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CHAPTER 1
The Genizah Research Unit at 50

Melonie Schmierer-Lee

Solomon Schechter generously donated his Cairo Genizah manuscript collec-
tion to Cambridge University Library in 1898, where it was named for him
and his friend (and funder), Charles Taylor, as the Taylor-Schechter Genizah
Collection. The terms of the donation required the University to make provi-
sions for preserving the manuscripts and drawing up a catalogue or list within
ten years. This proved to be a rather ambitious commitment. Schechter had
immediately set to sorting the fragments with a team of assistants, but after a
few short years of productive work, he left Cambridge for America, heeding a
spiritual call to revive Conservative Judaism in the United States. Schechter’s
successor, Ernest Worman, continued in a similarly productive vein, only to
pass away after a sudden illness in 1909. The unclassified fragments—the bulk
of the collection—survived the threats of war and librarians inclined towards
decluttering, but festered away in crates until the 1950s, when the historian
Shelomo Dov Goitein arrived in Cambridge seeking manuscripts relating to
the economy of Islamic lands in the Middle Ages. Finding an unloved trove of
manuscripts that Schechter left behind, Goitein pushed the University Library
to investin the collection. A curator, Henry Knopf, was reassigned from working
on Hebrew printed material to have special responsibility for the Genizah frag-
ments, and work slowly restarted. In 1973, Stefan Reif took over from Knopf as
Assistant Under-Librarian “responsible for the cataloguing and arrangement”
of the collection. In February of the following year, Reif succeeded in estab-
lishing a Genizah Research Unit (GRU), and a comprehensive programme to
improve access to the manuscripts and facilitate research began.

The Genizah Research Unit is now 50 years old. To commemorate this mile-
stone, this volume offers contributions from three generations of researchers
who have worked in the Unit over the years. It is also a moment to remember
those who once served amidst Schechter’s “battlefield of books” but who are
no longer with us. The scope of the articles—from Maimonides to medical sci-
ence, Talmud to overland trekking, and Bibles to buried treasure—celebrate
the scope of research on the collection and the achievements of the Unit’s
alumni.

The first article is co-written by a former GRU researcher, Amir Ashur (Uni-
versity of Haifa), and our good colleague from across the pond, Alan Elbaum

© MELONIE SCHMIERER-LEE, 2024 | DOI:10.1163/9789004712331_002
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(Princeton Geniza Project). They share the fruits of Ashur’s efforts to search
Cambridge Genizah collections for manuscripts written by Moses Maimonides
and his circle during his twelfth-century tenure as Head of the Jews in Egypt.
Around 60 fragments in the hand of the Rambam have been discovered in
the Genizah collections, including letters, responsa, and drafts of his works
on philosophy, medicine, and Jewish law. It is no exaggeration to say that the
Maimonides’ autographs draw some of Cambridge University Library’s biggest
crowds, and we are honoured to be the custodians of manuscripts that are
deeply moving to so many. During our 2017 exhibition, Discarded History: The
Genizah of Medieval Cairo, the display case for T-s 12.192—a signed Maimonides
letter—needed much more frequent cleaning for the fingers and occasional
lips pressed to the glass! Some autograph discoveries even become interna-
tional news. In 2022, visiting researcher José Martinez Delgado and Amir Ashur
identified pages of a Judaeo-Romance glossary as Maimonides’ handwriting,
and the news about Maimonides studying or collecting Romance vocabulary
made headlines in Spain, Israel, and across South America. This discovery led
to the 2023-2024 exhibition La Edad de Oro de los Judios de Alandaliis—The
Golden Age of the Jews of al-Andalus—at the Centro Sefarad Israel in Madrid.

The fragments which Ashur and Elbaum publish in this volume deal with
Maimonides’ personal involvement in distributing communal charitable funds
to those in need. They are from three different Genizah collections (Taylor-
Schechter, Mosseri, and Jewish Theological Seminary) and the authors are from
two different continents. Although researchers have always collaborated and
worked on manuscripts at a distance, the digitisation of Genizah manuscripts
in collections around the world—through the generosity of Dov Friedberg and
the Friedberg Genizah Project—has transformed Genizah research. Digitisa-
tion of the entire T-s collection took place between 2009 and 2012.

Bible fragments attracted the first generations of Genizah scholars. When
the Genizah Research Unit was established, the first cataloguing endeavours
focused on the biblical fragments, eventually producing a four-volume set of
catalogues edited by Malcolm Davis and Ben Outhwaite. Despite (or rather,
because of!) these undertakings, the Genizah Bible manuscripts are a goldmine
for researchers: approximately 25,000 fragments, comprising leaves of grand
Masoretic Bibles and ancient Torah scrolls, as well as pages copied by laypeople
for personal use. Tracing the work of Samuel ben Jacob, GRU research associ-
ate Kim Phillips pieces together small biblical fragments copied by the scribe
of the Leningrad Codex (‘the scribe who wrote the Bible’). He reconstructs not
only pages of prestigious biblical codices but also the working practices of this
consequential scribe. Phillips’ painstaking analysis of the Masoretic notes in
the fragments sees him wrestle with one of the most fundamental and challen-



THE GENIZAH RESEARCH UNIT AT 50 3

ging laws of Genizah research: the likelihood of a lacuna in a particular place
on a page is directly proportional to the significance of what was once written
there.

Since 2007, GRU researchers have published short, online articles on frag-
ments of interest, a series known as the ‘Fragment of the Month’. This series
has grown into a key peer-reviewed source for disseminating new discoveries
in Genizah Studies, soliciting contributions from Genizah scholars around the
world. To accompany Kim Phillips’ article about Samuel ben Jacob, Ronny Vol-
landt, former GRU research assistant and now Professor of Judaic Studies at
the Ludwig-Maximilians-Universitédt, Munich, has allowed us to print his ‘Frag-
ment of the Month’ from November 2009 on fragments of Saadya Gaon’s Tafsir
copied by Samuel ben Jacob. Vollandt catalogued many such Judaeo-Arabic
Bible translations during his time in Cambridge.

Siam Bhayro (University of Exeter), former GRU researcher and founding
series editor of Brill's Cambridge Genizah Studies Series (the very series that
this volume appears in), offers editions of two fragments from a copy of an
early rabbinic work known as the Scroll of Antiochus. The fragments are from
different Genizah collections: the Taylor-Schechter collection and the Mosseri
collection. Jacques Mosseri collected around 7000 fragments in Cairo in the
early twentieth century, and since 2006 his collection has been in Cambridge
on long-term loan (the 20-year loan period will end in January 2026). Bhayro’s
article highlights the close relationship between these two collections, evid-
ently gathered from the same source, as well as the fascinating preservation of
works of ancient Judaism in the Genizah.

Paul Fenton (Université Paris-Sorbonne), a research associate from the early
years of the GRU, offers the text and translation of a sole fragment of philosoph-
ical commentary on Talmudic aggadot, found many years ago but still awaiting
the discovery of other pages that might confirm its authorship. Its exegesis
being pietistic, he discusses the arguments for and against attributing the text
to Abraham Maimonides. During his years at the Unit, Fenton assisted with
the cataloguing of fragments and worked on the long-running Genizah Biblio-
graphy Project.

From the GRU's earliest days, it was recognized that a bibliography of all pub-
lications on Genizah manuscripts would be extremely useful to researchers.
This project migrated from a card index to printed catalogues.! Over the years,

1 First in S.C. Reif (ed.), Published Material from the Genizah Collections: A Bibliography 1896—
1980 [1988] and then R.J.W. Jefferson and E. Hunter (eds.), Published Material from the Genizah
Collections: A Bibliography 1880-1997 [2004].
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many researchers have contributed to the compilation of entries. After Fenton,
Simon Hopkins, Geoffrey Khan, Eleazer Gutwirth, Amitai Spitzer, and Avihai
Shivtiel all worked on the project. Deborah Patterson and then Shulamit Reif
helped to migrate the project from index cards to computer. The entries now
form a searchable online resource, currently maintained by Julia Krivoruchko.?
In addition to her work on the Genizah Bibliography Project, Julia is the GRU’s
Greek specialist. For this volume, she has allowed us to reproduce one of the
longest ‘Fragment of the Month'’ articles ever written—her April 2021 analysis
of a medieval Talmud with Greek glosses found in the Taylor-Schechter collec-
tion.

The Hebrew word ‘Genizah’ is borrowed from a Persian term ‘ganza’ mean-
ing ‘treasury’—a repository for valuables. There are, of course, many literary
treasures among the Genizah manuscripts, but Avihai Shivtiel’s contribution
offers more than just historical value. Preserved on the back of a Hebrew poem
are directions to the location of a buried treasure (a hoard of Roman coins!) in
a village of the Fayyum district. Shivtiel worked for many years in the Genizah
Research Unit, and edited, along with our late colleague Friedrich Niessen, the
catalogue Arabic and Judaeo-Arabic Manuscripts in the Cambridge Genizah Col-
lections: Taylor-Schechter New Series (2006).

During her time as a GRU researcher, Leigh Chipman edited, with Efraim Ley,
Medical Prescriptions in the Cambridge Genizah Collections: Practical Medicine
and Pharmacology in Medieval Egypt (Leiden, 2012). In the present volume, she
presents two Judaeo-Arabic fragments of a pharmacopoeia by an East Syriac
Christian Baghdadi physician, Ibn al-Tilmid. It contains recipes for a range of
ailments, including coughing and vomiting in children (the treatment is a pill
to be placed in the mouth at bedtime, which sounds like a recipe for choking
instead!). The work was not previously known to be part of the medical ‘lib-
rary’ of Jewish physicians in Cairo, but Chipman'’s proof of Jewish readership
of this text is further evidence for the multi-confessional character of medical
knowledge.

Geoffrey Khan, former GRU researcher and current Regius Professor of He-
brew in Cambridge, describes two Arabic-language documents from the Se-
cond Firkovitch collection of the National Library of Russia. The documents
are contemporaneous with Genizah documents that Khan previously pub-
lished in his catalogue, Arabic Legal and Administrative Documents in the Cam-
bridge Genizah Collections (1993), and they allow the Karaite and Rabbanite
Jewish ownership of properties in Cairo to be traced over multiple genera-

2 https://cudllib.cam.ac.uk/bibliographies/genizah.
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tions. These documents have not been seen outside of Russia since Abraham
Firkovitch collected them in the 1860s, but Khan has kindly allowed us to repro-
duce photographs that he acquired during his research trip to St. Petersburg in
1993.

Arabic-script material in the Genizah has attracted increasing attention in
the last decade. Alongside legal deeds and administrative documents, there are
numerous Arabic narratives and folk tales. Former GRU researcher Magdalen
Connolly (Ludwig-Maximilians-Universitdt, Munich) presents an example of
the many Arabic-script texts in the Cairo Genizah collections that have yet to
be properly identified and examined. It is an early Arabic version of ‘The Story
of the Skull, a popular narrative in the pre-modern Islamic world, in which
Jesus converses with a talking skull on themes of life and death.

Arabic poetry has been another fruitful area of research. Mohamed Ahmed,
former GRU researcher, now leads a project at Trinity College Dublin called
‘Arabic Poetry in the Cairo Genizah), which sent two exhibitions (Geniza in the
Gulf and Hidden Literature) of Arabic Genizah fragments to Abu Dhabi and
Dubai in 2023. For this volume, Ahmed has permitted us to reproduce his ‘Frag-
ment of the Month’ from February 2021, where he outlined his discovery of six
Hebrew-script folios from the most famous book of Arabic fables, Kalila wa-
Dimna.

Thanks to yet another former GRU researcher, Nadia Vidro (University Col-
lege London), Saadya Gaon now has one fewer polemic to his name. In her
contribution to this volume, Vidro shows that what were previously thought to
be two separate polemics against the Karaite scholar Ibn Sagawayh are in fact
only one. While two different titles had been in circulation, she demonstrates
that one was a descriptive moniker to ‘tone down’ the Saadyanic belligerence
of the polemic’s actual title. During her time in the Genizah Research Unit,
Vidro published two critical editions of Karaite grammatical works in the Cam-
bridge Genizah Studies Series and developed a digital timeline tool to use dated
calendrical fragments as a means of palaeographical analysis.

In contact with a highly literate Islamic society that grappled with ques-
tions of the reliability of the transmission of the biblical text, Karaites engaged
with the issue and developed new techniques for understanding the historical
narratives in the Bible. Meira Polliack, former GRU researcher and now Pro-
fessor of Bible at Tel Aviv University, explores the Karaite conception of ‘mental
time’. She argues that a shift in the idea of time away from traditional rabbinic-
midrashic readings of the Bible influenced the development of Karaite under-
standing of Scripture. In her time at the GRU, Polliack edited, with Colin Baker,
the catalogue Arabic and Judaeo-Arabic Manuscripts in the Cambridge Genizah
Collections: Arabic Old Series (T-s Ar1a—54) (Cambridge, 2001).
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It is not often these days that new Genizah fragments arrive at Cambridge
University Library, but that is exactly what happened in 2013 when the UL pur-
chased, jointly with the Bodleian Libraries, Oxford, the manuscripts collected
by Agnes Lewis and Margaret Gibson in the 18gos. The first-ever fundraising
collaboration between the former (?) rivals raised £1.2 million from a suc-
cessful public appeal. The manuscripts then made a short, half-mile journey
along Queen’s Road from Westminster College (a member of the Cambridge
Theological Federation) to the University Library, where they were conserved
and digitised. In 2018, Oxford’s share of the collection was transferred to the
Bodleian, housed in new, purpose-built bindings constructed by cuL’s con-
servation department. Public interest in the colourful lives of the intrepid
sister-scholars was stimulated by Janet Soskice’s 2009 biography, The Sisters
of Sinai: How Two Lady Adventurers Discovered the Hidden Gospels. To com-
memorate and celebrate the twins and their role in bringing the Cairo Genizah
to the attention of Western scholars, the former Westminster Collection was
renamed the ‘Lewis-Gibson Collection’. Agnes Lewis published an account of
their travels and discoveries in the late nineteenth century, but in her contri-
bution to this volume, Catherine Ansorge (emeritus Head of the Near Eastern
Collection at cUL) presents two unpublished travelogues by the more reticent
sister, Margaret. Her narratives were preserved in the sisters’ archive at West-
minster College, along with photographic records of their travels in Palestine
and the Sinai Peninsula.

Nick Posegay—GRU researcher and Genizah Instagram influencer—offers
an account of another figure from the early years of Genizah research, Ernest
James Worman. Worman worked as Schechter’s assistant and was employed
in his stead to complete the cataloguing of the collection after Schechter left
Cambridge for New York. Worman threw himself into his responsibilities as
curator, teaching himself Arabic, Aramaic, and Hebrew, and began handlists
of the documentary materials in the collection. Decades before Goitein would
arrive in Cambridge in search of data for his research on the medieval eco-
nomy, Worman was already building a collection of merchant traders’ letters.
His carefully written handlists and notes, some of which became mixed up in
Genizah papers and have since been accidently accessioned into the collec-
tion, began a task that is still ongoing today: to create a catalogue record for
every Genizah fragment. Had Worman lived longer—he died of tuberculosis
in 1909—the work may well have been finished in the early twentieth cen-
tury and the story of the Genizah Research Unit would look quite different
today.

Rebecca Jefferson, former GRU researcher and current Curator of the Isser
and Rae Price Library of Judaica at the University of Florida, continues the
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theme of the early history of Genizah research. Solomon Schechter’s skill in
recognising and conveying his astonishing finds have somewhat overshadowed
his contemporaries and predecessors, but as Rebecca has shown in her 2022
book, The Cairo Genizah and the Age of Discovery in Egypt: The History and
Provenance of a Jewish Archive, the race to secure the fragments was pop-
ulated with a murky cast of librarians, dealers, collectors, and agents. The
early scholarship on Genizah manuscripts is equally complex. Until the Cam-
bridge manuscripts were all systematically assigned classification numbers—
an achievement of Stefan Reif’s Genizah Research Unit—fragments were pub-
lished with awkward descriptors (“Cambridge University Library, drawer 34"!)
that must first be unraveled to identify the fragment in question. Jefferson’s
contribution to this volume traces the manuscript provenance for a group of
Haggadah fragments in an early publication by Israel Abrahams, demonstrat-
ing the extraordinary detective work that must be done to locate fragments
without a complete classmark to hand.

In the final contribution to this volume, Stefan Reif, the founder of the
Genizah Research Unit, reflects on his memories and experiences working
with the grandfather of modern Genizah studies, Shelomo Dov Goitein. The
GRU would not exist were it not for the efforts of both men. Goitein revived
Cambridge’s interest in a forgotten collection that was, for the most part, lan-
guishing in crates marked ‘Rubbish’. His work led to a programme of conserva-
tion and classification, and to the hiring of curators to care for the collection.
Reif, appointed in 1973 at the tender age of 29, sought advice from Goitein
on the first challenges to be addressed (conserving the remaining 32 crates’
worth of manuscripts!). When the Genizah Research Unit was founded the
following year, Goitein and his protégés began to mine the newly-available
manuscripts for their research, alongside Reif’s team of GRU researchers (for
almost a quarter of a century these included his beloved late wife, Shulie Reif).
Reif recollects the advice and constructive guidance offered by Goitein, as well
as their occasional clashes, in a fascinating behind-the-scenes look at the Unit’s
early years.

Ben Outhwaite took the helm as the GrU’s second director upon Reif’s retire-
ment in 2006. In October 2024, Outhwaite was appointed Professor of Genizah
Studies at the University of Cambridge. After a quarter century of Genizah
scholarship, leadership, and teaching, it is an honour well deserved. During his
tenure, work on the fragments has been transformed by the digitisation of all
Cambridge Genizah manuscripts, an effort sponsored by Dov Friedberg. Now,
much of the work on the manuscripts takes place online rather than by con-
sulting large, unwieldy folders, and cataloguing metadata is mounted digitally
rather than in printed catalogues that are out of date by the time they are pub-
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lished.2 New discoveries are now announced in the long-running ‘Fragment of
the Month' series and on the GRU’s ‘Genizah Fragments’ blog, an evolution of
the Genizah Fragments printed newsletter started by Reif in 1981.# The GRU
can—for the moment, anyway—also be found on Facebook, Instagram, and
Threads (@CambridgeGRU).

With the GRU’s more public-facing role, and greater public awareness of
the collection and its significance, each year brings a new crop of exhibitions
around the world requesting to borrow Genizah manuscripts. Genizah frag-
ments find themselves flying back and forth across seas and continents, care-
fully packed by Cambridge University Library’s devoted conservation team.
2011 saw the publication of two books about the Cairo Genizah aimed at a pub-
lic audience: Sacred Treasure. The Cairo Genizah: The Amazing Discoveries of
Forgotten Jewish History in an Egyptian Synagogue Attic, by Rabbi Mark Glick-
man, and Sacred Trash: The Lost and Found World of the Cairo Geniza, by Adina
Hoffman and Peter Cole (in 2007 Cole, a MacArthur-awarded poet, was the
GRU's first poet-in-residence). In 2013, BBC Radio 3 broadcast a series of five
episodes about the Genizah in their documentary series The Essay. The epis-
odes, by Esther-Miriam Wagner, Ben Outhwaite, Melonie Schmierer-Lee, Dan
Davies, and Gabriele Ferrario, can be found on the Audio and Video page of the
GRU’s website.? This experience of writing for a general public audience proved
useful a few years later, and the major public exhibition Discarded History: The
Genizah of Medieval Cairo brought over 40,000 visitors to Cambridge University
Library in 2017. It kept the Unit staff busy with daily curator tours and events
(including a Genizah-inspired stand-up comedy evening). In 2018, the Cana-
dian filmmaker Michelle Paymar released her documentary film, ‘From Cairo to
the Cloud,, featuring interviews with dozens of Genizah researchers around the
world. In 2019, the Littman Genizah Educational Programme was established
to support guided show-and-tell visits to see Genizah fragments in Cambridge
(today the Genizah manuscripts attract more visitors than any other single col-
lection at the University Library). In addition to this collection of essays, 2024
will also see the publication of The Illustrated Cairo Genizah—a glossy, full-
colour introduction to the collection accompanied by hundreds of manuscript
images.® Since 2001, Sarah Sykes has managed the essential tasks of wrangling

3 Cambridge University Digital Library (CuDL): https://cudLlib.cam.ac.uk/collections/genizah.

4 Fragment of the Month: https://www.lib.cam.ac.uk/collections/departments/taylor-schechte
r-genizah-research-unit/fragment-month. Genizah Fragments Blog: https://www.lib.cam.ac
.uk/genizah-fragments.

5 https://www.lib.cam.ac.uk/collections/departments/taylor-schechter-genizah-research-unit
/audio-and-video.

6 Nick Posegay and Melonie Schmierer-Lee, The Illustrated Cairo Genizah (Piscataway: Gorgias
Press, 2024).
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the GRU’s researchers, fielding visitor enquiries, keeping records, and generally
providing research support for all these projects. She is now the third longest-
serving member in the history of the Unit, trailing only its two heads, Stefan
Reif (33 years) and Ben Outhwaite (25 years).

As we in the Genizah Research Unit look over the horizon to the next 50
years, we can only imagine a landscape shaped by advancements in text recog-
nition and machine learning technologies that will transform Genizah research
for generations to come. However, in this moment in 2024, we only have people
to thank. Thank you to those who created the Unit, those who have served it
since 1974, and those who have supported our work now for five decades. Thank
you to all who have been part of the GRU story.



CHAPTER 2
New Maimonidean Documents

Amir Ashur and Alan Elbaum

1 Introduction

Finding a document related to Moses Maimonides, especially one of his auto-
graphs, has always been one of the gems of Genizah research. The goal of this
article is to publish several exciting new discoveries made by Amir Ashur in his
focused search in the Cambridge Cairo Genizah collections. We also present a
Hebrew letter from the circle of Maimonides which was found by Alan Elbaum
in the course of his work for the Princeton Geniza Project. The documents
edited here are all connected with Maimonides as a leader of the community.
They have nothing to do with his religious work, but rather with the daunting
day-to-day activities expected to be performed by a communal leader. The first
two documents are Maimonides’ autographs, while the other two are from his
wider circle and involve him as a central participant.

