaps this discussion could be shortened and used to highlight the medieval meaning of the metaphors under discussion.

6. Historical periods: There seem to be inconsistencies and inaccuracies in the use of terminology for historical periods. For example, on p.3, l.11 the author mentions “show trials” that took place in the early 17th century. Then, in lines 14-16, the author states that “these cases” stirred conversation that “found its way into” Jewish writing in the High Middle Ages. The early 17th century (1600s) is the dawn of the Early Modern era (Renaissance, Age of Reason), while the High Middle Ages is the period between 1000-1250 AD. Thus, this claim is confusing. In another instance, also on page 3, the author seems to juxtapose “leaders of the rationalist community of Enlightenment scholars” with “leaders of the German Pietists (Hasidei Ashkenaz).” Assuming that the former is a reference to thinkers of the Haskala movement (1770-1880), its comparison with the German Pietists—an ascetic movement in the Rhineland during the 12-13th centuries—is problematic. Proper and coherent historical contextualization is key when dealing with a comparative study of literary works.

7. Terminology: this paper employs numerous terms associated with the processes of transformation in the texts. Please ensure that they are used correctly. For example:
· anthropomorphic (p.7, l.4). Here the word is used in reference to tales discussed prior in which the individual’s physical appearance is transformed into an animal form, not vice-versa. Considering that the definition of anthropomorphic is “described or thought of as having a human form or human attributes” (Merriam Webster), it communicates an opposite meaning.
· chrematistics (p.7, l.6). This may be a typing mistake (perhaps instead of “characteristics”). In any case, the definition of this word, “of, relating to, or occupied in the gaining of wealth” does not make sense here.
· theriomorphic (p.8, l.17). Considering that the definition of this word is “(especially of a deity) having an animal form,” it seems inappropriate in this context, which does not deal with deities.
· lupinity (p.11, l.8). This is a term coined by the author to describe wolf-like characteristics. Such wordsmithing should be avoided as it suggests the author is lacking the vocabulary necessary to communicate their meaning. (“Wolf-like,” for example, would be preferable).
Other instances in which terms are confusing or used inaccurately:
· metaphor/allegory (pp. 13-14). Metaphor and allegory are distinctive terms. It appears that there is some confusion here as to the allegorical nature of the text.
· lycanthropy (p.3, l. 13). The author introduces this term without explanation or definition which is confusing to the reader. A definition appears for the first time on page 14, l. 21.
· ergotism. While some readers may be familiar with this “toxic condition produced by eating grain, grain products...” the author gives no indication of how it manifests in physical terms on the body that could be associated with wolf-like characteristics.
· Western (Greco-Roman) versus Celtic tradition (p.11). The distinction between Western and Celtic is confusing and misleading. The term “Western tradition” is a broad generalization, which should be used in a context that informs a particular meaning or reference. Moreover, considering that Celtic cultures originated in Central Europe, the juxtaposition of Western and Celtic as “others” is problematic.

8. Methodology: I find the notion that this comparative study takes an ethnological approach confusing. The author mentions that it is based on the principles of the Birmingham School, and mentions them briefly. Consider better distinguishing the Birmingham definition of “culture as a convention...,” from similar definitions of culture whether conceptualized and/or employed in any other relevant academic field (sociology, anthropology, cultural studies, literature). This theme, in addition to the “universal and timeless theme” upon which the paper focuses—“trust between a husband and wife” (although the latter is not a methodological tool) needs to be better framed within the discussion on werewolves.

Further Recommendations
It would be beneficial to make this work more coherent and less fragmented to more clearly define the purpose/s of this study. I believe that a good place to start is with the already substantiated notion that the Jewish aggadah corresponds to the Christian exemplum in that it serves to teach ethical principles, to inculcate a moral dictum by way of narrative, as well as providing entertainment to the masses. Once this is established, it would be beneficial to distill their purpose, that is, define in the most precise terms possible, what it is they are hoping to achieve. From what this reader could glean from the paper, its purpose is to demonstrate the affinity between Christian texts (the definition of lei is also an important point which is missed) and Jewish aggadah—as texts designed to promote moral principle—by conducting a comparative reading of “Bisclavret” and “The Rabbi.” It is within the framework of these texts’ moral underpinnings that the author focuses on the “universal theme” (I would be careful here and say instead Judeo-Christian theme) of marital relationships and how the motif of the werewolf (more accurately, metamorphosis – there is also a dog and donkey) is employed to reflect the cultural/historical contexts of its reception (misogyny, for example).
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