2 CUL T-S AS 202.396

This manuscript (paper; 16.1x4.8cm) is a list of contributors written by Mai-
monides in his own hand, containing names of twelve esteemed persons who
donated a total of 10 % dinars. Although there is no concrete evidence, based
on the large sums of money mentioned, it is likely that this list relates to
other evidence of Maimonides’ active action for ransoming captives. At least
three instances in which Maimonides was responsible for collecting donations
for ransoming captives are known. The earliest event took place around the
year 1170 CE. The following eight documents are all thought to relate to this
event:!
1. JTS Ms 8254.7: An open call for collecting funds written by Mevorak b.
Natan and signed by Maimonides. Published by Friedman, “Maimoni-
dean Research”, sec. D.

1 For nos. 1-5, see Maimonides, Epistles, pp. 61-68, and Friedman, “Maimonidean Research’,
Pp- 155-168.
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2. CUL T-S 16.9: An open call, also written by Mevorak b. Natan, but not
signed by Maimonides, which probably was sent to multiple communit-
ies. See Friedman, ibid. and n. 305. Edited and translated in Maimonides,
Epistles, pp. 66—68.

3. CULT-s12.238: A few opening lines in Hebrew from an epistle sent to the
villages of the Rif sent by Maimonides and written by Mevorak b. Natan.
Edited and translated in Maimonides, Epistles, pp. 68—69.

4. BL Or. 5533.1: A few opening lines in Hebrew from an epistle sent to
Damirah, Jajar, Sammanud, Damsis, and Sunbat.? Edited and translated
in Maimonides, Epistles, pp. 69—70.

5. CULT-S NS 309.12: On recto, there is a note approving the sending of nine
dinars to Maimonides for the ransom of captives in July 1170 CE. The sum
is to be given to a carrier in al-Mahalla. On verso there is a receipt written
by Maimonides himself, confirming that he received the money. Edited
and translated in Maimonides, Epistles, pp. 70—71.

6. CUL T-S AS 145.277: A new discovery not published or mentioned else-
where. This is the opening of a Hebrew letter written by Mevorak b.
Natan to Perahyahu ha-Dayyan (b. Yosef ben Yijui)2 who was the judge in
al-Mahalla. The letter is addressed to the wealthy members of the com-
munity. For other letters addressed to communities, rather than individu-
als, see nos. 2 and 4 above.

7.  CUL T-S NS 338.12: Fragment of a letter, probably written in Alexandria
by Perahyahu ha-Dayyan, in which he mentions a collection made for
the ransom of captive women. He also travelled to Minyat Ziftah and
asked the recipient to inform “our Rabbi”, most likely Maimonides him-
self, about his actions. Published by Friedman, “Maimonidean Researcly’,
pp- 164-166.

8.  CUL T-8 AS 149.134: A small fragment of a letter referring to Maimonides’
involvement in ransoming a captive woman. Published by Friedman,
“Maimonidean Research’, pp. 167-168.4

A second event related to the redemption of captives took place in
the year 1179/80CE, in Alexandria, and is mentioned in Maimonides,
Responsa, 11, no. 452. A third event took place in the year 1186 CE or later.
This is attested in a letter by Yehudah ha-Kohen b. Tuviahu in which he

2 For the places mentioned here, see Golb, “Topography”.
3 On Perahya b. Yosef see Goitein and Friedman, India Traders, p. 885 (index).
4 The upper part of this letter is in CUL T-S AS 149.130.
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reports about a collection he made, probably also for ransoming captives,
among the Ashqelonian community in Bilbays.5
To sum up, we have ten documents connected with three different instances of
fundraising for the ransom of captives, all led by Maimonides.

The newest discovery, CUL T-S AS 202.396, is now an eleventh Maimonidean
document relating to the ransom of captives. Some of the people mentioned
here appear also in other Genizah documents from the period 1172-1193 CE. It
is unknown whether the new document is connected with any of the above-
mentioned episodes or if it represents a new one. In either case, it proves that
Maimonides dealt personally with the management of the funds collected.
Another document, a list of contributions of bread, similarly shows that Mai-
monides was personally involved in supporting the poor and the needy.®

Maimonides wrote this list on the verso of a letter written in Arabic script
that was sent to him from a poor woman probably asking for financial assist-
ance. As found in other letters, Maimonides cut the paper to a narrow strip to
write this list.”

2.1 Edition and Translation
2.1.1 Verso®
9[(?) Snynon In]RVHK 1R TWHR
[AR37]7 18N35N
"P3 INAY 12 RT3
IRIT
V3 NR13
R
f¥I IROYHR RP2
Snynonby anoR 128
R
RP3 W 0IRIN
IRIT
Snynonor H2abr 1a8

© o >k G bR

[
M = O

5 CULT-SNS]J 477. See Friedman, “Maimonidean Research’, p. 158, n. 301. Amir Ashur identified
the sender as Yehudah b. Tuviahu.
CUL T-s Misc. 8.19, published by Ashur, “Autograph Instructions”.
For other examples of letters sent to him which he cut, see Friedman, “Maimonidean Re-
search’, p. 193, 1. 468. His son Abraham also did the same; see Friedman, “Pietistic Criticism’,
p. 277.

8 Conserved as recto. In this transcription, Hebrew letters with a sublinear dot indicate a read-
ing that is partially preserved or uncertain, as per the Leiden conventions.

9 The possible reading was suggested by Prof. M.A. Friedman.
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ORIT .13
PRI[AVRINIAR .14
IRIT .15

qeiarRabnoIar .16

yam quanTanoR .17

q¥I PRIAOR DIRD .18

QR TTROINT ANAYOR 730 .19

(1) Al-sayk Abu al-Ta[hir the government agent charged with the sale of] (2)
flax'>—one d[inar]. (3) Barakat b. ‘Ammar'—the rest'? of (4) one dinar. (5)
Barakat b. Tayyib!3—(6) one dinar. (7) Baqa the perfumer*—one half. (8) Aba
al-Muna the government official'>—(g) one dinar. (10) Makarim, Baqa’s part-

ner'—(11) one dinar. Abu al-Fadl the government official—(13) one dinar. (14)
Abu Mansur b. Nusayr—(15) two dinars. (16) Abu Sahl b. Ayyub!”—one half.
(17) The ‘delight’®—one half and one quarter. (18) Salim the seller'>—one half.
(19) Hibah the dyer and his children—one half.20

10

11

12

13
14

15

16

17

18

19
20

If a flax seller was intended, we would expect to find the title 11RN2, see Blau, Dictionary,
p- 589. For the translation, see ibid. p. 461 (citing Goitein, Med. Soc. 1, p. 243). Goitein’s
index cards mention a few people bearing this title, but not Aba al-Tahir.

Might be identical with b. ‘Ammar mentioned in another list of contributors, CUL T-s 10
J 2613, written by Samuel b. Sa‘adyah ha-Levi. On the verso of this list a court record from
1172 CE written under Maimonides’ authority.

It seems that the person contributed one dinar, but only paid part of it, and now added
the rest of the amount.

Barakat b. Tayyib and his partner donated a sum of money in cUL 1-s K 15.6 from 1178 CE.
He donated a wayba of flour in cUL T-s K15.6, a list of donors written by Mevorak b. Natan
from 1178 CE. A wayba is a measure of 10 manns, weighing 12.618kg.

A man bearing this name is mentioned in a list of names, cUL T-s K 6.177, probably from
the end of the 12th century, side by side with three other officials. See Goitein, Med. Soc.
11, pp. 482—483.

Abu Makarim and his anonymous partner are mentioned in CUL T-S 10 ] 26.13 (see, n. 11
above).

He might be identical with Aba Sahl b. Yosef b. Ayyub ha-Levi; see, India Book 1v/b, pp. 68—
69, n.17.

This is an abbreviated form of the title hemdat ha-yesiva (Heb. ‘delight of the Academy’).
He is also mentioned in CUL T-S 10 ] 26.13 (see, n. 11, above). He might be identical with ‘al-
kohen al-hemdat’ mentioned in cUL T-s 8 ] 5.14, dated 1183 CE, and Bodl. ms Heb. f.56/48,
from 1186 CE (See Gil, Foundations, no. 96).

A preparer and seller of delicacies (Blau, Dictionary, p. 59).

A man bearing the same name is mentioned in cUL T-s K 6.54, a list of revenue of the
pious foundations dated 1191-1193 CE (Gil, Foundations, no. 97).
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2.1.2 Recto?!
L] Crls Lot g5 Lo o oY) U a1
ol 5.9 K ghano Anaiin 310 L2l 2 slel o Ssy 2

(1) [The slave] kisses the ground before him?3 and reports to his loftiness—may
his favour endure (2) and his enemies perish—that she is a cut-off woman,?*
indigent, poor, who has no (3) [one but God and him ....].

3 CUL T-S 6 ] 11.3 recto25

This document is also in the handwriting of Maimonides himself. Here he is
giving an order to a certain Abu al-Mufaddal to pay to the bearer of this let-
ter, named Ya‘aqov, who serves as a proxy for two notables—al-sayk al-As‘ad
and al-8ayk al-Tigah—whatever amount of money he requires. Maimonides
will compensate the addressee.

Who was this al-Sayk al-Tiqah? During Maimonides’ lifetime, two people
bearing this title are known. One was Maimonides’ father-in-law Misa’el
b. Yisa‘yahu he-Hasid. The other one, probably the one intended here, was
Yehudah ha-Kohen b. El‘azar, a government secretary (katib) in Minyat Zifta.26

3.1 Edition and Translation
nnR
Heanhy var TwhR
Sey e Tnbnn
55i5R 119X RHRING
HRINOKR Ha1 PP A
DIROR TWHR ROINONR
APNOR TWHRT TYORIR

N od bbb R

21 Ourthanks to Naim Vanthieghem for assistance with the edition and identification of this
text.

22 The reading of the last two words was suggested by Prof. M.A. Friedman.

23 Asis customary, the writer refers to the recipient with the third-person feminine pronom-
inal suffix, because hadra, the Arabic for ‘excellency’, is a feminine noun.

24  See Zinger, “The Use of Social Isolation,” pp. 820—852.

25  Onverso there is a draft of the opening lines of a letter addressed to R. Zakkai. It is most
likely secondary to the note on recto.

26 See Friedman, “Maimonidean Research’, p. 98, n. 195.
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nbv RpANwR Y .8
272aHR 1R ROMOR D .9
1phROM Y mHun 10
THoomburnnTeTa 11
apoY YN .12

oWl .13

(1) Truth.?® (2) May al-S8ayk Abi al-Mufaddal?® (3) the scholar—may his Rock
protect him!'—deliver to the bearer (of this letter), the esteemed elder (5)
m[ister] Ya‘aqov, the representative of the (6) masters—the most esteemed
sayk (7) al-As‘ad and al-sayk al-Tiqah (8—9)—may their Rock protect them!—
whatever sum of money he asks for from my master (10) and debit me, and
inform me (11) so that I will pay it back to you.30 (12) May God the exalted bring
you success. (13) And peace.

4 Mosseri VII1.6.13!

The following document is a court record in which a certain Abu al-Faraj
acknowledges receipt from Maimonides himself (“our master Moseh, may he
be elevated”) a sum of 10 dinars. The case is related to a testimony about the
demise of Aba Zikri, probably the brother of Abu al-Faraj. The court record is
signed by Samuel ha-Levi b. Sa‘adyah,32 and it is written by his son Yosef.
Yosef ha-Levi b. Samuel was a judge and a court clerk in al-Fustat and
was active from 1181CE until ca. 1210 CE.33 He bore the titles ha-dayyan ha-
maskil (like his father) and also nezer ha-maskilim. He wrote several documents

27 See Friedman, Dictionary, p. 710.

28  The Hebrew word ’emet (‘truth’) often was written on the head of an order of payment,
as used by Maimonides here. For this use, see Goitein, Med. Soc., 1, p. 241; Goitein and
Friedman, India Traders, p. 15, n. 35.

29  The kunya Abu al-Mufaddal is very common. A certain Aba al-Mufaddal the scholar is
mentioned in CUL T- 12.126, a legal document from 1229 CE, but we cannot identify him
with the same person mentioned here. Friedman, “Maimonidean Research’, pp. 194-197,
published JTs Ms 8254.12, a letter sent by R. Me’ir (b. Hillel?) to Maimonides in which the
writer informed that he took an oath from Aba al-Mufaddal in regard to a sum of money
left from the payment of the poll tax.

30  The translation is uncertain and was suggested by Prof. M.A. Friedman.

31 Verso is blank. Words in the original texts that are written in Hebrew or Aramaic, rather
than Arabic, have been printed in italics in translation.

32 Awell-known judge in al-Fustat, see Goitein. Med. Soc., 11, p. 514. no. 23.

33  See CULT-s13] 3.21, which he wrote and signed.
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related to Maimonides and his son Abraham, including a legal deed signed
by Maimonides himself3* and a legal query on which Maimonides wrote an
autograph response.3% He also copied some of Maimonides’ works such as The
Commentary to the Mishnah and Mishneh Torah. A legal query sent to him with
his autograph reply is found in Dk M8.36

4.1 Edition and Translation
[... M2]TAoR M AR . &Y
[... M]aoR AR DA ] PPY 2
[..]R375pa[7]Ra0)..] mThR [L.]ar 3
[... ™2k mn nan o[> mr]S To[R7] 0 [0]52 4
37[ymin o AW IR ] NYTA 1R MTAOR iNadr1ar obon R Y .5
[... TP2R AT A A MIRIT WY .6
[...]px DT Ny R uprY 7
[... IRIT MWW IONA TN O AWAIPNTIR AR .8
[..] PR AMDIARTIM N NN NTE 9
[... M]2T[P5R] M2t AR R PT 2B PANN AP .10
[13P ... 3R] PRI ITIA DI T30 WA IPNTIR NI .11
[...] Ywayn pwhaa nuph qwan Hoann s a2
[...] 172 8595 wam 2037 An 52 5y prIM Py 1N 5[N] 13
[D7P] PrI A MW .14
PITYO AR HNINY a5

(1) Whereas [... the aforementioned Abu] Zikri [...] (2) my brother [...] Aba
al-Fa[raj ...] (3) Abt [...] the aforementioned [...] that he should pay him [...]
(4) And that was not possible, because the death of Abai Z[ikr1] had not been
confirmed [...] (5) that the aforementioned Abu al-Faraj had received from his
honour [our master Moseh, may (God) raise up his glory and enhance his hon-
our], (6) ten Egyptian dinars to his possession after [ ... testify] (7) upon me and
perform a legal acquisition from me that I acknowledge to you [... that I have
received] (8) from the aforementioned, his glory, our master Moseh, may (God)
raise up his glory and enhance his honour, t[en dinars ...] (9) in my possession
for him, by way of debt and a complete and definitive declaration |...] (10) with
a proof to be approved in court, that the aforementioned Abu Zikr [...] (11)

34  JTSMS 8254.11.

35  JTS MS 8254.10, published in Maimonides, Responsa, 11, no. 273, pp. 521-524.

36  The manuscript is now missing. It was published by Kandel, Genizai kéziratok, p. vi. For
the identification of his hand see CUL T-S AS 147.29, which he wrote and signed.

37  For this reconstruction, see l. 8.
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his glory, our master, the aforementioned Moseh, may (God) raise up his glory
and enhance his honour, and perform a legal acquisition [ from me ...] a com-
plete and weighty legal acquisition with an implement fit for doing so, effective
immediately [...] (13) nullifying all secret dispositions and conditions, regarding
everything that is written above from |[...] (14) [All this] is strong, firm [and valid].
(15) Samuel ha-Levi b. Sa‘adyah (may his) r(est be in) E(den).

5 JTS ENA 3768.2 recto3®

We conclude with a letter written by Yehudah ha-Kohen b. Tuviahu, who served
as the muqaddam of Bilbays from 1170s CE until his death around 1218 CE.?9

Yehudah was a prolific scribe and dozens of documents written by him—
letters,*0 piyyutim,*! legal documents,*? and copies of halakhic and other com-
positions*3>—are found in the Cairo Genizah.*#

The letter edited below is written in Hebrew and is addressed to Pinhas b.
Mesullam, who served as a judge in Alexandria.#® It is not surprising to see
that the letter is written in Hebrew, for this Pinhas was of French origin and
most likely knew Hebrew better than Arabic. As far as we know this is the only
Hebrew letter identified till now that was written by Yehudah. As often in the
Cairo Genizah the letter is damaged and is not complete, and the preserved
text contains mostly regards and blessings. But it is of interest here due to its
mention of Maimonides in the margin.

38 On verso there is a collection of titles and attributes of God, in Judaeo-Arabic. At the bot-
tom, written upside down, there are the openings of verses from Ecclesiastes 11:8-12:7. The
Arabic script at the top is a paraphrase of an aphorism from the Canon of Avicenna: “For
this reason, healers are directed not to rely on a single remedy for changing a tempera-

ment if it proves ineffective” (C\JU S L} Aol Vg Je tpes YOI Ol by 813U

gzé, 13)).

39 riedman, “Pietistic Criticism’, p. 277.

40  E.g,JTSENANS 2.18.

41 E.g., CUL T-S NS 203.30.

42  E.g, cULT-s 8] 9.3, an engagement contract (edited by Ashur, “Engagement’, no. 12).

43  JTS ENA 34717, Mishnah, Shabbat 14:2—15:1.

44  His handwriting has tricked scholars: CUL T-s G 1.22, which he wrote and signed ‘Yehudah
ha-Kohen’' was attributed erroneously by Goitein, “Ha-Rav’, p. 65, n. 5, to Yehudah ha-
Kohen b. El‘azar. Yehudah ha-Kohen b. Tuviahu copied cuL 1-s C1.52, and the script was
identified as Spanish, 13th—14th century (see Mandel, Lamentations Rabbati, p. 63). Other
fragments copied by him are CUL T-S AS 83.200, T-S NS 329.723 and T-s F 1(2).101, cited by
Ahrend, Rashi’s commentary, pp. 26—27, and identified as 15th century Spanish. As far as
we know, neither Yehudah nor any of his forefathers were of a Spanish origin.

45  Active 191-1199 CE, see Friedman, “Maimonidean Research’, p. 103, n. 202.
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Yehudah had long and close relations with Maimonides, as we learn from a
greeting card he wrote for Maimonides’ marriage*® and from his signatures on
various enactments issued by Maimonides. Yehudah is also mentioned expli-
citly in Maimonides’ famous enactment from 1187 CE as the only person per-
mitted to perform marriage and divorce in his town Bilbays.4

5.1 Edition and Translation
T2 nARan nvar np[*] N7 mas]
PANA 297 DAY RITN R DV DT 2
wpan e TR e M o nmnynn .3
RIV a4 MmO bor RO ainyt 4
ARWIN PAM VAN DM YT oY 110 5
1aNKRA DVIY NUNS o8 P .6
[...] om0 R[] mTadr apwnm 7
ARONN MPA KI5 mp vy mawn RYaR I AaN .8
52 1R Y 10 L] SanR 15y Rpmmimy. .9
5191 53 vTh ARAN MR A DACXA MARY 10
MPa IR 520 S 0w AN RIN WA .11
PRYY 1 5y /ARTI TOOPR TN INAWY NN 28N .12
AR TN 2D Y NR TIAN VS NN D PN AN .13
MPRAW NPT I SSTNAR AR IR 1Y .14
1T 5Y MW INTA 2 1TAYY 0 N 6w 15
7o [ O[]0 nyav Tayh jpva .16
[...] 17

Margin:
v om [1aaa / mar /Syw [ [0/ [ ] wnh / [n]R /080 / ws
TN [R5 /TR /T /v / 290 / nwn /a0 [ unR/

46 JTS MS 8254.16, published by Friedman, “Maimonidean Letters”, pp. 209—211.
47  Maimonides, Responsa, no. 348, pp. 624—625.

48  Numbers, 35:23.

49  Psalms, 37:24.

50  Psalms, 45:2.

51  See Tractate Derek Eres Zuta.1.1.

52 BT Shabbat 88b.

53 BT Avodah Zarah, 20Db.

54  Psalmsi6:9.

55 BT Ta‘anit 5b.

56 gemaryah might be the cantor who is mentioned in Maimonides, Responsa, no. 258, p. 483.
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(1) [(To) the honour, the glor]y, the grandeur, the diadem, the splendour, the
honour, (2) the greatness, and the holiness of our teacher and rabbi Pinhas the
outstanding Rav, (3) the fortress and the tower, may his Guardian bless him
and save him from his enemies (4) and ill-wishers, though he stumbles, he does
not fall down, for the Lord gives him support, the son of our rabbi, (5) the Rav,
R. Mesullam (may his) m(emory) be for a b(lessing), may the deceased receive
mercy and the surviving receive grace, (6) so may it be (God’s) will. If (I were)
to express the greatness of the love (7) and longing for the glory of the Rav ... it
would be too much for|[...] (8) and would exhaust(?) the pen of ascribe, for he is
the source of wisdom, (9) the modest, the full(?), the humble, the beloved [...],
they are “those who are humbled but do not humble.” (10) As R. Pinhas b. Ya’ir
said, “Carefulness leads to zeal,” etc. (1) When I heard that you were well, my
glory rejoiced along with my flesh (12), and its sorrow turned to joy. With what
shall I praise you? As they say about R. Yishaq (13) and R. Nahman, “When they
were taking leave of one another, one would say to the other, ‘Master, give me
a blessing’ He said, (14) ‘Tree, tree, with what shall I bless you?'” etc. When R.
(15) Semaryah the cantor arrived, he told me (lit. “his slave”) that you (lit. “your
glory”) sent me (16) a note with him and requested®” of him ... [...] [margins]
who annulled the [...] that is upon his brother Fakir(?) b. Maisa. Our master and
rabbi Moseh, the great Rav, the unique one of the generation and its wonder,
from the rising [of the sun to its setting], sent [...].
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CHAPTER 3

More Genizah Bible Fragments Written by Samuel
b. Jacob

Kim Phillips

1 Introduction

The scribe responsible for the production of the justly-famous Leningrad Co-
dex—Samuel b. Jacob—Ilived and worked in Fustat around the beginning of
the u1th century, the height of the classical Genizah period.! It was always highly
probable, therefore, that among the 25,000 Bible fragments recovered from
the Genizah, there would be further examples of his ceuvre, if only they could
be identified. Sure enough, the last decade has seen several such manuscripts
emerge.?

In previous articles I argued that two fragmentary folios preserved in the
Taylor-Schechter Genizah collection, apparently originally from a parchment
Torah codex, are the handiwork of Samuel b. Jacob: T-s A2.46 and T-s A3.35.3
Moreover, the masora magna (Mm) found on these folios is functionally iden-
tical to the Mm of yet another Samuel b. Jacob Torah manuscript: L™.4

1 See Benjamin M. Outhwaite, “Beyond the Leningrad Codex: Samuel b. Jacob in the Cairo
Genizah,” in Studies in Semitic Linguistics and Manuscripts: A Liber Discipulorum in Honour of
Professor Geoffrey Khan, edited by Nadia Vidro et al., Studia Semitica Upsaliensia 30 (Uppsala:
Uppsala Universitet, 2018), 320—340.

2 To the best of my knowledge, this began with Ronny Vollandt, “Two fragments (T-s AS 72.79
and T-s Aria.38) of Saadya’s Tafsir by Samuel ben Jacob,” Fragment of the Month (No-
vember 2009). Cited 2gth June 2023. Online: https://www.lib.cam.ac.uk/collections/departme
nts/taylor-schechter-genizah-research-unit/fragment-month/fragment-month-12-4 (Editor’s
note: The following chapter in the present volume includes the full text of this Fragment of the
Month article). Note, too, a recent reconsideration of these fragments: Vince Beiler, “Genizah
Fragments of Saadya’s Tafsir by Samuel ben Jacob: T-s AS 72.79 and T-s Ar.1a.38 Revisited,” Frag-
ment of the Month (October 2022). Cited 29th June 2023. Online: https://www.lib.cam.ac.uk/
collections/departments/taylor-schechter-genizah-research-unit/fragment-month/fotm-20
22/fragment-g. This latter article also contains a handy up-to-date list of the various other
codices thought to have been produced by Samuel.

3 Kim Phillips, “Two New Fragments from the Scribe behind the Leningrad Codex (Biga),” in
The Hebrew Bible Manuscripts: A Millennium, ed. Elodie Attia and Antony Perrot (Leiden: Brill,
2022),199-217.

4 Lmis the label for the manuscript suggested by Breuer in the study referenced below. In Got-
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Over the past few years,  have stumbled across further fragments that belong
with T-s A2.46 and T-S A3.35. In this brief study, I describe five such fragments
and suggest some ways in which they advance our pursuit of the scribe-who-
wrote-the-Bible.

2 The New Fragments

First, the additional fragments will be briefly presented. The presentation is
intentionally rather uneven; material that serves only to confirm previous
claims is treated briefly, while material that advances the discussion more sub-
stantially is introduced in more depth.

2.1 T-S AS 12.142 and T-S AS 139.106
T-S AS 12.142 and T-S AS 139.106 can be shown to be part of the same folio
as T-s A3.35.° Gratifyingly, these fragments confirm the original calculations

theil’s list it was number fourteen, and hence this manuscript is often referred to as Gott. 14.
Kim Phillips, “The Masora Magna of Two Biblical Fragments from the Cairo Genizah, and the
Unusual Practice of the Scribe behind the Leningrad Codex”, Tyndale Bulletin 67.2 (2016): 287—
307. The Mm of L™ has a very particular significance: even though the manuscript is Tiberian
in text and layout, the Mm contains a very substantial proportion of notes from the Babylo-
nian masoretic tradition. See Mordechai Breuer, ed., The Masorah Magna to the Pentateuch
by Shemuel ben Ya‘aqov (Ms. L™), 2 vols., The Manfred and Anne Lehmann Foundation Series
16 (New York: Manfred and Anne Lehmann Foundation, 1992).

5 T-S AS139.106 bears several of Samuel b. Jacob's traits: (i) the ubiquitous :0: symbol, repeated
as a line filler as required; (ii) the centre-justification of the third part-line of Mmy; (iii) one
of his stylised forms of tetragrammaton substitution. (For an extended discussion of all these
features, and those discussed below, see Kim Phillips, “A New Codex from the Scribe behind
the Leningrad Codex: L17", Tyndale Bulletin 68.1 (2017): 1—29.) Since the fragment preserves
scarcely any biblical text, it is difficult to make definitive judgements regarding the placement
of the fragment. Nonetheless, two important observations can be made. First: the second
column of the reconstructed recto ends with =83, the first word of Lev 26:44. Accordingly,
the first line of the third column should consist of the words DIi"na NNI-D3. Sure enough, at
the very bottom of T-s As 139.106r the topmost parts of the letters DN are visible, together
with the holem dot and the gershayim accent. Likewise, the third column of the reconstruc-
ted recto ends with 113 WW& hﬁmm from Lev 26:46. Thus, the first line of the first column
of the reconstructed verso should contain the words 123 i3 ﬂh‘l’ The holem dot and zagef
qaton of Tl:jﬂj are extant on the very bottom of T-s As 139.106v. Thus, even without considera-
tion of the content of the Mm notes, we can be relatively confident that T-s AS 139.106 is the
work of Samuel b. Jacob, and that it has been correctly placed in the reconstruction above. T-
S As12.142 bears relatively little independent attestation (besides the distinctive script) that it
is the work of Samuel b. Jacob. Nonetheless, the evidences that can be adduced are uniformly
consistent with his scribal practice. These include: (i) the tetragrammaton substitution; (ii)
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concerning the page layout of T-s A3.35.6 More substantively, these additional
fragments provide sufficient evidence of the Mm from the top of T-s A3.35 to
reconstruct those Mm notes in full. In turn, this reconstruction fully supports
our previous claim that the Mm of T-s A3.35 is identical to the relevant section
of Mm found in codex L™. The fragments T-S AS 12.142 and T-S AS 139.106 join to
T-S A3.35 per the reconstruction below:

With the folio thus reconstructed, it is possible to piece together the Mm
notes on both sides. In terms of layout, the reconstructed leaf reveals that,
as expected, the Mm is laid out on the page according to Samuel b. Jacob’s
idiosyncratic format.” More significantly, reading these notes from top-right to
bottom-left of the page, recto-verso, yields the following list:®

OR1,7H 1290 ,21pY° ,DUWRT L PIRM LA [, 07aR 2,370 noan 1o a0
T2 L, ORY T T 100Ky

Comparing this list with the relevant part of the Mm in codex L™ reveals that
precisely the same set of notes are presented, in precisely the same order.!
Moreover, the wording of each of the notes is functionally identical.'? Thus, the
evidence provided by T-S AS 12.142 and T-S AS 139.106 further supports our pre-
vious claim that the Mm of this particular Genizah codex (if indeed the folios
represented by T-s A2.46 and T-s A3.35 do derive from a once-complete Torah
codex—see infra) is identical with the Mm of the well-known codex L™.

the dilatation of certain letters (D,1) at end of the lines of Mm; (iii) the use of the dotted
half-shin as a line filler in the biblical text itself; (iv) the very limited use of rafe over non-
consonantal final 4eh. In terms of the placement of the fragment, the reconstructed verso
provides the clearest evidence. The end of the second column contains part of Lev 27:7,
which is directly continued at the top of the third column, when T-s As 12.142 is placed
according to the reconstruction above. Again, therefore, it is likely, even apart from con-
siderations of the content of the Mm, that T-s AS 12.142 belongs to the same folio as T-s
A3.36 and T-S AS 139.106.
Phillips, “Two New Fragments”, n. 16.
See Yosef Ofer, The Babylonian Masora of the Pentateuch: Its Principles and Methods, The
Academy of the Hebrew Language: Sources and Studies vi—A New Series (Jerusalem:
Magnes Press, 2001), 14.

8 Only the key lemma or first citation of each note is provided here, rather than full tran-
scriptions.

9 Of this note, only the last few letters are extant on T-s A8 139.1061: D[ 28] TNX.

10  Of this note, only remnants of three of the lemmata are preserved on T-s As 12.142.

11 Breuer, L™, 533—536.

12 Differences are no more significant than slightly different use of abbreviations, and slight-
ly different lemmata-length on a few occasions.
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FIGURE 3.1 T-S A2.46 verso (Exodus 25:39—26:8a)
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FIGURE 3.2 T-S A3.35+ recto (Leviticus 26:36—46)
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2.2 T-S NS 10.3, With T-S NS 10.45

These two fragments derive from a single leaf. T-s NS 10.3 is the larger fragment,
containing the biblical text. T-s Ns 10.45 consists of the lower margin of the
same leaf. Both are badly damaged. Nevertheless, when reunited, it is possible
to reconstruct the contents of all three columns of the biblical text, as well
as most of the Mm from the lower margin. Thus reconstructed, the leaf (con-
taining Exodus 14:7—21) consists of three columns of biblical text, 17 lines per
column, as well as four blocks of Mm, laid out in Samuel b. Jacob’s characteristic
pattern. The written area and column width are consistent with those of T-s
A2.46 and T-s A3.35+. Similarly, in both T-s A2.46 and T-s NS 10.3, the distance
from the lowest line of upper-margin Mm to the topmost line of lower-margin
Mm is approximately 30 cm. In short, the physical dimensions of this new leaf,
as far as they can be determined, are consistent with those of T-s A2.46 and T-s
A3.35+.

The paratextual elements on these leaves are all consistent with Samuel b.
Jacob’s scribal habits.!® However, as with T-s A2.46 and T-s A3.35+, the most
definitive demonstration that this is indeed his work comes from the Mm con-
tent. The great majority of the extant Mm notes of the leaf are contained
in T-s NS 10.45, though some small lacunae can be filled with the text from
T-S NS 10.3 (text from this fragment is in bold in the transcriptions below).
When combined in this way, several of the notes reveal traces of their Babylo-
nian origin, as the following transcription, translation, and discussion demon-
strate.

13 These include (i) Samuel’s distinctive :0: Mm tag. (ii) For left-justification of the biblical
text itself, the letters 9RNW are used. Compression, but not dilation, of letters is also used.
(iii) The remaining Mm blocks are consistent with Samuel’s classic 1-2—2-1 or 2-1-1-2 Mm
layout. (iv) The abbreviations of the Tetragrammaton in the Mm notes match Samuel’s
practice. (v) The distribution of rafe in the biblical text is consistent with Samuel’s prac-
tice: in particular, his rather marked tendency not to use rafe on word-final mater 1. For
further detail and justification of all the above, see Phillips, “A New Codex.” (vi) The place-
ment of the masora circules in the main biblical text are all consistent with Samuel’s
practice. In particular: circules pertaining to spelling are not intentionally marked over
the relevant letter to which they refer; when a masoretic note pertains to a pair of words,
and those two words cross from one line to the next, the Mp note appears on the same
side of the column as the masora circule itself. On the surprisingly probative nature of
masora circule placement for ‘fingerprinting’ individual scribal habits, see Kim Phillips,
“Is the Masora Circule, Too, among the Scribal Habits?” Tyndale Bulletin 711 (2020): 19—
42.
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FIGURE 3.3 T-S NS 10.3+ recto (left: Exodus 14:7-13)
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2.2.1 Mm Notes on Recto (Exodus 14:7-13)

The form nYw occurs five times, as follows: IRy Nyt

Exodus 14:13 IR 2NN
Isaiah 52:10 ™ apn
Psalm 14:7 MIP RN N M
Psalm g8:3 INIARIITON 0T

:0: X1 OMONY [039 R]D
[PR]an[o1] Tipyen

2 Chronicles 20:17
The form 1pY¥™1 occurs seven times, as follows:

Exodus 5:15 S[xRW* 13w
Exodus 14:10 VO3
Joshua 24:7 5axn
Judges 4:3 532 a:n
2 Chronicles 13:14 138M
Psalm 107:6 o]orw
Psalm 107:28 14[:0: DRRY
Likewise, the form 1pp¥" occurs thrice: YR
Judges 10117 Ry 13
1Samuel 13:4 DINW ™MIAR DY
2Kings 3:21 aatialebigkonla)
And the similar form 3pp1" occurs once: YT
Joshua 816 :0: [paa]wr opn 5
2.2.2 Mm Notes on Verso (Exodus 14:13—21): Block 1

The form 8" occurs twice:? "2 3[R"]
Exodus 14:20 P 8,
Isaiah 6:3 :0:HR AT R

The form pWw"nNm occurs twice: once plene, on M SN TN A PwInn
and once defective:

Exodus 14:14
Job13:s

35 onbr
:0: PWMINN WA I N

a.  There seems to be an error here. As it stands, the extant lemmata give the
two loci in the biblical text where the phrase it 98 nt appears. A hole in
the parchment has obliterated the anchor word at the beginning of the
note. Nonetheless, there is insufficient room for the phrase it 5% 11 to be

14  The final lemma has been reconstructed according to the form of the same note in L.
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written. Moreover, the phrase m bR 7 is fully extant in the biblical text
itself (in T-s NS 10.3), and there are no circules between the words, as one
would expect if this were the phrase on which the note were comment-
ing. There is, by contrast, the perfect amount of space for the anchor word
aR" to be written. Also, there is an apparently original masora circule over
aR" in the biblical text itself, as well as the Mp note 2 (though the 1 itself
may be a later addition). It seems very likely, therefore, that the masran
intended to write the Mm note listing the two occurrences of 78". He cor-
rectly wrote the first lemma, referring to Exodus 14:20. However, this verse
contains both 98" and 11 5 11, and the masran was thus led astray, acci-
dentally finishing the note with the second lemma pertaining to 7t 5% it
rather than a8".15

2.2.3 Mm notes on Verso (Exodus 14:13—21): Block 2

The form 771" appears [...] times, as follows:P bmao[1 2] oM
Exodus 14:21 o'n
2Kings 6:19 oMY
2Kings 25:20 532 751
Jeremiah 52:26 M
Lamentations 3:2 :0:0N
[The form 182" occurs seven times, as follows:]¢ PO T IR
Exodus 14:16 09 [ANRY
Exodus 14:17 dmxS[w
Deuteronomy 10:11 yonb 15 o1p
Joshua 18:4 nSwRI
Jeremiah 318 TEY YIND
Ezekiel 33:31 oY KR1212]
Isaiah 13:2¢ :0: AW Y
The form 077 appears thrice, as follows: NI’ (090
Exodus 14:16 TOR DR
2Kings 6:7 1500
Isaiah 581 T TN awa

15  Table 4 below shows that in L, Samuel b. Jacob wrote both the Mm note on IR and the
note on 71t SR 1. He clearly knew both notes, therefore. Possibly, he even had a written set
of Mm notes from which he worked (see discussion infia), in which case the error found
in T-s NS 10.45 could be a classic case of parablepsis.
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In full accord with the Genizah Law;'¢ the count following the anchor
word is no longer extant. In the Tiberian recension of this Mm note, four
instances of '[‘31’1 are counted. In the Babylonian recension, where the
Tiberian distinction between pataf and segol is not maintained, a fifth
instance can be added: 7™ (Lamentations 3:2). As can be seen above,
this instance in Lamentations is referred to (using the lemma Twn). The
corresponding Mp note is extant, but—frustratingly—unclear, such that
either 7 or 11 could be read. Possibly, the Mp note itself has been tampered
with. Thus, we do not know whether this note (in its Mp and Mm forms)
is fully Babylonian, or whether an imperfect attempt has been made to
Tiberianise the note, by changing the numbers (from 71 to 7), but acci-
dentally omitting to remove the Lamentations reference. At any rate, the
Babylonian influence on the note remains clear in the form of the refer-
ence to Lamentations 3:2.

This common note, in its present form, also hints at its Babylonian ori-
gin. When listing the lemmata from the Latter Prophets, the reference to
Jeremiah precedes the references to Ezekiel and Isaiah, in keeping with
the Babylonian arrangement of these books.”

An abbreviation of Mnx5wi. This is a typical Babylonian masoretic
term—the equivalent of the Tiberian 8011

Comparing the Mm Notes in T-S NS 10.3+ to the Mm Notes in Other
Codices

When we consider the order and arrangement of the Mm notes in T-s NS 10.3+,
further puzzles arise. The table below first lists the Mm notes as they occur in
the Genizah leaf (left hand column). The notes are numbered consecutively,

(1)—=(7). Then the Mm notes from L™ and five other Torah codices are listed,

over the same stretch of biblical text, and in the order in which they appear in

their respective codices.!®

16

17

18

Namely: the likelihood of a lacuna in a particular place on a page is directly proportional
to the significance of what was once written there.

Admittedly, both the Ezekiel and the Isaiah reference have been swallowed up by alacuna.
Nonetheless, the Jeremiah lemma appears clearly after the Joshua reference.

L™, also known as Gottheil 14, is a Torah codex currently hidden away in private hands, and
inaccessible to those who would dearly love to examine it. Written, vocalised, cantillated,
and annotated by Samuel b. Jacob. L = Codex Leningradensis: RNL EVR I B 19a. Written,
vocalised, cantillated and annotated by Samuel b. Jacob. On RNL EVR 11 B 60, see Vincent
Beiler, “Another Codex by Samuel ben Jacob? The Ten Classmarks of St Petersburg EVR 11
B 60+,” forthcoming. Written, vocalised, cantillated and annotated by Samuel b. Jacob. pp
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T-S NS 10.3+ Lm L RNL EVRII DP St RNL
B 60 EVRII
B 8o
Q) AP (2)TIPYYM Ny i) (4)APwnnn N A nYWT (6)7IRAN
®) ®)
NTIPYYN AT DTPY  Apwhnn TIPYYN 772 mabRNaT HIwan
T IPYEN (4) PYRIN S ... 01
(2) 1Pym (2) py¥nTm
(3)72[WM] () DWW (2)3PY¥n (1) 0w (2) T IpYEn nawnm  Pnasn
...’on A
IAWTINn (7)30730 (5) 7T ? ~1°5ann (6)TIRIM ;3w
(4) ORI HN .. ’On
?2179m  (6)TIRIM 'ATTIRAM 'R/ 190N (7)73070 DR RO H1iamanh
(5) Mo (6) m W
(6)[TRAN]  MATHM  (3)/2WN (7)73077 0] (7)3070  Pnwsa
(5) T
(7)3[E00 apwnnn mhRmr (5) 7 TOM TI0IN 'DR’a e
(4)

TR A R 0N PON (3) 728N

(3) 2" 70N MNYn PR

Twp ow '3 maon

T-SNS10.3

(5) 777"

The most immediately striking feature of these lists is just how closely L™, L,
EVRII B 60 and the Genizah leaf match in terms of their Mm content, in con-
trast to the other codices examined. This is to be expected if each of these is
indeed the work of the same masran. On closer inspection of the order of the
notes, though, an even more surprising feature emerges in terms of the rela-
tionship between the Genizah leaf and L™ in particular:

= Damascus Pentateuch. Also known as Sassoon 507 or the Damascus Crown. It is now
kept by the National Library of Israel: NLI Heb. 24° 5702. S! is the common label for codex
Sassoon 1053, a 10th century codex of the entire Hebrew Bible. It is also frequently referred
to simply as the Sassoon Codex, and occasionally as Safra JuD 0o2. Recently purchased by
the Museum of the Jewish People in Tel Aviv, one hopes it will soon be given a more up
to date, and permanent, classmark. On RNL EVR 11 B 80, see Kim Phillips, “The Masoretic
Notes in RNL EVR II B 8o+: An Initial Report,” in Studies in the Masoretic Tradition of the
Hebrew Bible, Cambridge Semitic Languages and Cultures (Cambridge: Open Book Pub-
lishers, 2022), 23-74.
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LD T-S NS 10.3+ Recto
2 1
1(DY+) 2
= T-S NS 10.3+ Verso
7 3
6 4
5 5
4 6
3 (™ Tp MNa+) 7

Leaving aside, for the moment, the two extra notes found in L™ but not the
Genizah leaf, the set of notes in both cases is otherwise identical. Moreover,
the pairwise order of the notes is identical, but their arrangement is reversed.
Recall that in both T-s A2.46 and T-s A3.35+ the Mm notes are identical, in
content, order, and arrangement, to the notes in L™. In this new leaf, the Mm
content shows a little more variation, and, while the pairwise order of the
notes is the same, their arrangement is reversed. Nonetheless, none of the other
manuscripts in the table above are anywhere near as close to T-s Ns 10.3+ in
terms of content, order, and arrangement of their Mm notes as L™—including
the other comparanda written by Samuel himself.!9

We cannot deduce who reversed the order of the Mm notes (Samuel b. Jacob
in the original copying, or Breuer in his listing of the notes in L™), but we can
use the reversal to deduce further information about how L™ and T-s Ns 10.3+
relate to one another. In particular, we can deduce that, in both the Genizah
leaf and L™, Mm notes 1 and 2 are found on one page, and notes 3—7 are found
on the next page.2® Since Mm notes almost always appear on the same page as
the biblical text to which they refer, this implies that the biblical text itself, and
not ‘just’ its Mm, is arranged identically, or near-identically, between L™ and
T-S NS 10.3+.2

19  Theabsence of the note on the two occurrences of D*7p M2 is not particularly troubling:
these ‘2’ notes are frequently written in the form of Mp notes only, with the second catch-
word written in the margin adjacent to the first. The remains of T-s Ns 10.3 show that there
isindeed a 2 count ad loc., though no catchword is visible. The absence of the long note on
D"y is more difficult to explain. It is, of course, quite possible that the note appears else-
where on the page: only one of the four Mm blocks is extant. This, admittedly, would mean
that the pairwise ordering of the notes in T-s Ns 10.3+ was not quite identical with L™,

20  Considering an alternative arrangement will help demonstrate this. Imagine that, in L™,
notes 1—4 were on one page, and 5—7 on the next. When the order of the notes was reversed,
this would yield: 4, 3, 2,1, 7, 6, 5, which would not match the Genizah leaf.

21 Of course, this is not quite so surprising a result as it may initially seem. The biblical text
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2.3  JTSKE.15

This fragment consists of the upper two thirds of a single parchment leaf.
Between 9-11 lines of all three columns are extant (though the gutter margin
has been mutilated to such an extent that half of the gutter columns’ text has
been obliterated). By reconstruction it is possible to determine to a high degree
of probability that the leaf originally contained 17 lines per column.?2 The bib-
lical text is fully vocalised and cantillated, but there are no masoretic notes,
magna or parva. The recto contains Exodus 26:26—34; the verso contains Exodus

26:35—27:5.

Despite the lack of masoretic notes, there are several indications that this
leaf derives from the same source as T-s A2.46, T-S A3.35+, and T-S NS 10.3+,
in addition to the similarity of the script in each case. The column widths are
comparable: ~7 cm; the total width of the written area is approximately 27 cm
in each case; the height of 10 lines is approximately 15cm in each case. This
leaf shares the unusually ample margins also found in T-s A2.46+. The height
of the upper margin is approximately 7.5cm in each case. The width of the
leading-edge margin is approximately 8cm in both cases.?3 The same means
are employed for the management of the left-hand margin: letter compression
(but not dilation); line-end or line-medial raised dots; end of line part letters
(5 & 0 W), sometimes combined with raised dots.2* The use of rafe is broadly

contained in this leaf covers much of Exodus 14, and so by this point Samuel would have
been carefully preparing the layout of the biblical text in readiness for the Song of the Sea.
This entailed ensuring that the word ©'&271 in Exodus 14:28a occurred as the first word of
a new page. Thus, whether Samuel was intentionally imitating the precise layout of L™
when producing the Genizah leaf (or vice versa), or whether he was simply ‘aiming’ to
land ©'R27 as the first word of a new page, the result in terms of the layout of the biblical
text of Exodus 14 as a whole would have been approximately the same.

22 For example: the average number of letters per line (counting 7,3, ,7 1 as half-letters) is
9.3. Between the last extant word of column 1 recto (2N Exodus 26:28—end of line g)
to the first word of column 2 (NP Exodus 26:30) stand 77.5 letters. When divided by
the average line length by letters (9.3), this yields the estimated number of missing lines
as 8, and the total number of lines in the column as 17. Similar calculations for the other
columns produce comparable results.

23 This last measurement is particularly significant. In each of T-s A2.46, T-s A3.35+, and JTs
KE.15 the column width is approximately 7 cm, while the width of the leading-edge margin
is more than 8 cm—i.e. wider than the column width. Such a ratio is very unusual: “mar-
gin:column >1.” As a micro-demonstration of this: out of seven high quality, three-column
Eastern Bible codices from the RNL EVR 11 B collection, five had a margin:column ratio of
approximately 0.7-0.8; two had a margin:column ratio of approximately o.9-1.0.

24 For this latter—the combination of part-letter with line filling dots, see Vincent Beiler,
“The Small Masorah: Genealogical Relationships in 112 Early Hebrew Bible Codices Based
on the Masorah Parva” (PhD Thesis, University of Cambridge, 2023).
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comparable in all the fragments, too, including the tendency not to mark rafe
on final he matres lectionis.25

In fact, one can go further. Apparently, this folio was originally separated
from the T-s A2.46 folio by precisely one intervening folio. Consider the follow-
ing data:

Classmark Side  Number of words
T-S A2.46 Recto 116

Verso 108
T-S A3.35 Recto 118

Verso 120

T-SNS 10.3+10.45 Recto 106
Verso 9126

JTSKE.15 Recto 100
Verso 113* 27

These figures yield an average of 218 words per folio. There are precisely 210
words between the final words of T-s A2.46 Y278 211 (Exodus 26:8a) and the
opening words of JTs KE.15 [2wn7 P9 (Exodus 26:26b). These 210 words are
therefore a perfect fit for one intervening folio.

3 Discussion

So far, we have presented four individual leaves. Three leaves (T-s A2.46, T-
s A3.35+, and T-S NS 10.3+) each display the textual and paratextual features

25  Arather troubling fly in the ointment comes in the form of the seder marker on the recto.
Its shape is quite atypical of the authentic seder markers found in Samuel’s other pro-
ductions. Given the limited finger-printing evidence provided by this leaf, this non-match
counts for rather a lot, and places something of a question mark over the attribution of
this leaf to Samuel b. Jacob.

26  Thisleaf contains part of Exodus 14. The rather low number of words on the verso is a res-
ult of Samuel’s efforts to line up the biblical text in such a way as to meet the stipulations
for the layout of the Song of the Sea—and in particular, the five lines preceding this Song.

27  This figure was estimated using the number of words contained between the beginning
of the side and the end of the last full line of the third column: 93 words over 42 lines. This
is equivalent to 93%(51/42) = 113 words over the entire page.
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expected from a Samuel b. Jacob codex. Moreover, their Mm notes are either
identical, or near-identical, to those from L™. The fourth leaf (JTs KE.15) con-
tains no masoretic notes at all. However, the unusual format of the leaf, as well
as the textual and (almost) all the paratextual details, suggest that this leaf;, too,
belongs with the previous three. These leaves raise a flurry of questions: Do
they originate from a separate codex, or are they related in some way to codex
Lm itself (e.g., as replacement leaves)? If the leaves do derive from a codex dis-
tinct from L™, then where is that codex? Why are the Mm notes in T-S A2.46
and T-s A3.35+ identical to those of L™? Even more puzzling: why are the notes
in T-S NS 10.3+ so close to those of L™, yet in the reverse order? More broadly:
can we learn anything about Samuel’s practice as a naqdan-masran from these
leaves? Some of these issues were initially addressed when publishing T-s A2.46
and T-s A3.35; the notes below return to the questions in light of the fresh evid-
ence.

3.1 Replacement Leaves or Separate Codex?

Prima facie, the simplest explanation for the origin and format of these Genizah
leaves (excluding JTs KE.15 for now) would seem to be that they were originally
part of L™ itself but were replaced at some point in the codex’s history and—
rendered obsolete—were placed in the Genizah.?® This would explain the
remarkable similarity between the Mm notes: the leaves now in the Genizah
are the original leaves from L™. The leaves currently in L™ are replacements,
intended to be carbon copies of the originals.

Is there codicological support for such a hypothesis? One notes that, so far,
only fragments of single leaves have been recovered, rather than fragments of
bifolia. This is consistent with known scribal practice in codex-repair. When a
leaf required replacement, the damaged leaf was cut from the codex, leaving
a stub to ensure that the conjugate folio would remain bound into the quire.
Then, the replacement leaf with produced, also containing a stub to ensure
that it, too, would be held in the quire.2? Beit-Arié reports that there are sev-

28  In the initial consideration of the question of the relationship between the Genizah
‘codex’ and L™, the possibility was mooted—and subsequently rejected—that the two
codices relate as twin sisters. I remain convinced of the logic behind this rejection, and
hence do not reopen that possibility here. See Phillips, “Unusual,” 303-304.

29  Foranexample of a quire with replacement leaves, see diagram produced by Malachi Beit-
Arié in “Hebrew Codicology: Historical and Comparative Typology of Medieval Hebrew
Codices based on the Documentation of the Extant Dated Manuscripts until 1540 using
a Quantitative Approach’, ed. Zofia Lasman, Publications of the Israel Academy of Sci-
ences and Humanities (Jerusalem: Israel Academy of Sciences and Humanities, 2021),
219.
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eral pairs of leaf+stub in Samuel’s best-known work, the Leningrad Codex,
so it is quite possible that he performed the same codicological surgery on
[,m.30

Additional support for this explanation might come from T-s AS 72.79 and T-s
Ar.aa.38—fragments of Torah, with Saadya’s tafsir, written by Samuel b. Jacob.3!
Originally these were thought to derive from a different codex to Samuel’s well-
known Torah-tafsir codex: EVR 11 C 1. However, based on aberrations in the
textual density of the relevant pages in EVR 11 C 1, Beiler has cogently argued
that in fact the tafsir leaves found in the Taylor-Schechter collection were the
original pages from EVR 11 C 1.32 At some point, those leaves were removed and
replaced with their current leaves. The aberrations in textual density in the
replacement leaves arose from Samuel’s apparent decision to spread one ori-
ginal side of text (that of T-s As 72.79) over a full replacement leaf (Evr 11 C 1d
fol.172), and to condense three original sides of text (including T-s Ar.1a.38) into
a single leaf (EVR 11 C 1d fol. 201).

However, there are at least two difficulties with the idea that the Taylor-
Schechter leaves were the original leaves from L™, subsequently replaced. First,
as far as can be determined from the extant text itself (i.e., virtually all the bib-
lical text in the case of T-s A2.46, but far less in the cases of T-s A3.35+ and T-s
NS 10.3+) there is no obvious need to replace these leaves. T-s A2.46, in par-
ticular, is in astonishingly fine fettle. This sort of reasoning alone, however, is
inconclusive, as we have no way of telling how much of the obvious physical
damage to each leaf was present before the leaf entered the Genizah, and how
much was inflicted over the course of a millennium spent therein.

There is a more compelling reason to question whether T-s A2.46, at least,
was ever an original part of L™, but subsequently replaced.3® On the verso of
T-S A2.46, the text of the lower part of the middle column is noticeably con-
densed; line length is increased, and an extra line was added to the bottom
of the column. These signs suggest that Samuel was struggling to fit a prede-
termined amount of text onto this page, rather than writing an original page

30 Malachi Beit-Arié, Colette Sirat, and Mordechai Glatzer, Codices hebraicis litteris exarati
quo tempore scripti fuerint exhibentes, vol. 1 of Monumenta Palaeographica Medii Aevi,
Series hebraica 1 (Belgium: Brepols, 1997), 114.

31 Vollandt, “Saadya’s Tafsir".

32 Beiler, “Saadya’s Tafsir Revisited”.

33  The following observations were originally made by Yosef Ofer in a conference present-
ation in 2018. Yosef Ofer, “Hebrew Bible Manuscripts Written by Shmuel ben Yaakov,”
conference presentation, 11th Congress of the European Association of Jewish Studies,
Krakéw, Poland, 16 July 2018.
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tabula rasa.3* Compared to the situation with EVR 11 C 1, then, these signs point
to T-S A2.46 being created as a replacement leaf, rather than an original leaf.

Inlight of these rather intractable difficulties, we might suggest, instead, that
the four genizah leaves discussed in this study (this time including JTS KE.15)
were indeed created to be replacement leaves for L™, but—for some reason—
were never inserted into that manuscript. As a theory, this would at least have
the advantage of covering all four of the leaves presented here. Again, though,
thisidea is not without difficulties. First, since these replacement leaves have all
the signs of being Samuel’s own handiwork, we must assume that within just a
few decades of its production, sufficient damage was incurred to L™, at at least
four different points in the codex, to require Samuel to replace those leaves.
We would then need to hypothesise that after Samuel went to the trouble of
producing these replacements—taking care to match the layout, text-content,
and masoretic content to the original leaves—they were never, in fact, inserted
into L™. Additionally, one might have hoped, had these leaves indeed been pre-
pared as replacements, but never used, that at least part of their stubs would
have remained attached. Yet in the two instances where it can be checked (T-s
A2.46 and T-s A3.35+), the gutter margin of the leaves appears to have disinteg-
rated along the fold line of the bifolium.

In sum, these fragments remain a mystery. The coming-to-light of jTs
KE.15—lacking masora—may give us more cause than before to question the
idea that these four leaves derive from a once-complete independent codex
modelled on L™. Yet, per the discussion above, no obviously preferable altern-
ative presents itself. Of course, the difficulty of the situation is compounded
by the fact that L™ itself remains inaccessible to scholars and so we are, as it
were, attempting to reconstruct the whole conversation based on only one side
thereof.

All this uncertainty notwithstanding, comparing the Mm notes of differ-
ent Samuel b. Jacob productions can still be a profitable exercise. The material
presented in this paper helps us better to understand Samuel’s scribal practice
in at least the following two ways.

3.2 Samuel b. Jacob Had His Own Personal Set of Mm Notes, from Which
He Worked

The data above suggest that, even when attempting to produce a carbon copy

of (some leaves of) L™, Samuel b. Jacob nonetheless referred back to his own

34  There are no songs or other texts with scribally-mandated textual layouts in the vicinity
of Exodus 26 which could explain these features.
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personal set of Mm notes, rather than copying the Mm notes directly from the
pages of L™. This makes good sense at a practical level: presumably his own
handwritten lists were contained in small-format quires, and hence easier to
read than attempting to manipulate the bulky codex L™ to squint at the micro-
graphic Mm notes therein.

The hypothesis that Samuel b. Jacob was copying from his own Mm lists
explains why, even when identical notes are being copied, the precise lemmata
sometimes vary, or vary in length. It also explains why the Mm notes in the
Genizah leaves, L™, and L itself cluster so tightly together in content, in such
marked distinction to the other codices examined above.

Various folios containing Mm lists have been preserved in the Genizah, so
the claim that Samuel might have had his own list is hardly daring. It does raise
the enticing possibility, though, that some of Samuel’s private masoretic lists
have survived in the Genizah, and await rediscovery.

3.3 L™ the Genizah Leaves, and L, Allow Us to Glimpse the Gradual
Tiberianisation of Samuel’s Personal Mm Lists

Outhwaite has argued that before Samuel b. Jacob arrived in Fustat, he was
part of the Maghrebi Jewish community, with strong links to the Babylonian
yeshivot.35 On this basis, it seems logical to surmise that his masoretic know-
ledge originally contained a substantial Babylonian element, but gradually
became more and more Tiberianised over time.36 L™, the Genizah leaves, and
L may allow us to glimpse that process in action.

Consider, for example, his Mm note on 79 (Exodus 14:21; § 2.2.3. above). In
both L™ and the Genizah leaves that all-important fifth lemma is included: Twn,
referring to Lamentations 3:2. As explained above, this lemma only ‘fits’ within
the Babylonian pronunciation tradition. By the time the same note appears in
L (also at Exodus 14:21), Samuel has Tiberianised the note by separating off the
Lamentations reference from the others:

35  Outhwaite, “Beyond the Leningrad Codex.”

36 Tiberianisation involved at least three elements. At the surface level, it means that termin-
ology used in the Babylonian masoretic oeuvre was replaced with the equivalent Tiberian
terminology. At the structural level, the very mode of counting and description distinctive
of the Babylonian masora was reframed according to the Tiberian mode. At the deepest
level: counts and tallies that fitted the Babylonian Bible text did not always match the
Tiberian text. At this level, Tiberianisation meant adding or subtracting various lemmata
according to the Tiberian text, tweaking the counts and tallies accordingly. For in-depth
discussion, see Ofer, The Babylonian Masora.
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The form 79 occurs four times (thrice defective O Tm N 3 T oM
and once plene) ...
And the form 75 occurs once: Lamentations 3:2. INIIRTM

Or consider his note on 12" (Exodus 14:16; §2.2.3. above). In both L™ and
the Genizah leaves this note betrays its Babylonian influence by listing the
Jeremiah lemma before the Isaiah lemma.37 By the time the note appears in
L, however (in full at Exodus 14:16; Deuteronomy 10:11; Isaiah 13:2) the Isaiah
lemma has been repositioned to appear before the Jeremiah and Ezekiel refer-
ences.38

4 Conclusion

This brief article continues the “Samuel-in-the-Genizah” theme of earlier pub-
lications. Five additional classmarks have been added to the previously pub-
lished T-s A2.46 and T-s A3.35. Collectively, these classmarks belong to four
separate leaves. The additional fragments consolidate the claims made in pre-
vious studies, as well as furnishing us with valuable information regarding the
actual processes involved in Samuel’s work as scribe and masran. Nonetheless,
for as many answers as these additional fragments provide, there are as many
remaining questions. Especially, the question of why these Genizah leaves were
produced remains obscure.

37  Asiswell-known, the order of the biblical books differs between the Tiberian and Babylo-
nian traditions. In the Babylonian tradition, the order of the Latter Prophets is Jeremiah-
Ezekiel-Isaiah-The Twelve (see b.Baba Bathra 14.b—15a). Accordingly, when lemmata are
cited in the Babylonian masoretic tradition, the order of the citations follows this arrange-
ment.

38  This process was likely rather piecemeal and sporadic, with much confusion en route. In
the case just cited, for example, in L™, the Isaiah lemma perplexingly appears between
Jeremiah and Ezekiel.



CHAPTER 4

Two Fragments of Saadya’s Tafsir by Samuel b.
Jacob

Ronny Vollandt

T-S AS 72.79 and T-S Ar.1a.38 contain the text of Saadya Gaon’s translation (tafsir)
on Exodus 32:2 and 25:3-5.1 The tafsir constitutes the main Judaeo-Arabic trans-
lation tradition in the Genizah corpus and so ‘another two fragments’ are
admittedly not a great source of astonishment. And yet, despite the fact that
the text is so frequently found, the two leaves caught my eye immediately:
they are virtually identical to the recently discovered manuscript St Peters-
burg RNL Yevr. 11 C 1, which contains the earliest known copy of the complete
Pentateuch translation of Saadya. This copy was completed about sixty years
after the demise of the Gaon and it preserves his translation in the most pre-
cise and accurate way, both in wording and language.

The two Genizah fragments originate without any doubt from the same
hand. They are identical, but only cover the book of Exodus, apparently attest-
ing that the scribe produced a separate copy of that book for an unknown
purchaser. The Hebrew text is presented in large, calligraphic, oriental square
letters with full Tiberian vocalisation; beneath it, Saadya’s translation is found
in smaller semi-cursive letters. The St Petersburg manuscript embraces 720
folio pages; nevertheless, rather large parts are missing. It was copied by Samuel
ben Jacob, who is known as an expert producer of Masoretic model codices.?
Likewise the magnificent Leningrad Codex (RNL Yevr. B 19a) was written and
vocalised by him in the year 1008—-1009 CE in Fustat. Although no date is given
in the former manuscript it may be assumed that it was copied around the same
time as the latter.

1 This article was originally published as the Taylor-Schechter Genizah Research Unit’s Frag-
ment of the Month for November 2009, where it appeared with the title: ‘Two fragments (T-s
AS 72.79 and T-s Ar.1a.38) of Saadiah’s tafsir by Samuel ben Jacob’ (https://www.lib.cam.ac.uk/
collections/departments/taylor-schechter-genizah-research-unit/fragment-month/fragmen
t-month-12-4). It is reproduced here, slightly modified by the editors, with permission from
Ronny Vollandt.

2 Editor’s note: For more recent discoveries of manuscripts copied by Samuel ben Jacob, see
in the present volume, ‘More Genizah Bible Fragments Written by Samuel b. Jacob’ by Kim
Phillips.
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MsS St Petersburg RNL Yevr. 11 C 1 opens with an ownership note, which is
repeated at the beginning of every book, stating that this codex was commis-
sioned by Solomon ben Abraham. Two Genizah fragments indicate that he was
involved in trading with the Levantine coast, particularly with Tyre. His engage-
ment in commerce and his consequent prestigious status—as indicated by the
honorary title ~a-Pagid in the manuscript—permitted him to commission such
asplendid codex. A second ownership note leads directly to Tyre, for it appears
that Solomon ha-Kohen, brother of—and Av Bet Din under—Gaon Evyatar
(Abiathar) ha-Kohen, acquired the codex. Under his father, Elijah ha-Kohen
Gaon, the Palestinian academy moved to Tyre as a result of the Seljuk conquest
of Palestine. The date of purchase is given as 1084, thus the transfer of own-
ership must have taken place immediately after the appointment of Evyatar
ha-Kohen as Gaon.

The Genizah fragments and the St Petersburg manuscript resemble each
other in another feature. Foreign to Saadya’s practice—and even antipodal to
his own concept of scriptural translation—they exhibit innumerable alternat-
ive renderings, which are introduced by the Arabic terms wa-qil or wa-yugal. It
is noteworthy that they only occur in the book of Exodus, mainly after Parashat
Mishpatim, where they are at times found in every verse, or even twice in one
verse.

Hitherto, alternative renderings were considered an exclusive and distinct-
ive hallmark of the pre-Saadianic and Karaite translation traditions. The total
absence of that feature in the bulk of the Genizah material, as well in later
manuscripts, allows no other assumption than that the alternative renderings
were introduced as a kind of internal gloss by the scribe Samuel ben Jacob him-
self (as already pointed out by Ben-Shammai 2000). The additional Genizah
fragments stemming from his hand, in which they are incorporated in the very
same manner, prove this. Internal evidence may also be found in the trans-
lation of Exodus 29:9. In the first half of the verse, 98312 >p1 DATTWN), the
copyist apparently forgot to enter the gloss. In the second half, 1ans on% 7"xns,
he mistakenly omitted 1, which was consequently added over the line. Both
instances suggest that the glosses were appended in the actual course of copy-
ing.

Certain tendencies may be detected: the glosses typically occur when
Saadya’s translation is difficult for the reader to comprehend. On those occa-
sions when the Gaon commits himself to translate the Hebrew into idio-
syncratic, high-standard Classical Arabic, an alternative rendering in Middle
Arabic is frequently found. Equally, highly synthetic translations are annotated
by an explanatory gloss. Further, a need was felt to append a gloss to Saadya’s
usages of homophonous cognates in Arabic.
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A close scrutiny of later manuscripts—whether of early oriental or relat-
ively late Yemenite provenance—reveals, however, that these also occasionally
feature readings akin to the glosses of Ms St Petersburg RNL Yevr. 11 C 1. This
fact evokes the crucial question: on which traditions did Samuel ben Jacob
rely? Could it be that the glosses in fact draw upon genuine Saadianic mater-
ial that resurfaced in the margins of the standardised transmission of the short
tafsir? Considering the Genizah fragments’ readings at Exodus 23:1 and 29:20,
this might very likely be the case. In one of the fragments of his commentary
on Exodus (published by Y. Raztaby 1998), Saadya informs us of his difficulties
in translating the Hebrew onn Ty nrad ywa oy 77 nwn 5K, He proposes two
options in Arabic, similar to the two variants of the St Petersburg manuscript.
One is given as the standard translation, the other, as an alternative rendering
that goes on to re-occur in the Yemenite tradition. In Exodus 29:20 the Hebrew
term JTR 1IN 1107 is translated P90 IR 1AW, yet it appears as 00 TR PRI in
the gloss, as documented in Saadya’s commentary and the Yemenite tradition.

In summary, it stands to reason that the glosses were introduced by the
scribe Samuel ben Jacob by incorporating material of Saadya’s commentary on
Exodus. The additional Genizah fragments stemming from his hand, into which
that material is interwoven in the very same manner, prove this. The glosses,
thus, have to be seen in the light of intentional scribal editorial activity.
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CHAPTER 5

Two Hitherto Unpublished Bilingual (Jewish
Aramaic and Judaeo-Arabic) Genizah Fragments
from the Scroll of Antiochus

Siam Bhayro

1 Introduction: Some Personal Remarks

Given the commemorative nature of the present volume, I would like to begin
with some brief personal remarks. I worked at the Taylor-Schechter Genizah
Research Unit for barely a year (2006—2007), but it was a fruitful year. I sug-
gested that we host a major international conference to mark the retirement
of Professor Stefan C. Reif and to celebrate the thirty-three years he served as
Director of the Unit; this was held in August 2007. I also established a new sub-
series with Brill, Cambridge Genizah Studies, and co-edited the proceedings of
the conference as the first volume of this series (Outhwaite and Bhayro, 2010).
For personal reasons, my association with the Unit, and hence my research on
the Cairo Genizah and editorial role with the series, ended in 2016, but it is
gratifying to see that the series continues to prosper.

My year at the Unit coincided with Cambridge University Library’s acquis-
ition of the Jacques Mosseri Collection, which gave me a brief opportunity to
delve into its contents. While perusing the contents of the Mosseri Collection,
one seemingly insignificant fragment, which preserves barely five lines on each
side, caught my attention. The fragment in question, Mosseri 1.84.1, contains
part of a bilingual Jewish Aramaic/Judaeo-Arabic edition of the Scroll of Anti-
ochus (Institute of Microfilmed Hebrew Manuscripts, 1990, 8). The existence
of this fragment reminded me of another bilingual Genizah fragment of the
same work, CUL T-S A45.14a, photographs of which were included by Simon
Hopkins in his Miscellany (Hopkins, 1978, 44—45). Upon closer inspection, it
would appear that the two fragments come from the same copy of a bilingual
text of the Scroll of Antiochus, so it makes sense to publish them together.

The editors’ kind invitation to contribute to this fiftieth-anniversary volume
affords the perfect opportunity for me to present an editio princeps of both cuL
T-S A45.14a and Mosseri 1.84.1, along with some brief remarks on the Jewish Ara-
maic text and how the fragments fit in with the textual traditions of the Scroll
of Antiochus. I am grateful, therefore, for this opportunity to resume, albeit in
a very modest way, my engagement with Genizah Studies.

© SIAM BHAYRO, 2024 | DOI:10.1163/9789004712331_006
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2 The Jewish Aramaic Versions and the Genizah Fragments

When he published his edition of the Scroll of Antiochus, Moses Gaster divided
the known manuscripts into two groups, Group 1 (manuscripts A-C and F)
and Group 11 (manuscripts D and E; Gaster’s verse divisions and numbers are
used in this paper). He asserted that Group I represents an eastern (espe-
cially Yemenite) recension that is superior to the Group 11 recension, which he
defined as western (Gaster, 1893, 13—14). Gaster based this, in part, on the Arabic
translation that accompanies the Aramaic text, on a verse-by-verse basis, in the
Group I manuscripts (Gaster, 1893, 9). Half a century later, with more evidence
to hand, Franz Rosenthal disputed Gaster’s assertion, arguing that the existence
of several Arabic translations corresponding to Group I1 confirms the oriental
provenance of that recension (Rosenthal, 1946, 298). A few years later, Leon
Nemoy published a facsimile of another Group 11 manuscript from Yale Uni-
versity Library, Yale Codex Hebrew +51 (Nemoy, 1952).

The two Genizah fragments that are published here correspond to Gaster’s
Group 11 Indeed, in three respects, they accord most closely with Yale Codex
Hebrew +51. First, in terms of the verse divisions, the Yale manuscript and the
Genizah fragments appear to agree in dividing both verse 36 (T-s A45.14a v 9—
13) and verse 65 (Mosseri 1.84.1 r) into two separate verses. Furthermore, they
also agree in joining verses 32 and 33 into one verse (T-s A45.14a r 3—6). Second,
the syntax of the Judaeo-Arabic translation in Mosseri 1.84.1 7 10 accords with
that which is (so far) only attested in the Yale manuscript. Third, the follow-
ing readings from the Genizah fragments only otherwise accord with readings
attested in the Yale manuscript:

K123 (T-s A45.14ar19)

mn (T-s A45.14a v 2)
oW (T-S A45.14a v 3)
0132 (T-S A45.14a v 9)

[R2']'n (Mosseri1.84.1v 9)
"3781% (Mosseri 1.84.1v 1)
MM (Mosseri 1.84.1v 1)

55y min *T (Mosseri 1.84.1v 12)

Despite the limited amount of text preserved on the two Genizah fragments,
therefore, we are still able to assign them with confidence to Gaster’s Group 11,
and to place them alongside Yale Codex Hebrew +51.
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2.1 The Aramaic of the Genizah Fragments
Another reason to reject Gaster’s notion of a western recension is the occur-
rence of (forms of) words that are unique to Jewish Babylonian Aramaic (JBA),
or at least eastern and distinct from their Jewish Palestinian Aramaic forms
(ypA). There are two examples in each of the Genizah fragments. In cUL T-s
A45.4a r 1, we have the form 8naw, which accords better with the jBA rather
than the jpA form (compare Sokoloff, 2020, 1086 with Sokoloff, 2017, 620—621).
More significantly, the noun KM 10, which occurs in cUL T-s A45.14a r 2 and
v13, is unique to JBA (Sokoloff, 2020, 604). In Mosseri 1.84.1 v 13, the noun Kp1y
is eastern, with equivalents in both Syriac and Mandaic, and is not attested
in the western dialects (Sokoloff, 2020, 851). Finally, the noun 37571 in Mos-
seri 1.84.1 v 11 is of particular interest. The form with initial ~es makes it clearly
eastern (Sokoloff, 2020, 337), as opposed to the western forms that have ini-
tial ‘alep (Sokoloff, 2017, 27). The typically western form occurs in Gaster’s
supposedly eastern Group 1 manuscripts, which may reflect where they were
copied. Within the Group 11 recension, the lack of vocalic yod in the Genizah
fragment, in contrast to *278°7 in Gaster’s manuscripts D and E, again accords
with the Yale manuscript.

In general, the Aramaic of the Scroll of Antiochus seems to be attempting
to mimic an archaic form of Aramaic, probably the Biblical Aramaic of Daniel.
This is suggested by the following points that, once again, being drawn from the
limited data contained in the Genizah fragments, represent a significant body
of evidence:

— the attempt to quote Dan 3:22 in CUL T-s A45.14a r 7-8;

— the use of the historical spelling of the pronoun j\niR in CUL T-s A45.14a v 10,
for which compare Dan 2:8 (Moscati, 1980, 104; Bar-Asher Siegal, 2016, 88);

— the use of the Biblical Aramaic first person plural pronominal suffix 81— in
CUL T-S A45.14a v 11 and v 12, for which compare Dan 3:17, as opposed to the
standard JBA form }— (Bar-Asher Siegal, 2016, 101-105);

— the use of a comparatively large number of nouns in the construct state: 1713
in CUL T-S A45.14ar1, ﬁf;?f_) in CUL T-S A45.14a r 7, M"N in CUL T-S A45.14a v
2,11 in CUL T-S A45.14a v 13, and "2197 in Mosseri 1.84.1 v 11; the use of the
construct state is preponderant in Biblical Aramaic (Rosenthal, 1995, 29) but
comparatively rare in JBA, occurring mostly in fixed expressions (Bar-Asher
Siegal, 2016, 69—70);

— the use of the Biblical Aramaic relative pronoun *7in CUL T-s A45.14ar 7 and
r 8, CUL T-S A45.14a v 1 and v 11, and Mosseri 1.84.1 v 10 and v 12 (Rosenthal,
1995, 25);

— the retention of historic final taw in the third person feminine singular per-
fect verbs (Bar-Asher Siegal, 2016, 125-127): N9 in CULT-S A45.14av1, A1
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in CUL T-8 A45.14a v 2, and NP7 in CUL T-S A45.14a v 3; note especially niy
NIARYin CUL T-s A45.14a v 9, which recalls Dan 5:10;

— the use of the Biblical Aramaic Pa‘el infinitive 8501 in CUL T-S A45:14a v 10
(Juusola, 1999, 221);

— the use of the forms 8nniR in T-s A45.14a v 1 and MONIR in CUL T-S A45.14a
r 9, which preserve the historic nun (Bar-Asher Siegal, 2016, 28—29);

— the use of archaic 1inn? for the direct object in CUL T-s A45.14a r 10, for which
compare Dan 3:12 (Bar-Asher Siegal, 2016, 226).

Some of these elements are also common in the Aramaic of Targum Ongelos.

Indeed, it has been generally accepted that the Aramaic of the Scroll of Antio-

chus is attempting to imitate that of Targum Ongqelos (T0; e.g. Stemberger, 1996,

331). This should be reconsidered, however, as the data culled from even this

small sample contains four points that would appear to preclude the dialect of

TO:

1NIR as opposed to TO IR (Juusola, 1999, 76);

KRNNIR as opposed to TO RNMR (Sokoloff, 2020, 61);

— "Tas opposed to TO T (Juusola, 1999, 129-130);

137 92p 92, which is almost completely absent from the various Targums

(Wesselius, 1988, 195).

It seems, therefore, that the Aramaic of the Scroll of Antiochus is trying to imit-

ate that of the book of Daniel, which, given that it concerns the persecution of

the Jews by Antiochus spoken of in Dan 8 and 13, is not at all surprising.

3 The Judaeo-Arabic Versions and the Genizah Fragments

Several Judaeo-Arabic translations have been published, notably by Qafih
(1980/1981, 226—233) and Hirschfeld (1892, 1-6), and significant fragments were
published by Abrahams (1900, 117-120) and Atlas and Perlmann (1944, 1-23). As
stated above, the Jewish Aramaic text of the Genizah fragments accords most
closely with Yale Codex Hebrew +51. Given that the Yale manuscript does not
have an accompanying Judaeo-Arabic translation, it is not surprising that the
Genizah fragments preserve a hitherto unknown Judaeo-Arabic translation.

4 CUL T-S A45.14a recto
Contents by line:

1-2  Jewish Aramaic text of the second half of verse 33
3-6  Judaeo-Arabic translation of verses 32—33
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7-10 Jewish Aramaic text of verse 34
n-13 Judaeo-Arabic translation of verse 34

501 RN2W 5V 813N 1 a decree of extermination concern-
ing the Sabbath and concerning
XM 2 circumcision.
IROR WA P[*]N320M3280a 3 Then Bagres marched with all his
army until

monpn 810 Hnp oYW YR HapR 4 he came to Jerusalem, and he slew
in it a great
RAIRI RYOKRP RIR AR VY 5 slaughter, and he issued a definitive
firm command
:1I8N3Y81 NA0OR WP '® 6 concerning the Sabbath and cir-
cumcision.
R AT niT5ap 92 7 Because of this, since the word of
the king
29T T R ROYNN 8 was urgent, a (certain) man who
would circumcise his son —
TONIR ARIRIAI TR g they brought the man and also his
wife
RPN HAPY 11y 10 and they crucified them opposite
the child.
RTOR NMROR TOTIRI RN 20121 11 And because the command was
urgent,

N2 RTIITNR A9 M H2°NRa 12 then were brought to him a man
and wife who had a son and cir-
cumcised him,

22¥OR "7 A 8PARDI [1]25%8 13 and they crucified both of them in
front of the boy.

Lines 3—6
Verses 32—33 are joined into one verse, in accordance with Yale Codex Hebrew
+51.

Lines 7-8

The phrase 85¢nn k30 150 11 *7 137 %2R 2 is an attempt to quote from Dan
3:22, but, at some point, the *7 and jn have become inverted, with the resulting
text making little sense. The correct reading is given in the manuscripts used by
Gaster and in the Yale manuscript, so this is reflected in the given translation.
Note also the use of xaynn for biblical naynn.
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5 CUL T-S A45.14a verso

Contents by line:

1-4  Jewish Aramaic text of verse 35

5-8 Judaeo-Arabic translation of verse 35

9-13 Jewish Aramaic text of the first half of verse 36

AN27anTY T RNMIRART 1 And (there was) also a woman who
bore a son after
RInnS o YA mnn 2 the death of her husband, and
she circumcised him on the
eighth
oowT XMW HY o e 3 day, and she went up upon the wall
of Jerusalem
ATARTIIAND 4 and her circumcised son was in her
hand.
N TYa RT NTOR RODR PYART 5 And one of the women bore a son
after the death of
NP5V OR'R IRANS AN KA1 6 her husband, and she circumcised
him on the eighth day, and she went
up
1NN TOR RATM DOV MO Y 7 upon the wall of Jerusalem and her
son whom she had circumcised
:XNT 9 8 wasin her hand.
DMRAPIMRTY MMM 9 She answered and said, “To you they
say, Bagres
N5V 120 IR 82N 10 the guilty one, ‘You think to abolish
RINNAR T XA R1A 11 from us the covenant of our fore-
fathers!
A RO2WY K10 moaRh 12 Itisnot cut off from us! And the
Sabbath
7Y &Y [n]maan kMM 13 and circumcision from the sons of

1

their sons are not passing away

Line 4
A subsequent scribe has corrected n721 to 7721 in the margin.

Lines 10—13

Gaster’s manuscripts A and E, as well as Yale Codex Hebrew +51, clearly indic-
ate that the phrase 81naR *7 81 should be the subject of the verb poa. This
would make the final two clauses parallel with each other:
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N1 P08 RY RanNNaR T RA7p  The covenant of our forefathers is not
cut off from us!
PV RS a2 3an kM AR RNaw1 And the Sabbath and circumecision
from the sons of their sons are not
passing away!

Of course, this leaves us with an incomplete clause:
... RIPA 85025 P20 IR You think to abolish from us ...

The Yale manuscript omits this clause altogether, thus avoiding the problem.
The proper solution to this, however, is probably to be found in Gaster’s manu-
script E, which completes this clause with the phrase XY 217 K™ ‘the
covenant that was established with us’ It appears that, at some point in the
transmission of the recension represented by Yale Codex Hebrew +51 and the
Genizah fragment, a scribe was thrown by the recurrence of 82p. It should be
noted, however, that Gaster’s manuscript E is itself imperfect, having 3700
‘refuse, rebel’ instead of the more sensible 120 of the Genizah fragment.
It seems, therefore, that we are left with the curious situation in which the
Genizah fragment is the only textual witness to the correct verb for the longer
reading that is attested in E, whilst itself not preserving the longer reading
through haplography. Thus, I would reconstruct this verse as follows:

RI"M O PINR T2 MRRINY - She answered and said, “To you they
say, Bagres the guilty one,
qurT KPR 85025 a0 NIR You think to abolish from us the cov-
RIY  enant that was established with us.
N110 '08 RY RINAAR T RD™P  The covenant of our forefathers is not
cut off from us!
7Y RO A 320 R M 8nawt And the Sabbath and circumcision
from the sons of their sons are not
passing away!”

Line 13
The use of a verse divider accords with the verse division in Yale Codex Hebrew
+51.
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6 Mosseri 1.84.1 recto

Contents by line:
9-13 Judaeo-Arabic translation of the first half of verse 65

n9o% 05oR 819 [...] 9 [And the children of Israel rejoiced]
when God delivered
1P 0MIN DARTY O[IR'RA] 10 [into their hands] their enemies;
some of them
13 ORI IRIORI MPIN[R] they burned with fire, and others
mab i onam aobxa mhnp 12 they killed with the sword, and oth-
ers they crucified
:awabrHY 13 on the cross.

ju—
=

Lines 9—13

The preserved Judaeo-Arabic text very much corresponds to the Aramaic text
as attested in the Yale manuscript: 11373 PPRID PR3 170ANK ™7 HRW? M2 TM
RIO¥ Hp 125% PN RIIN21PT PRI 8MI219P (see also the notes on lines 10
and 13 below).

Line 9

From the already published Judaeo-Arabic texts, the missing opening clause
could be restored as either 580K "2 a1 (Hirschfeld, 1892, 5) or 33 170N
580K (Abrahams, 1900, 120).

Line 10

The probable restoration of onXTY 0" IR'R1 agrees with the word order in
Yale Codex Hebrew +51 (pn°'R10 »7a) rather than Gaster’'s manuscripts D
and E (pn7"a 177°R10), again confirming the close relationship between the Yale
manuscript and the Genizah fragments.

Line 13
The use of a verse divider suggests that the Genizah fragment divided verse 65
into two separate verses, just as in Yale Codex Hebrew +51.

7 Mosseri 1.84.1 verso

Contents by line:
9-13 Jewish Aramaic text of most of verse 66



52 CHAPTER 5

Missing: Then Antiochus the king,
when he heard that
27275 RPN [07]32 9 Bagr[es the] guil[ty one was killed,
and all the nobles of ]
[RNra02 2 A]Y " TRYN 10 the army who were with hi[m, he

embarked onto a ship]

[5]a mm &9 P 1 and fled to the colonies of the sea.
And wherever

mAPTIN O M TR 12 he entered rebelled against him

:RPTW Y PANY 13 and said to him “Fugitive!”

Lines 1-8

Given how the recto ends, it is likely that lines 1—3 contained the Jewish Ara-
maic text of the second half of verse 65, with the corresponding Judaeo-Arabic
translation following on lines 4—6. Lines 7-8 probably contained the Jewish
Aramaic text of the start of verse 66, along the lines of ™73 8351 DVIN TN
Sopn *7 ynw. Yale Codex Hebrew +51 omits the opening {83, but, judging
from the number of letters needed to fill two complete lines, the Genizah frag-
ment probably accorded with either Gaster’s manuscript E (1" TX3) or CUL T-S
Ags5.15 2 r 17 (R; photograph in Hopkins, 1978, 51). In all other respects, the
suggested restoration conforms to the Yale manuscript and CUL T-S A45.15 2 r
17-18.

Line g

The visible '11 suggests that the Genizah fragment read 821 with Yale Codex
Hebrew +51 and CUL T-s A45.15 2 7 18, rather than min with Gaster’s manu-
scripts A—C and F. Gaster’s manuscripts D and E both omit the adjective alto-
gether, suggesting that, within the Group 11 recension, the Genizah fragment is
closest to the Yale manuscript.

Line

Sokoloff glosses 837577 as ‘governor’ (Sokoloff, 2020, 337), which works well in
other contexts. In this context, however, Jastrow’s secondary definition ‘subject
(land), colony’ (Jastrow, 1903, 363), is much better suited.

8 Images

I'would like to thank the Syndics of Cambridge University Library for granting
permission to publish these images.
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FIGURE 5.1 T-S A45.14a recto
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FIGURE 5.2 T-S A45.14a verso
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FIGURE 5.3 Mosseri 1.84.1 recto

FIGURE 5.4 Mosseri 1.84.1 verso
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CHAPTER 6

A Fragment of a Mystical-Philosophical Judaeo-
Arabic Commentary on the Talmudic Aggadot
from the Pietist Circle

Paul Fenton

1 Introduction

Many years ago, when still a Research Assistant at the Taylor-Schechter Genizah
Research Unit at the Cambridge University Library, Thappened upon a Genizah
fragment of an unknown commentary on the talmudic Aggadot to be found in
the tractate Berakot. Like so many partial texts uncovered in that treasure trove,
its contents were highly tantalising but I withheld its publication, convinced at
the time that I would eventually unearth additional pages of the same com-
mentary and possibly discover its author’s identity. The years that have rolled
by have not seen the fulfilment of that wish and so I have taken the decision
to publish this text in the hope that it will enable future researchers to perhaps
identify in time further pieces of this interesting work in the Cairo Genizah
holdings.

For all its brevity, our fragment is extremely valuable on more than one
count. Besides its recognition of an allegorical meaning to the Aggadot, albeit
arelatively moderate one in comparison to the radical philosophical interpret-
ations of later periods, it touches on some important issues. Some are brought
up by the talmudic text itself, such as the problem of suffering, Divine provid-
ence, and angelology, while others are introduced by the author, such as the
mystical-philosophical meaning of the precepts, metaphorical interpretation,
Divine transcendence, and anti-Sabean polemics.

Itillustrates an exegetical approach to the Aggadot which had been initiated
at the time of the Geonim partly in response to the Qaraites, who had tar-
geted the hyperbolic language of the midrash, especially its anthropomorphic
aspects, in their anti-Rabbanite polemics. Indeed, our author draws on Geonic
sources and even in the few preserved folios we find him invoking the authority
of both R. Hayya Gaon'’s (939—1038 CE) commentary on Berakot as well as a pas-
sage from the Megillat setarim of R. Nissim Gaon of Qayrawan (990-1062 CE).!

1 Seeinfra,n. ng.
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A FRAGMENT OF A MYSTICAL-PHILOSOPHICAL COMMENTARY 59

In a famous responsum, precisely on an anthropomorphic passage from TB
Berakot 59a, R. Hayya Gaon taught that:

this is an Aggadic statement concerning the like of which the rabbis
declared that authority is not to be afforded to the words of Aggadot. By
way of explanation, it should be first made clear that according to both
rational analysis and the opinion of the Sages, it is certain that no compar-
ison can be drawn between the Holy One blessed be He and any created
being [...]. Having clarified this principle, you will become aware that all
similar expressions employed by the rabbis were not meant literally but
rather as a metaphor and a comparison to phenomena that we can per-
ceive [by the senses], since ‘the Torah expresses itself in human language’
(TB Berakot 31b). Indeed, the Prophets used parables when [speaking of
God] such as ‘the eyes of God’ (Gen. 38, 7), ‘the hand of God’ (Ex. 9, 3) as
metaphors used in human speech.?

In their commentaries and responsa, the Geonim such as Sa‘adyah, Hayya,
Hanan’el and Nissim Gaon, provided rational explanations for many random
passages, but none compiled a systematic treatise on the rabbinical homilies.
The first to envisage such a work was Moses Maimonides (1135-1204 CE) who
considered the talmudic Aggadot as a repository of ancient Hebrew thought
and science. In his youth, Maimonides had intended to write an exhaustive
allegorical interpretation (ta’wil) of the Aggadot:

I intend to compose a work in which I will gather all of the homilies to
be found in the Talmud and other [sources]. I will explain and interpret
(ta’wil) such that they be in accordance with their true meanings and will
also provide proof of this from the [rabbis’] very statements. I will clarify
which of the homilies are to be understood in their literal meaning, which
are parables, and which are dreams [even though] they are expressed in
straightforward language as if they had occurred in a wakeful state. I will
expound to you in that composition numerous principles and provide
examples to serve as analogies. May I not be criticised for the liberty my

2 J. Musafia, ed., Tesubot ha-Ge’onim (Lyck: Megizey Nirdamim, 1864), par. 98; B.M. Levin,
Otzar ha-Geonim, Thesaurus of the Gaonic Responsa and Commentaries, following the order of
the Talmudic Tractates (Jerusalem: The Hebrew University Press Association, 1931), Berakot,
Hayya Gaon, Tesuibot, no. 357, 130-131. A Hebrew translation of the Aramaic original is to be
found in AY. Brumberg, ed., Peyrusey risonim [-aggadot Hazal (Jerusalem: Committee for
the Publication of the Works of Rabbi Brumberg, 1981), 22; see also S. Immanuel, ed., Tesitbot
ha-Ge'onim ha-hadasot (Jerusalem: Mekon Ofeq, 1995), 155.



60 CHAPTER 6

exposition has taken in regard to certain terms and notions, of which the
philosophers might disapprove. I did so in order to provide comprehen-
sion to those who possess no prior understanding of this exalted matter
which all are not [capable of] grasping.?

Having begun this work which he called Kitab al-mutabaqgah, the Book of Con-
cordance, i.e. the agreement between the teachings of the rabbinical legends
and those of philosophy, he later renounced its composition on the grounds
that he would have to reveal that which the Sages had chosen to conceal. If, on
the other hand, he ‘explained what ought to be explained, it would be unsuit-
able for the vulgar among the people’ and he would therefore be defeating
his primary purpose.* As we shall see anon, Maimonides’ only son and heir,
R. Abraham Maymani (a.k.a. Abraham Maimonides) (1186-1247 CE) did com-
pile such a work along the lines set out by his father.

On palaeographical grounds, we can safely assume that the present frag-
ment originates from Egypt and probably dates from the thirteenth century CE,
whereas its doctrinal content points to the post-Maimonidean period. Thus, we
have to give consideration to the possibility that R. Abraham may be its author.

A first likely source may be this commentary on the Talmud mentioned
in his famous letter preserved in the Bodleian Library, ms Pococke 186. Abra-
ham speaks there of a digduq perus ha-talmid,? a title which might suggest an

3 Y. Qafih, ed., Maimonides’ Commentary on the Misnah (Jerusalem: Mossad Harav Kook, 1963—

1969), 111 (of v111), Introduction to Sanhedrin (Jerusalem: Rav Kook Institute, 1965), 209.

Introduction to Sanhedrin (Jerusalem: Rav Kook Institute, 1965), 209. In his attitude to the
Aggadot, Maimonides took his cue from the Geonim as when he states in Hilkot yesodey ha-
torah, 1, 8: ‘The Torah and Prophets clearly affirm that the Holy One, blessed be He, does not
possessabody [...] forif He possessed one, He would resemble other bodies. If this be the case
what does the Torah imply when it uses expressions such as ‘under His feet’ (Ex. 24, 10), ‘the
finger of God’ (ib. 31,18), ‘the hand of God’ (ib. 9, 3), ‘the eyes of God’ (Gen. 38, 7) [...]? All are
employed in relation to human understanding, which can only conceive of [physical] bodies
for ‘the Torah expresses itself in human language’ (TB Berakot 31b) and all these [expressions]
are metaphorical’

4 See the introduction to his Guide for the Perplexed (see, Y. Qafih, ed., Maimonides’ Guide for
the Perplexed (Jerusalem: Rav Kook Institute, I (of 111), 9); see also S. Pines, transl., Moses Mai-
monides, The Guide of the Perplexed (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1963 I (of 11), 9)).
Let us recall that Daniel b. al-Masitah says critically of Maimonides that he considered ‘that
for an individual proficient in the words of the Rabbis with proper reasoning, no statement
of theirs could preclude allegorical interpretation’ See P. Fenton, “Maimonides—Father and
Son,” in Traditions of Maimonideanism, ed. C. Fraenkel (Leiden: Brill, 2009), 133.

5 See A.H. Freimann and S.D. Goitein, eds., The Responsa of Abraham Maimonides (Jerusalem:
Mekize Nirdamim, 1937), no. 124, 210. It is possible that this letter, like the preceding item in
the Pococke ms., was addressed by Abraham Maimonides to R. Isaac Ibn §uwayl_<, Gaon of
Baghdad from 1221-1247 CE.
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examination (tanqih) of selected passages. In a recent article, A. Breuer endeav-
oured to demonstrate that Abraham Maimonides’ commentary on the tractate
Berakot is to be identified with a Hebrew commentary, hitherto ascribed to
Hayya Gaon.® The arguments he adduces are mainly based on the claim that
the script of one of the fragments of this commentary, Oxford, Bodl. ms Heb.
d. 64 fol. 89, apparently the author’s draft (ms A), is identical with that of a Cairo
Genizah fragment of a Judaeo-Arabic work CUL T-s Ar. 44. 266 (ms B), which
he claims is an autograph excerpt from the Kifayat al-‘abidin.”

These arguments are totally fallacious. Firstly, a cursory examination of the
two manuscripts clearly shows that not only were they not written by the same
scribe® but they are definitely not in R. Abraham’s hand. Secondly, although
I do not entirely rule out the possibility that ms B is from the Kifayah, there
is a detail which argues against this ascription. The fragment seems to be a
discussion on reward and punishment, which is indeed a theme R. Abraham
considered in section 8 of Book 1v:1 of the Kifayah.® However, the second folio
is devoted to the exegesis of Ps. 8 in which we read that according to the
anonymous author, kavod in the verse ‘honour and glory’ (v. 6) refers to man’s
‘inner form’ (sirah batinah), which is the source of his nobleness. On the other
hand, in the Kifayah, kavéd is a synonym for the soul which is the source of
‘human perfection’ (al-kamal al-’insant).’° Consequently, we are still justified

6 A. Breuer, “Two Observations on the Identification of Fragments as R. Hayya Ga’on’s Com-
mentary on Berakot and the Identification of A. Maimonides’ Commentary on Berakot and
the Sefer ha-Maspiq,” Hitsei Gibborim 8 (2015): 1107-109.

7 With one exception (see immediately below), none of the fragments of the Kifayah lis-
ted in my article, P. Fenton, “Dana’s Edition of Abraham Maimuni’s Kifayat al-‘abidin,’
Jewish Quarterly Review 82 (1991): 194—206, seem to be an autograph. We do have numer-
ous specimens of A. Maimonides’ hand, which, as I have characterised elsewhere, tends
towards an Andalusian cursive script, despite his having been born and bred in Egypt.
Autograph specimens are to be found in jTs Ms 8254.17e (olim ENA 3313.9), a comment-
ary of the Passover Haggadah extracted from the Kifayah, JTs ENA 18.36, a letter to his
brother-in-law, published in P. Fenton, “A Judeo-Arabic Commentary on the Haftarot by
Hanan’el ben Semu’el,” Maimonidean Studies 1 (1990): 27-56, see 49-54, and Bodl. Heb. ¢
28, 45—46, a tract in defence of the pietists, translated in P. Fenton, Deux Traités de mystique
Jjuive: ‘Obadyah b. Abraham b. Moise Maimonide, Le Traité du puits, al-Magqala al-hawdiyya:
David b. Josué, dernier des Maimonide: Le Guide du détachement, al-Mursid ila t-tafarrud
(Lagrasse: Verdier, 1985), 82—83.

8 The forming of the ‘ayin, which differs in A and B, is decisive. Compare also the gof and
final nan (both slope to the right in A, whereas they are straight in B) and the elongated
foot of final tav in A, which has no equivalent in B.

9 P. Fenton, “Dana’s Edition of Abraham Maimuni’s Kifayat al-Gbidin,” 199.

10  S.Rosenblatt, ed., The High Ways to Perfection of Abraham Maimonides (Baltimore: Johns
Hopkins Press, 1938), 11, 10. However, see ibid. 11, 224.
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in envisaging as a likely source of the present text R. Abraham Maimonides’
commentary on the Talmud.

Alternatively, we could assume that the present fragment may derive from
his discourse on the interpretation of rabbinical Aggadot which formed one
particular chapter of his Kifayat al-‘abidin, Compendium for the Servants of the
Lord, completed circa 1232 CE. In my tentative reconstruction of this work, I sug-
gested that the chapter in question probably figured in the first part of Book 11,1
where it may have been followed by a fully-fledged, systematic treatise on the
subject. A short description of the discourse on rabbinical homilies in what
follows will not be unwarranted.

Like his magnum opus itself, this section has been incompletely preserved
and only its introduction has come down to us. Nonetheless, this introduc-
tion came to be considered as a separate treatise and between the Middle Ages
and the sixteenth century CE it was even translated three times into Hebrew
with the title Ma’‘amar ‘al ‘odot derasot Hazal, “Discourse on the Rabbinical
Homilies” This partial translation achieved a relatively wide diffusion as it was
published upfront of most editions of ‘Eyn Ya‘aqob, a popular compilation of
the Aggadic passages of the Talmud.!? In addition to the Hebrew translation,
fragments from the original Arabic have come to light in the Cairo Genizah in
recent times.!3

It is quite clear from the following passage taken from the foreword, that
R. Abraham considered this chapter to be a realisation and revival of Mai-
monides’ undertaking as he closely adheres to the outline of his father’s project.
However, perceiving in the allegorical interpretations of Aggadot a means to
bolster and legitimise his own pietistic doctrine, his chapter follows a new

11 P.Fenton, “Dana’s Edition of Abraham Maimuni’s Kifayat al-‘abidin,” 198.

12 Ananonymous translation is preserved in Ts Misc. 2324, a miscellany compiled by Eliezer
Eilenburg, and in Oxford Bodl. ms. Neubauer 1649.4, copied in Poland in 1465 CE. The Dis-
course was printed several times from this latter manuscript, for example in Kerem Hemed
2 (1836): 7-61; A. Lichtenberg, ed., Qovetz teshuvot ha-Rambam v’ Igrot Rabbi Moshe ben
Maimon (Leipzig: HL Shnoys; 1859), 11 40—43; and, more recently, in R. Margaliot, ed.,
Abraham Maimonides’ Milhamot ha-sem (Jerusalem: Rav Kook Institute, 1953), 81-98. A
second translation was made in the East in the 16th century CE by Abraham Ibn Migas
(see A. Harkavy, “Notes and Additions to H. Graetz, History of the Jews, vol. v,” Hadasim
gamyesanim 10 (1896): 7), and a third in the Maghreb in the same century by Vidal Sarfati
(ca. 1545-1619 CE) of Fez, published in the introduction to his commentary on the Midras
rabbah, Imrei yoser, (Warsaw: Y. Kalinberg, 1874).

13 See E. Hurvitz, “‘Ma’amar ‘al ‘odot derasot Hazal," Joshua Finkel Memorial Volume (New
York: Yeshivah University Press, 1974), 139-168. The missing word on p. 147, 1. g reads: tagsir,
translated in the Hebrew as be-qazrit [ason. See the appendix to the present article, where
I publish an additional fragment to those discovered by Hurvitz.
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personal agenda. Indeed, already in the ethical section of the Kifayah in the
exposition of his pietist principles he often refers to the Aggadic passages of
the Talmud and likewise in his commentary on the Pentateuch.

My father and teacher, of blessed memory, had the intention of compos-
ing a work on the interpretation [of the Aggadot] as he mentioned at
the beginning of his Commentary on the Mishnah [Sanhedrin]. He even-
tually relinquished the project ‘and Moses feared drawing nigh to it as
he stated at the beginning of the Guide.’> After his demise, I commen-
ted upon a small number of homilies!'® but could not devote more to the
subject for I turned to the composition of the present work [the Kifayah],
since I saw it would be of more substantial utility than the undertaking
of the former work. Nonetheless, I call upon thine attention and reflexion
to open thine eyes to the way in which the Sages expressed themselves in
the homilies they produced. Heed their intention and it will be for thee
a judge whereas thou shalt be their mouthpiece. Consequently, thou wilt
preserve thyself from belittling the words of the Sages and denying the
truthfulness of their sayings. Nor wilt thou consider them as miraculous
occurrences as were wrought for prophets and every wise and pious indi-
vidual as if there were no difference between the parting of the Red Sea
for the sake of Moses and those that came forth from Egypt and that of
the Jordan for Elijah and Eli$a‘ or other such miracles. All this follows if
thou takest the homilies (derasot) in a literal sense, or according to what
initially appears at first sight. It would have sufficed that we show that
there are homilies and parables that have an inner, esoteric meaning bey-
ond the exoteric and apparent meaning—especially [in light of | what my
father and teacher expounded on these matters in his compositions—,
were it not for my will and desire to add for thee an elucidation and to
reveal to thee the different categories of these homilies in accordance
with their different subject matters.’”

Though Abraham Maimonides’ usage of homilies would warrant a full study,

this would exceed the scope of the present article. Beyond the postulation that

the Aggadic homilies contain an exoteric and an esoteric meaning, which is

the very basis of any mystical system, Abraham Maimonides aims at classify-

14
15
16
17

Wordplay on Ex. 34, 30.

See supra, n. 3.

Is this possibly the present fragment?

R. Margaliot, ed., “Maamar ‘al ‘odot derasot Hazal," in Abraham Maimonides’ Milhamot
ha-sem (Jerusalem: Rav Kook Institute, 1953), 83.
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ing the diverse types of Aggadot and determining the exegetical attitude that
is appropriate for each. Unlike his father, he does not use allegories for philo-
sophical ends but in support of his own pietistic principles. Interestingly, this
is notably one of the ways in which he uses his father’s methodology to further
his own Judaeo-Sufi ideas. For example, in stark contrast to his father’s views
on miracles, Abraham Maimonides has no problem subscribing to the reality
of miracles (karamat) and accepting that God changes the laws of nature. In
true Sufi spirit, he claims that these are vouchsafed to the possessors of vir-
tuousness and saintliness (al-salah wa-l-wilayah) and he gives as an example
the story of Nahum of Gimzo as reported in TB Ta‘anit 21a—b.!® Furthermore, it
may be noted that the tendency to perceive in the Aggadot mystical parables,
parallels the way in which Sufis use hadits for their anecdotes and hagiograph-
ical tales. Just by way of illustration here are a few examples culled from the
Kifayah, which, by virtue of the nature of the preserved proportions of this
work, mainly concern his use of talmudic homilies to illustrate his pietistic eth-
ics. In his chapter on generosity, he sees Hillel as a paragon of this virtue on the
basis of the talmudic account.!® In his chapter on reliance (%ittikal), he draws on
examples from the Talmud of rabbinical figures who exercised common trades
to gain their sustenance,?° and in that on solitude, he claims that the talmudic
Sages practised spiritual retreats.?!

18  S. Rosenblatt, ed., The High Ways to Perfection of Abraham Maimonides (New York:
Columbia University Press, 1927), 1, 16; see also idem, pp. 138, 298, 414 (quoting from TB
Sabbat 33b) and in his Commentary on the Pentateuch (see infra n. 22), 479. God shows
grace by changing the natural order for those who rely upon Him, especially prophets and
saints (‘awliy@’). In other instances, e.g., p. 457, on Ex. 32, 15, he is more sceptical, accept-
ing the miracles reported in the midras only if they ‘are law’, according to the expression
used in Misnah, Yebamot 5, 3. On the Sufi concept of wilayah, which Abraham uses in The
High Ways (see S. Rosenblatt, ed., The High Ways to Perfection of Abraham Maimonides,
1, 184, 202, and 11, 416; see also M. Chodkiewicz, The Seal of the Saints: Prophethood and
Sainthood in the Doctrine of Ibn Arabi (Cambridge: The Islamic Texts Society, 1993)).

19  S.Rosenblatt, ed., The High Ways to Perfection of Abraham Maimonides, 11,198 on Hillel as
reported in TB Sabbat 30b.

20  S.Rosenblatt, ed., The High Ways to Perfection of Abraham Maimonides, 11, 120 referring
to TB Ber. 8a, 28a, Ket. 105a and Ta‘anit 23a. Cf. Y. Qafih, ed., Maimonides’ Commentary
on the Misnah, Abot, 4, 7, 441-446. For further examples, see S. Rosenblatt, ed., The High
Ways to Perfection of Abraham Maimonides, 11, 206 (‘reliance’) (Misnah Ber. 5, 5); idem, 234
(‘frugality’) (TB Ta‘anit 23a-b), idem, 264 (‘celibacy’) (TB Qidd. 29b, Yeb. 63b). For Talmudic
examples of abstinence, see S. Rosenblatt, ed., The High Ways to Perfection of Abraham
Maimonides, 11, 234, 298 and P. Fenton, “Asceticism among the Judeo-Sufis of Egypt: The
Cases of R. Abraham Maimonides and R. David 11 Maimonides,” Asceticism in Judaism and
the Abrahamic Religions = Jewish Thought 3 (2021): 67—97.

21 S. Rosenblatt, ed., The High Ways to Perfection of Abraham Maimonides, 11, 417; see also
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His conviction that the rabbinical homilies contained ‘mysteries’ is also to
be found in his commentary on the Pentateuch. An interesting example is his
discussion of death by ‘a divine kiss’ referred to in TB Mo‘ed Qatan 28a, an
expression in which the commentator perceives ‘a supernal mystery’ referring
to an exalted degree of prophecy.22

We see then that the Nagid accepts his father’s principle of allegorization of
the rabbinical homilies which he perceives as containing spiritual rather than
philosophical mysteries. I will now proceed to examine more closely whether
the present extracts could have been part of the lost chapter of the Kifayah
dealing with rabbinical homilies.

1.2 Discussion of Authorship

Certain characteristics, both external and internal, argue strongly in favour
of their ascription to R. Abraham b. Moses Maimonides or his school. Firstly,
the dating of the manuscript, for, as already stated, its palaeographical fea-
tures are typical of thirteenth-century ce Egypt. Secondly, its language, Judaeo-
Arabic being R. Abraham’s preferred literary medium. Thirdly, its content,
which seems to be part of a running, allegorical commentary on the rabbin-
ical homilies—a clear fulfilment of the Maimonidean project. By the way, this
is the first systematic commentary of this type known to us in Jewish literature.
Fourthly, the anonymous author quotes both from R. Hayya Gaon’s comment-
aries and R. Nissim Gaon’s Megillat setarim, authors who are also cited in the
Kifayah.?? Fifthly and most importantly, not only are our anonymous author’s
philosophical ideas of a decidedly Neoplatonic and Sufi nature but he employs
a technical vocabulary of a Sufi character, certain terms of which are com-
mon to Abraham Maimonides, such as magamat (‘spiritual stations’),2* riyadah
(‘spiritual training’),2> and “ittisal (‘communion’).26

our article, P. Fenton, “La Pratique de la retraite spirituelle (khalwa) chez les judéo-soufis
d’Egypte,” in Les mystiques juives, chrétiennes et musulmanes dans 'Egypte médiévale, eds.
G. Cecere, M. Loubet and S. Pagani (Cairo: Institut frangais d’archéologie orientale, 2013),
211-252.

22 E.Wiesenberg, ed., Abraham Maimonides’ Commentary on Genesis and Exodus (London:
S.D. Sasson, 1958), 189 on Gen. 48, 8 and idem, p. 276 on Ex. 15, 20. Here Abraham took his
cue from his father. Cf. Y. Qafih, ed., Maimonides’ Guide for the Perplexed, 111, 51, 684; see
also S. Pines, transl., Moses Maimonides, The Guide of the Perplexed, 627—628.

23 R.Dana, ed,, Sefer ha-maspik le'ovdey ha-$em (Ramat-Gan: Bar-Ilan University, 1989).

24  See S. Rosenblatt, ed., The High Ways to Perfection of Abraham Maimonides, 11, 410 et
passim.

25 S. Rosenblatt, ed., The High Ways to Perfection of Abraham Maimonides, 1,190, 1. 3.

26 S. Rosenblatt, ed., The High Ways to Perfection of Abraham Maimonides, 11, 392, 1. 20 and
416, 1. 1.
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On the other hand, certain discrepancies between the concepts expressed
in the present text and what is known of Abraham’s doctrine cast doubt on his
authorship. Firstly, the allegorical interpretation of the phylacteries given in
this text has no parallel to what we read in the chapter devoted to tefillin in the
Kifayah.2” However, this is not in itself conclusive. Secondly, in his Discourse
Abraham actually refers to one of the Aggadot which is also interpreted in the
present text. In the second category of legends, those that occur in a dream or
in a state of sleep, Abraham cites as an example the vision of R. YiSma’el in the
Temple.?8 In our text, however, the same account seems to be presented as a
wakeful vision.?® This contrast notwithstanding, to my mind the two interpret-
ations are not mutually exclusive and still leave room for the ascription of our
fragment to the author of the Kifayah.

With the exception of a reference to one of his explanations given elsewhere,
presumably in the same commentary, our author does not quote his other writ-
ings or those of Maimonides, as was Abraham’s wont, but then again, we are
only dealing with a small excerpt. Whatever the case may be, it is clear from its
pietistic character and its mystical vocabulary that the present text emanated
from an author close to the Judaeo-Sufi circle in Egypt. Indeed, the anonym-
ous scribe of this fragment is known to us from other pietistic writings in his
hand.3°

27 R. Dana, ed., Sefer ha-maspik leovdey ha-$em, 177, 260—266. Much like Abraham Mai-
monides, the author of the Treatise on Prayer, who I surmise is R. Abraham he-hasid,
considers that the phylacteries and the Divine names they contain, constitute a reminder
of the spiritual world (al-@lam al-rizhant); see P. Fenton, “A Mystical Treatise on Prayer
and the Spiritual Quest from the Pietist Circle,” ysAI16 (1993): 137-175, esp. 147. Nor does
our fragment bear any resemblance with the long development on the mysteries of the
phylacteries proposed by David 11 Maimonides in his Epistle on Esoteric Matters. See
P. Fenton, “An Epistle on Esoteric Matters by David 11 Maimonides from the Genizah,” in
Pesher Nahum, Texts and Studies in Jewish History and Literature from Antiquity through the
Middle Ages presented to Norman Golb, eds. ]. Kraemer and M. Wechsler (Chicago: Chicago
University Press, 2012), 62 (Arabic text) and 69—70 (English transl.).

28 R. Margaliot, ed., “Maamar ‘al ‘odot derasot Hazal," in Abraham Maimonides’ Milhamot
ha-$em, 84 on TB Berakot 7a.

29 CUL T-S Ar. 46.213.

30  Notably, St. Petersburg, Russian National Library, 11 Firk. Yevr.-Arab. Ns 2706. The latter
is a fragment of the al-Risalah al-muntakabah, a work I am inclined to ascribe to Abra-
ham Maimonides’ companion R. Abraham he-hasid. I discussed this ‘Epistle’ in my study,
P. Fenton, “A Mystical Treatise on Perfection, Providence and Prophecy from the Jewish
Sufi Circle,” in The Jews in Medieval Islam: Community, Society, and Identity, ed. D. Frank
(Leiden: Brill, 1995), 301-334. On the similarity between R. Abraham he-hdsid’s termino-
logy and that of the present text, see infra n. 40.



A FRAGMENT OF A MYSTICAL-PHILOSOPHICAL COMMENTARY 67
2 Two Exegetical Samples

2.1 Sample One

I would like to give two outstanding examples of his allegorical interpretation
which are of singular interest. The first is our author’s interpretation of the
talmudic text TB Berakot 6a: ‘And how do we know that even if one man sits
and studies the Torah the Divine Presence is with him? For it is said: ‘In every
place where I cause My name to be mentioned I will come unto thee and bless
thee’ (Ex. 20, 21).31 This becomes:

And how do we know that even if a single individual remains alone with
his soul and engages in the pursuits of the intellect,? his soul will become
limpid and will unite with the realm of Light and the Divine Presence, and
a personal Divine Providence will accompany him? For it is said: ‘In every
place where I cause My name to be mentioned I will come unto thee and
bless thee’ (Ex. 20, 21).33

Now the expression ‘remains alone with his soul and engages in the pur-
suits of the intellect’ is reminiscent of the famous description of the ecstatic
state occurring in the Theology of Aristotle, ultimately derived from Plotinus’
Enneads:

I'was, as it were, alone with my soul ... I rose in my essence ... to the divine
world and I was, as it were, placed there ... above the whole intelligible
world.

Now among the Judaeo-Arabic authors who were conversant with this pas-
sage was Abraham Maimonides himself, who provides an echo of the Plotinian
description in his Commentary on Genesis:

Jacob remained alone’ (Gen. 32, 25). When Jacob remained alone with
his soul (kala bi-nafsi-hi), separated from his suite and his possessions,
he journeyed (salaka) in the mode of external solitude towards that

31 Thelesson is derived from the use of the singular ‘thee’.

32 TB Berakot 6b. Vilnius’ edition reads: ‘and sits and studies the Torah'.

33 Cf. E. Wiesenberg, ed., Abraham Maimonides’ Commentary on Genesis and Exodus, 327.
Contrary to his father, who says this verse refers to the sanctuaries, Abraham Maimonides
says that this verse refers to ‘true worship, worship of the heart..
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of internal solitude (kalwah batinah). As a result of the latter, he was

inspired with a prophetic vision in the form of a man wrestling with
him.34

Similarly, R. Abraham’s son ‘Ovadyah Maimonides (1228-1265CE) provides an
echo of the Plotinian description in his Treatise of the Pool:

2.2

When thou remainest alone with thy soul (wa-ida kalawta bi-nafsi-ka)
after having subdued thy passions, a Gate will open before thee through
which thou wilt contemplate wonders. When thy five external senses
come to rest, thine internal senses will awaken which will reveal to thee a
resplendent light emanating from the light of the Intellect.3>

Sample Two

The second passage to which I would like to draw special attention occurs in
Extract 1, fol. 1b in the commentary on TB Berakot 6b:

R. Abin son of R. Assi in the name of R. Isaac stated: “How do we know
that in his supernal stations and sacred contemplations (maqgamati-hi al-
rabbaniyyah wa-musahadati-hi al-qudsiyyah), Moses grasped the mystery
of the phylacteries (tefillin), to a point where, so to speak, he perceived
them with his senses in the Absolute Being (al-wwjud al-mutlaq)? From
the verse: ‘The Lord hath sworn by His right hand, and by the arm of His
strength’ (Is. 62, 8).

Firstly, this interpretation may have been prompted by the allegorical explana-
tion of this same passage by R. Hanan’el b. Husi’el (ca. 950-1085CE), preserved
in a fragment of his commentary on Berakot:

34

35

Loc. cit., p.109. On the notion of kalwah, and in particular ‘external solitude’ and ‘internal

solitude’, see P. Fenton, “La pratique de la retraite spirituelle (khalwa) chez les judéo-soufis
d'Egypte," 211-252.

P. Fenton, The Treatise of the Pool by ‘Obadyah Maimonides (London: Octagon Press, 1981),
90, Arabic text fol. 12a. I have discussed elsewhere the many Jewish authors who referred
directly or indirectly to this passage of the Theology; see P. Fenton, Philosophie et Exégése
dans le Jardin de la métaphore (Leiden: Brill, 1987), 79, 218; and P. Fenton, “Rémanences
néoplatoniciennes dans un commentaire judéo-arabe sur le Cantique des cantiques,” in
L’Influence de la religion néoplatonicienne dans les monothéismes au Moyen Age, Studia
Graeco-Arabica 12 (2022): 113-133.
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The Holy One blessed be He manifests His Glory to His pious and saintly
followers through the speculative vision (‘obanta) of the heart in the form
of a seated man [...]. As it is known that He reveals Himself to the proph-
ets in this manner, it is clear to us that the vision referred to is that of the
heart and not that of the eye for it is impossible to say that the Holy One
blessed be He has a form perceptible by optical vision [...] but rather a
vision of the heart (re’iyat ha-lev). Hence it is possible that an individual
can perceive through the vision of the heart a manifestation of His Glory
as a head crowned with phylacteries.36

Secondly, the expressions ‘supernal stations and sacred contemplations’
(magamati-hi al-rabbaniyyah wa-musahadati-hi al-qudsiyyah) have a distinct-
ive Sufi ring to them. Later in Extract 2, fol. 3a, he refers to the ‘spiritual and
angelic stations’ (al-maqgamat al-riuhaniyyah al-malakatiyyah).

Now Moses Maimonides, in his Introduction to Sanhedrin x, uses the adject-
ive malakuti as in al-rutbah al-malakutiyyah, the ‘angelic degree’,3” whereas
Abraham Maimonides in his Commentary on Genesis and Exodus employs the
adjective rabbani, as in ‘asrar rabbaniyyah (‘Divine mysteries’).3® However, 1
do not recall Abraham using the adjectives riahaniyyah, malakitiyyah, or qud-
siyyah to describe ontological degrees. They do, however, occur in his Com-
mentary on Genesis and Exodus as qualifications of the metaphysical worlds
but in actual fact within a quote from his companion R. Abraham he-hasid (d.
ca. 1223 CE).39 Indeed, these terms are typical of R. Abraham he-hasid's lexicon
and are recurrent in the surviving specimens of the latter’s writings.#° It can

36 B.M. Levin, Otzar ha-Geonim Thesaurus of the Gaonic Responsa and Commentaries,
berakot, Annex Peyrusey R. Hanan'el, 3. The ultimate source of this passage is: D. Kauf-
mann, ed., judah b. Barzilays Commentar zum Sepher Jezira (Berlin: Mekize Nirdamim,
1885), 32. Let it be noted in passing that the notion ‘vision of the heart’ is a metaphor fre-
quently employed in Sufi mystical literature, but is already to be found in the Talmud T8
Meg. 24b.

37 Y. Qafih, ed., Maimonides’ Commentary on the Misnah, Introduction to Sanhedrin, 111, 212.

38  E.Wiesenberg, ed., Abraham Maimonides’ Commentary on Genesis and Exodus, 111.

39 Loc. cit., 379—381.

40 See P. Fenton, “Some Judaeo-Arabic Fragments by Rabbi Abraham ha-Hasid, the Jewish
Sufl,” Journal of Semitic Studies 26 (1981): 50—51 (Arabic text, 1. 6, 20: bi-I-Glam al-malakatt,
l-il-‘alam al-rahant), 52 (Ar. L. 7: wa-alam al-rahaniyyin), and 63 (Ar. L. 17: al-awalim al-
malakutiyyah). See also in his passage on the Unveiling of Mysteries preserved in Oxford,
Bodl Heb. e. 74 and published by N. Wieder, Islamic Influences on the Jewish Worship
(Oxford: East and West Library, 1947), 34 (Ar. L. 11: al-‘alam al-rahant; 1. 12: ‘alam al-malakat
al-rabbani), 35 (Ar. 1. 3: ‘alam al-rithaniyyin), and n. 118. See also P. Fenton, “A Mystical
Treatise on Prayer and the Spiritual Quest,” JsA1, 16 (1993), which I am inclined to attrib-



70 CHAPTER 6

be pointed out that the anonymous author of De Beatitudine, ascribed to Mai-
monides, but which definitely originates from the Egyptian pietists’ circle, also
speaks of al-anwar al-rabbaniyyah wa-manazil al-malakutiyyah.4

As for the term Absolute Being (al-wwjud al-mutlaq), itis a philosophical and
mystical concept and a very specific Sufi technical term. Somewhat reminis-
cent of the Pure or True Being (al-wujid al-mahd) of the Longer Version of the
Theology of Aristotle, it signifies according to the Sufis Absolute Being devoid
of all qualities and relations, as opposed to manifested Being. The concept is
dealt with by Ibn ‘Arabi (d. 1242 CE) in his ’Ins$a’ al-dawa’ir,#? and his spiritual
disciple ‘Abd al-Karim al-Jili (d. 1409 CE) uses it to designate the second ontolo-
gical level of devolution, after Absolute occultation.*? Sabistari also discusses
this concept in Question 3 of his Mystic Rose Garden, composed in 1317 CE. His
commentator, al-Lahaji (d. 1506 CE) defines it thus: ‘Absolute Being in regard
of its remoteness from relations and attributes is not indicated in any phe-
nomenon, but in regard of its accidental connexion with the visible universe
it is indicated by the phenomenon ‘man’s self”’*4 However, it is difficult to see
how this ties in with the locus probans, Is 62, 8, where ‘strength’ refers to the
tefillin, unless read together with the following verse: ‘and those who gather
the grapes will drink in the courts of my sanctuary’. On the other hand, the ref-
erence could just be to the spiritual tefillin, worn, as it were, by God.

Notwithstanding the limited extent of the present fragments, it is nonethe-
less possible to draw from them certain traits which characterise the comment-
ary and its exegetical method. Since the comments are made on the Aggadic
passages which follow each other in the talmudic text, it is plausible that the
author composed a running commentary on the Aggadot. The terminology

ute also to Abraham he-hasid, 151 (1. 6: ‘alami-ha al-qudst) and 152 (1. 22—23: al-hadrah
al-malakitiyyah al-rabbaniyyah).

41 H. Davidowitz and D. Baneth, eds., [ Pseudo-] Maimonides’ De Beatitudine (Jerusalem: Mek-
ize Nirdamim, 1939), 3. See also p. 11, where he mentions sulitk al-magamat, and p. 14
(rabbant, malakutr).

42 See P. Fenton and M. Gloton, transl.,, Ibn Arabi, La Production des cercles (Paris: Ed. de
leclat, 1996), 16, 21—22.

43 ‘Abd al-Karim al-Jili, “Maratib al-wujid,” in Das Buch der vierzig Stufen, ed. E. Bannerth
(Vienna: R. Rohrer, 1956), 33. See also ‘Abd al-Karim al-Jili, Al-insan al-kamil (Cairo: M.
al-Halabi, 1970), 1 (of 11), 37, 108-109. See thereon R.A. Nicholson, Islamic Mysticism (Cam-
bridge: Cambridge University Press, 1980) 95. One is tempted to equate this second degree
with the sefirah hokmah in Qabbalistic parlance, also called ‘the first section of the head
phylactery’. Cf. P. Fenton, ed., Joseph Ibn Wagar, Principles of the Qabbalah (Los Angeles:
Cherub Press, 2004), 177.

44 E.H. Whinefield, ed. and transl., Mahmiid Sabistari, Gulshan 1 Raz: The Mystic Rose Garden
(London: Trubner, 1880), 29—30; see also pp. xiv, 40, 50, and 63.
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used by him demonstrates a philosophical approach with a tendency to employ
a mystical vocabulary typical of Judaeo-Sufi texts. This commentary could be
seen as an attempt to fulfil Maimonides’ wish to compose an esoteric com-
mentary on the rabbinical legends. The author’s mystical and philosophical
interpretations provide an interesting glimpse into the intellectual and reli-
gious world of the Jewish pietists in the Middle Ages. We can observe that the
tendency to interpret the Aggadot in a philosophical light, a genre which will
be extensively developed in a slightly later period and in a different geograph-
ical region, had already become an accepted discipline in the Egyptian milieu
which produced this commentary. In the wake of Maimonidean philosophical
speculation in thirteenth- and fourteenth-century Spain the allegorical inter-
pretation of the talmudic Aggadot became a central issue and the object of
Qabbalistic and philosophical commentaries, such as those of ‘Azri’el of Ger-
ona (ca. 160-1238 CE) and Yeda‘yah Penini (ca. 1270-1340 CE). The latter saw
them as a tool to legitimise or delegitimise philosophy in the context of the
Maimonidean controversy. Hopefully, more pages of the present commentary
will eventually turn up.

3 Description of the Manuscript and Its Content

Transcribed here are two Genizah fragments CUL T-5 Ar. 47, fol. 170, one bi-folio
comprised of four pages, and CUL T-S Ar. 46, fol. 213, two bi-folios comprised
of eight pages, which, though to be found in two separate boxes hundreds
of fragments apart, actually derive from the same manuscript and virtually
form an entire gathering. The latter was probably composed of five/six folios
of which twelve nigh consecutive pages have been preserved, lacking only a
small passage representing one folio between 3b and 4a. The pages measure
19.5/20 x14 cm (text 15 x10 cm), bearing 22—23 lines of writing per page. The text
is written in brown ink in a neat and fairly elegant thirteenth-century Egyptian
square Hebrew script with sparse Hebrew and Arabic vocalisation including
the tanwin in Arabic script. Judging from the several corrections and marginal
additions, it is quite possible that we have in hand the author’s original holo-
graph (in which case this would rule out Abraham’s authorship for this is not
his hand). Together the three folios form what we may assume to have been the
beginning of a running commentary on the Aggadot appearing on folios 5b—
7a of the talmudic tractate Berakot according to the Vilnius printed edition
(referred to henceforth as ‘V’). That this may have been a systematic comment-
ary is further indicated by the author’s reference to one of his explanations
given elsewhere, presumably in the same work.
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The commentary consists firstly of an Arabic translation or paraphrase of
the Hebrew and Aramaic passages of the talmudic text. Curiously, the work
of translation is not consistent for sometimes the Hebrew passages are left
untranslated and merely quoted in the original. The translation is in no way
literal and often deviates quite widely from the original. It is noteworthy that
the order of the dicta commented upon is not always that of the textus receptus
of the Vilnius edition. Indeed, the commentator does not consistently follow
the text but omits certain passages and biblical verses. He may have intention-
ally selected those passages best suited to his doctrine and omitted others as
inappropriate. The translation employs a philosophical vocabulary and is usu-
ally followed by a few comments. The possibility that our fragment is a first
draft may account for these irregularities. Despite its shortness, our text non-
etheless conveys an idea of the commentator’s tendency which is generally of
a mystical-philosophical leaning. Indeed, as already stated, its pietistic charac-
ter and its mystical lexicon suggest that it emanated from an author close to
the Judaeo-Sufi movement in Egypt. It is in fact this connection that initially
sparked my interest all those years ago!

The language is an admixture of Hebrew and Middle Arabic, and, at one
point, the author or the scribe slips into the Egyptian dialect. In order to facil-
itate its comprehension, we have added diacritical points and punctuation to
our edition of the Judaeo-Arabic text and divided it into paragraphs all of which
did not of course exist in the original.

4 The Arabic Original
41 Transcription
4.1.1 Extract One

CUL T-S Ar. 46.213 and CUL T-S Ar. 47.170

729R1 AW NP 85N 527577010 PRI 090, 57H5R 10 PIAR'RADR R TIPROR 45[K1]
FTRIA 12 SRR NIRDDA MYDN TP MIRD TW R PAWHR 7978 .ATYHRI HRPIIRON 0
JPOY 0 ATV T RYa ,na5n5Ra 15 Ah o IR

JPAOR PHR PApny 858 7T H2 W AR POWOR RO IR PR ORD

531 APy 93 W R AINOR 0N Inw 1 53 R (W] 13 pynw M HRm
YO RN NAPKRY’ PN AYOR 1RO ,ANKRPIR PRI ORINWKROR 13017 11 531,10 TN
ARYEHR YHOIOR 1Y

45 CUL T-S Ar. 46.213.
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TPOMOR TARIRT TIRITOR OPYHOR MARDR A PIEHR ANPRE KT M HRP
RAORPNIR IR, RHY AWHRT 252581 TORANHRI DNRPAOR YP* 7777 18D MIRITWHOR
7mH RAOYNI 907 970 DHRYOR N0 ARDPYOR RART .DIRDR RANTY? AR HR HR
ST nh 91, 2henhRa Tano IRy

PRPANDRI 797 1R 059 mHY 790 NRARPYT NRTINT IROIRDR "R 1N R HRP
80 Y [...] 79 370 09 180 AORNPR NRDYR '8 YOrD ,AN[...] 0 DRVIR 1303
8 1HORIM AN TdN 8 RPN 2202 797 55 53, s Tradh 2o 8O Ty T 2w
,DRIDR Y3 INOT DDYORA,APORIIR DDIHR KT [21] 1 MHR bR oph 350
1P M RN DY ROWRHR PURPM R PA0INOR 79PEOR ARINORD Twm

TROPNY NANA ARTR ARTIRHR 750 18 09D 757 0 PR % IR 19 9770 IRD
SRR T Y pOan 85, nranhR 1a5n ooy

DoPh Y ARTIRDKR VNN FIRD /Y0 T 172 KRR 18D 105 800 31 5Rp
AmbY IR ARV O VAR VIR KDY RN 120Na RAYaRY IR VWA ,TRIYN
0P Anben RN AYORLA NIRRT DAIHYR MIRD RTR RD OV ANART Kpan
TODIORT MAHR NP1 7708 RITVERIPIN

5RP .ANNYR DYYN 1R IRDIRDR PN 8Y 8N 52 NAARHW P10 RAIR AAKRDY 1019RP
AANROW PO’ PAIYOR IRTA 19 VIR D KRANKRPIN 70 ARDYOR 10 PInn KD 8N VIR
72 52958 B ireR™SR 11250 Hivna Ry

onb H¥nn 09 SR 'yn AOHR KRARVY 7Y RIRLY TIY'N DY 12 YAY 1 ORP
LIRPOPII NR'ER™ TP RHR DANRYT *0 NP0 8

PYIORI 4800 *01,WOPIRA 170 7D DANVERM TP ROR 4758nn 0% 7MnOR PIRHR
217D 277 7 7YINRA NORM 51 ROIOR 1Y [R2] HRINORI DN AR 13 1R OR

W 0OR 510 7270HR 8 RV KD TN HRIWY PIR Y2ORI

NRAINADR RN WY NNRA2 DDIOR 7RR™ TP RHR ¥y 8H RN DMWN 73N
D5RHMOR 151 NRINWOR "0 PRIINOKROR 1V RV IPIWOR

9P T P PYA5R DRREORT 49R0IOR DRREORA Dinw n b urr A pa e
ANRST P nnd 79T R 0y 53 P KHKR ANAWT IRMIRGR MR Ynn AnTRD INR
APIRON *HY onnHRI YHONHR HRPNIROR T APRHY Noa15 *pan KRS NN AnRYan
RANPH HRENROR 1V RAPWN IRTIR RO KPAND ,TNOR1 HRNONR

D91 PRPINDRA 1ARPY RHR 797 090 ,0pYHRI DPAORA HN2 1A IR M 1 HRP
R125721.77¥MYN5 79T IRD RN2ID RIRIR OATRATTIRYIN P RTA 52 7ann aRTR 8RR
0900 1279 RIRI TN, AT M A OR a7 PR MYOR MR M2 7T
'R RNYD .ANTRA RORI 710D IR 1A PAOKR THT KR APRTT 07P 3 1 W
QY2 F7V3 1A TADRN IR IR 2RDR3 NIRRT RO 1300 1 79 HRP 803 NMYHR M 7T

46 In the original: 121 071 W2 07N 1”7apn 002 RHW NN RA
47 5¥nnoYin the margin.

48  Leg. ooR

49  MPLIOR PR¥aHNA in margin.
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[22] N2 1A M0 (8 RIDTT TPD RPN DHYHR Piva Snonon oh nivt HRPRIROR
OR™MORI RITHR 250 8D APRVIOR 1021 SN oOYHR 250 a nnmI nan Tan Sop i
D'OY RTAIRYIR TWY RIR DTPD TR N0, 79 TROIN TP TN A3 1R KR NID N
IR N1 2ARRAI TYNHRY ORNOR TYIPD 113 DIVONKR RED AN TINR TWRPHR 81D
PRORM ORI RN 5P IRDIRDR I8 DIYRD ,RITHR 0 TOY HRINKOKR 0PN A A 803
RITHR 78 PrIOR Ao HY qorn 89D 7VARHR DY nHrn TM

FIVRIONT TIAROHR TR SR 7aNa 0 1R RAD 102 RNIR MYOR 10D HRP
732 7P (15 HRP .ANRIYY R 5 TN PARYOR ATRADKR 77N ARINOK '8 530 41
.pra

Rl

ROD 27T AR AT A HOR 5078 ,07091 0 AR RN AYAIR 1 IR RIA A
RIT'0 55 15 HRP ATy R1Ven &nHa 7570 75 WD onanhR 1 AYR' RTON
TP WA DITIY 0ANR RIR O 005 HRp .KRID Tpnanbr nhen nHRNYR @ wno
'R 01 HRP PPRPANDR 773 POWHR 2PRY? IR W3 TVNOR '8 51 :nH 1HKRp .0 DY
ARVYR "0 19 YTOR SHHYIOR qEr R RIT'D IR K139 A9 1HRP 50[81] Py D92 W
AY7aN AP0 RN AYRA RHR R 5277ema 5 :on HRP 029K 20N AWR A AR RN
1% 5y nHrn ¥ pAIROHR TP PR Hnnbr Mip nawr 810 Ah HRp Y N
5arnor

THR TON IR ORP 'PYan .TYT 0 narr MR 1oa1 HY Hap 53npoR 15T 10 R R
0 89352 750 IR HRP PYAT.RTYI R NTRY 155K HR 070D NIRD MO AN
AnahR na Sabe 157 yar nn Yahr

AIPRIY 10 VNAR AYRAIORI THOR RV IR RID PR 0 PO MY Op1 RIR 27 58P
O’N 71VDA 11053 D IROIRDR T 'MPMA NDIDN "3 '8 AHRM NPOWHR 81 TRIE9RA
WY PAITIR RTR 7271 .58 NTYa 281 00HR P 10 2RI 3R AnrbeH naooRa
R 7971 A 2R OTHR P 0 20MPn ArOWHR IR ,NDIDN M2 D 91 8Yes
01PN NIIWHRT TRIVOR TTVR D Y0 AOHR ST 1970M ORIOR P2 102D 10973 RIR
5K POINWA PIYAR O3 RETR 7Y .00w DR 272 PIOR ORAN R P 1N
557 W AWINOY 1R AT 31 APT DR WIR T ORT 17271 IR P 0 20090 IrOwHR
AMTYOR AR nHa Hyabra 82 o 0h (RHR OR [21] MR Sy, men Sny Sy o s
S¥NN1"a¥N 1081 IR ,AYPYA HINWRI 10212 KD RATR TRIDOR 19118 K15 PR 101.ROR
TOIR WK DIPAN 522 P (A ,YOW IRIT TRIY AANRM,ArOWORT TuOR 0oRya

TN2721 TOR RIAR DY DR

50  CULT-S Ar. 47.170, fol. 1a.

51 Cf J. Blau, Dictionary of Medieval Judaeo-Arabic Texts (Jerusalem: Academy of Hebrew
Language, Israel Academy of Science and Humanities, 2006), 200b: ‘gardener’.

52 Note colloquial form.

53  DNPHRin the margin.



A FRAGMENT OF A MYSTICAL-PHILOSOPHICAL COMMENTARY 75

ANRNARPA D TR D7RY 7WN IR RIY PR (A PR M Op3 RTR 27 93 130 ORp
TYAOR 18 ROM T9T TARY FIRD NN PYANOKR 90 OTROR ANRTARWA MIRIHR
ARDRANDRI 2755 MOY 3 YRIVTOR IR RNDD Y P11 07 PaWI 1P 0 790K
By Rananm menbR 770 90 7T RS PR YN ARy 7T TA0R A
TR YTOR POAMOR 7T NP2 20 21NN W OR D D7 DANTINRAN M0 OR KRN
IHR FONOR 7TAA RIVOR DY TN P RAIR K121 .5pYHOR oHRY 8 nwn 810
TPIRND FORM O'NIR KD HYRHR RHNHR HR 0nb nhvin panh pRIadR fTna W
17 0158 MI272 W' 8 IR PRI IRWK TR pnHR RT.TYT 1 n5OKR HRYN

[rpTRa] 22mna N0 P2 DRDIOR TR 20 1pnhR KT DR D7V IRWK TRY.ON

4.1.2 Extract Two
CUL T-S Ar. 47.170 and CUL T-S Ar. 46.213

D”P RVOM RAIR MHOR MOPYOR NNARIR 7777 INANPR RATINOR "ORDORIR 54[R2]
TR DARIND .RAIRTTR 7779 70 PRUNDRORT RAPTANY 978 10 DRIPKROHR Aren Hy
R1M27T R PR A RINDT

0 AW, DYAWI 1T 105 DAY DRI 12 WW OTR 92 :X1A 27 AR 1351 M55 R
AR 20TRA 2 AT IRA.OTRA HI 117D W PINRA DRI R DAORA DR YW Son 13T
T OPW YAR RIND 92 AR 1.1 Dawa KOKR 8121 8D 090 53 nrapn R bR M
0N 52 8723 R 7R R 1A YW 15 AR R 12 wnw 1] a510 o5wn 52 o
0% N AR ORIYH 0PN ANRYI 10 TP 12710 DI IR 7T 2pn mH mivh 8OR
| PIARM A AR AARDIY 1HHR Sy 1Ra RMOR 10 0ANNORY YN TOOR NRT
.D2YHRA YNRRD 5P

R1a50nM MoIR'D DR RMIR ORIDR N3 P2 IR WY WD MRy p avm
JIRDIRDR PUOR TV MRIOR 11 YRRADR INDIRDR [22] 18D AT MORIWR

0w 15 0 TpRb 271 ,0HW 19 Y 50 RINW 1ANA PTN 52 :R1A AR 1251 1 AR
.02N32 17 PO w15 &P D INA &5 DOW O 11 or[1] 18T 0w wpa v
WP 0 SR omRam 2w ?25hann A7apnw Pan cor M own pae M SenR
MR M oY DR MNT WA 18R 1187 T 2580 RnY . nYan mvaa o nnnw
MR DMWwn 0785 05 DIORT,DANN NTA 22 DY 3NN TR By
FORENN N0 ROP1 Y3 AIROROR IR HARRHR T3V AWK 18D 8D IR T 73PN
HR IRIDROR TN 07 TTWIRD IRDIRIR 2279OR PR ,AVTROR ARANOR 77702
ANANA [25]30 18 TYAOR HYR '8 KW TP ANANROR ANRIOY YR YN IR M, PIOR WRIOR
11 199NOR57 13 TIRPADK IPNOR 18D, RDIRGD ARTRWIRT NI IRYM PuHR nHnad

54  CULT-S Ar. 47.170.
55  TB Ber. 6b.

56 TB Ber. 7a.

57 'HYPD'?N in margin.
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ROIN PAIOR IR 5% 'RN P DATRIOR ™0 OR IRINKRORA TN ,70TH AR MO¥OR
58[x3] *HY PAWN DRI ,ADARYD 7377 ,5909R OHRYA INPA YN 13129 TRWIRDR 17
FIRDROR 2P0 IR VIR PRRIND 7D RV TPY.PIRA DR P 2 ORP 11 5P 051 ,08RYD
59 1118 AN, ROPV IRA W SR RMORT ORP AR

5RMNIR TR0 MR POPAY NI NNR DY PWHR 12 HRYAY® 1 'HR RIN
Y D9WOW 113 78 TNAR 11073 213 SRy H nK .RW D7 RO DY mRaR
ST 5P AN 1R, TAR N W ST 72101, TOP AR AN 1WA W 7850 1k
PAWA RP RO .WRYH PIpn . pTa 0w oaah onb 01am 0N 0Ta T2 0P 3manm
T2 nhp VTR N72 TN YR YWY 1D yawnp RN 7D

IRT TIRY Srnr 8R0S P mabnhR IRAMOR 70K R0 NRARPA 1O 10 RN
TIRID,TITR KD POAOR NIVPYR 70 12 TITRI,HRAR 8N A5 7 THR HPYHR NI0PHR
OR™MNIR DAYY 3 DAD™ YTHR TORYEOR DPYHR ANRINA 62TR™T ANKRPN 8 HRON
WP IR 7Y [23] 1HORP YTOR .00 VIR PRIN 101 NEYTI0 AXAN 18 MONOR I
RNDRHR DD 11 TV 11IPY 0N WP P 121 HRMNAR 1P 1A pha RHa anph oino
1117 oY RO TRITR HR ANIRDa Hen rbnhR 812 Sens jnba npnwndx
TR RAZ IT0ORY TVARNOKRT DTOYNHRI 17A0NYR ROR Ay 05 1 210N

LARVORIR "HR ARNNA RATHND nHNOR 02IR HR YHoN RPN B 07Y IR O'N
FORM O IR R YT KN RYTH,pY5R 15732 gIRIOKR DINTHR 10 DAY NPR 250
5RTIOR pIwr RND AIRND'S

PRTIND TYT TP NOR IRA ARV NI T T 1 HRO MIR ©IN0 NHan anNRE 12T T
AR WA R AR IR AR 72PN 0 .073P0 T30 20 T30 D03 nwnn R p
DRYIOR KT RAIRT.RT R DR 10 09 /YN nHHR IR MR TP RINORP 3 PRIIIDN
63[R4] .0TR 12 W2 N 1737 P HRIIA Y R1DIRIR IRPNOKR RN MIRYNORT TR
ARRADR T3 DIRAR 70 TRON 1P 1IRD 79T 1RO MIRAR 7 HRMINOR P 2R R
IRTOR 1 ORPAOR 7Y 8 1Y qWAIR IR 1P WRT D PIpn Pt .avna 1T Ynm
9700 83 RTM.TYT Hap 1T 10 0Y R TVAOR TTRAN

N Awnd n7apn 1 nR LY nmam 1% 18 YNT RN 20T A DIWN 13O AR
ORI YNITI PR 2772 RWTIP 0P KRADM KRR N1 .70 1rm o opthw o 1nbw 1
:1"2 7027 ophan pin apw AmK mab 1912 72 52 PRI 20 nno.ov baa opn
K107 Y YWY RAIIND AKRPT T A2 DYID A7APAW APW PIY AW, 0Op npT v
™2 D2OY *NoYa KHW DoNY MW MPTR 102 1T I3 YA 12 DYYA MK M Am U
0991 MW DN W3 KD Toya Konbrw opha

58 CUL T-S Ar. 46.213.

59  TB Pes.u7b.

60  Vadds: 2wy RINW NIRAR 7 1 HRMNIKR TR 021851 18,
61 19™ORIn margin.

62 ANKRPN TRT "0 in margin.

63  TB Ned. 3a.
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YRR 235 1IN0 PN 29Wm ANt 050 51, nm AR Apwa RN M 6 nR
oY1 T nnnb onnwnes

RIPOR NTW TR N YN NARYA [24] N3 WAOR AN TR HY IR TRWIR 1PN
JTIRAOR IRPAOR 0K 191, aRAMIRDR e nm 0N RPIDRI PRANORY 0na
ARPABR-PA PP ,ARTIOR ATTYHR RpYH naanby aprdyhr Thn mrapw
IRWR KT ORT IRPIOR PPN 10 ARTINIRADRLS A ARWER-AOI5R RO
PR3 78 D”Y D 1IRD1.0MA TARNOKR 5P TR 125 SR NRHAX apnn 18D OYHa Ra
53,1 NE70 O aRAMIR KD 183 0 Tarn 0Ya ATepn panbRy na2IndRY PR R
RHR KT RO R .TEPN 0 1Y DN 098 ,NNRD 10 VIAOR PR NNOR 0vaHRD 118D
TT.TRP RN TR PO IRD R VOR 172 PROR AIAK 8N2T,7ORDIND MO T0 0P
05 15 HR ARAMIRGD N2NOR PRIYOR DAY Y1 PN AYHOR 10 OPHR manbR N
DPHR AR 18 DY PRA M AR TR1.0M0 DYHA 1 T NRNDR PRI ADAOR NYpN Yyanan
PIATNON M7 ORI R NPT A ROR D058 oHRY DY 00K S Y N
.DnD 1Y g8 R™TAD /PN 1aNa

nMpHn Anan AN 0TR W 1353] NNk NITIA 7290 701 1 01w 3T R

4.2 Translation

CULT-S Ar. 47.170 folio 1a begins in the middle of an explanation of an Aggadah
to be found in TB Berakot, ed. Vilnius, fol. 5a. The beginning of the passage com-
mented upon has been supplied in brackets in order to restore the context.

4.2.1 Extract One Translation

[R. Levi b. Hama says in the name of R. Sim‘on b. Laqi$: A man should always
incite the good impulse [in his soul] to fight against the evil impulse, as it is
written: ‘Tremble and sin not’.%6 If he subdues it, all well and good, but if not,
let him study the Torah, as expressed in the continuation of the verse: ‘Com-
mune with your own heart. If he subdues it, all well and good, but if not, let
him recite the sema’, as the same verse states: ‘Upon your bed'. If he subdues it,
all well and good, but if not, let him call to mind the day of death, as the verse
[concludes]: ‘And be still, everlastingly’]

[fol. 1a] retiring to one’s couch at night. But whosoever does not (immedi-
ately) sink into (sleep) but recites the sema‘and meditates upon passing away
and the return (of the soul), has, assuredly, availed himself of the weapons with
which to combat his matter, since (when) this becomes a habitus, the hand (of
the evil impulse) no longer dares (to rise up against him).

64  V:'RD2TT AMWNA KRIN.

65  V:D'WRAD.

66  ‘Tremble and sin not: commune with your own heart upon your bed, and be still, Selah’
(Ps. 4, 5).
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R.Isaac states that this person would be preserved from the evil of any harm-
ful thing and not be exposed to adverse circumstances.®” R. Sim‘on b. Lagi$
states that all who engage in the teaching of the Torah will be protected from
punishment and any adversity. However, whoever has the possibility to study
the Torah and wastes the opportunity to do so, then God [visits him with suffer-
ings]%® and punishes him with that which dissevers him from meditating upon
the Divinity.

R. Zera states: ‘Consider the difference between intellectual and divine mat-
ters and sensual and concupiscent ones. For whenever a (precious) object
passes to the buyer [and is lost to the seller], evil, jealousy, pursuit, avaricious-
ness, are aroused. However, in the case of intellectual matters, observe how the
scholar rejoices in imparting his knowledge of them to another, for he derives
a benefit therefrom, even to one other than himself’

Rabba states: ‘If an individual sees that tribulations and punishments visit
him, on account of his neglect of (Torah), let him examine how he may improve
his conduct. If their cause is not apparent to him from his acts, let him not
attribute injustice to existence but perhaps the cause is his deficiency in the
study of the Torah and his neglect in the pursuit of true knowledge. The lat-
ter constitute [1b] the nourishment of the rational soul, for through knowledge
the soul’s essence becomes manifest in the same way as the realities of things
as they truly are imprinted in a polished mirror.69

If it is clear to him that he was not neglectful in these (pursuits), then he will
be aware that these tribulations came about through chastisements ("adab)7°
of love in order to inure in the soul the habit of constancy, so let him not fret
when misfortune visits him.

R. Sehorah stated that if the Almighty is pleased with a man, he intens-
ifies his afflictions in order to increase his reward i.e. on condition that he

67 Mazziqim, lit. ‘demons’. The author makes no comment but from the continuation of the
passage it seems he interprets the word as ‘punishment’. He refers to the mazzigim which
inhabit ruins mentioned in TB Berakot 3a; R. Abraham translates this word as dabib ‘rep-
tiles, thus defusing the superstitious import (see R. Dana, ed., Sefer ha-maspik le'ovdey
ha-sem, 66).

68  In brackets here and throughout = v.

69  The simile of the pure soul and the polished mirror is widespread in Sufism. See T. Burck-
hardt, “Die Symbolik des Spiegels in der islamischen Mystik,” Symbolon 1 (1960), 12—16. See
also H. Davidowitz and D. Baneth, eds., [pseudo-|Maimonides, De Beatitudine, 18-19, 33—
34; and the work studied in P. Fenton, “A Mystical Treatise on Prayer and the Spiritual
Quest from the Pietist Circle,” 151-152, 164.

70  See P. Fenton, “A Mystical Treatise on Prayer and the Spiritual Quest from the Pietist
Circle,” 160-161. The Sufis and Judaeo-Sufis refer to their discipline as ‘adab, lit. ‘instruc-
tion’.
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accepts them with love and constancy and not with despair and irritation.”
Part of his reward is that his knowledge will be established within him, for if
the soul remains constant and meditates that which befalls it at times of dis-
tress, how much more (will its knowledge be established) at times of delight
and ease!”

[Ya‘qov b. Idi and R. Aha b. Haninah differ with regard to the following:] The
one” says: Chastisements of love are such as do not involve the intermission
of study of the Torah. [For it is said: ‘Happy is the man whom Thou chastisest,
O Lord, and teachest out of Thy law’ (Ps. 94, 12).] And the other one says: Chas-
tisements of love are such as do not involve the intermission of prayer at its
appointed time. [For it is said: ‘Blessed be God, Who hath not turned away my
prayer, nor His mercy from me’ (Ps. 66, 20).] A third”* said: Both of these cases
are chastisements of love for whosoever obtains fabitus and spiritual prepara-
tion” will attain every goodness.

It has been taught: R. Sim‘on b. Yosi?® says: The Almighty, exalted be He, gave
Israel three precious gifts, all of which were bestowed solely through discipline
(riyadah) and deprival.””

The first is the Torah, which was only revealed after they had undergone spir-
itual preparation at Mara through thirst,’® and at Elim through hunger until the
Mannah descended,” and through chastity [2a] as well as through the physical
conditions (suffered) in the Sinai desert.8°

The second is the Land of Israel (as for preparation for it) suffice it to recall
that which transpired in the wilderness during the forty years.

The third is the world to come. The latter can only be gained through the
training of the soul through the observance of the positive commandments,
the avoidance of prohibitions, and abstention from indulging in (corporeal)
passions, even in the case of that which is permitted.

71 Cf. S. Pines, transl., Moses Maimonides, The Guide of the Perplexed, 111, 17, 470—471.

72 The terms ‘distress’ or ‘retraction’ and ‘ease’ recall the Sufi states of qabd and bast. Cf.
A.H. Mahmid and M. b. al-Sarif, eds., Al-Qusayri, al-Risalah al-Qusayriyah (Cairo, 1966), 1,
196.

73 V:‘the study of Torah and acts of charity’.

74  V:R.Abba the son of R. Hiyya b. Abba.

75  Riyadat, lit. ‘spiritual exercises’, a name Sufis give to their discipline.

76  V:Yohay.

77  The Hebrew carries yissurim ‘sufferings.

78  Cf. Ex.15,23-26. Cf. Treatise of the Pool, p. 105.

79  Cf.Ex.16,1-36 and Numb. 11, 1—9.

80  On the sojourn in the wilderness as a means of perfection, see Treatise of the Pool, p. 112
and n. 157.
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The (following) was recited before R. Yohanan: Whosoever engages in ra-
tional and moral virtues and is assailed by calamities such as the death of his
children and similar (tragedies) let him grieve not. But let him know that this
is in order to expiate his errors and failings and so that his soul is not fettered at
the hour of death, pining after his wealth and offspring and regretting having
to abandon them, such that vestiges cling to his soul that will impede it from
uniting with its source.!

R. Yohanan stated that to be afflicted with disease and barrenness is a pun-
ishment of which one was deserving and not a chastisement through love. (This
is unlike) one who rears children and loses them in their childhood, which
sometimes occurs as an atonement for one’s (sins).

In this connection, a tradition was brought up according to which R. El‘azar
once fell ill and R. Yohanan came to visit him. As he found him lying in a dark
room,82 he bared his arm and illumined the room through the luminosity (nur-
aniyyat nafsi-hi) of his soul and the limpidity of his matter.82 Upon beholding
this, R. El‘azar wept®* and R. Yohanan enquired: “Wherefore dost thou weep?
If it be because thou art saddened through fear of death since thou didst not
perfect thyself in all of (the branches) of science and knowledge,3> have we not
learnt: [‘One who studies] much [2b] and one who studies little are equal (in
merit) provided that one’s intention in the pursuit of knowledge is the perfec-
tion of one’s rational soul and not the pursuit of praise and lordship’. If thou
weepest on account of the loss of thy children, behold I have lost ten children
and this is the finger-bone of my tenth son whom I have taken as a bezel which

81  Leg. li-watani-ha.

82  R.Elazar was a pauper and lived in a windowless room.

83  According to TB Baba Mezi‘a, 84a, R. Yohanan was of radiant beauty. In his Commentary
on Exodus 35, 29, Abraham Maimonides mentions the ‘luminosity (niraniyyah) of the
body’ in connection with Moses’ radiance in virtue of the subtlety of his matter after hav-
ing contemplated the lights of the Divine Presence’ (see E. Wiesenberg, ed., Abraham
Maimonides’ Commentary on Genesis and Exodus, 487). However, this term could well be
borrowed from Sufism. Indeed, according to pseudo-Ibn ‘Arabi (= al-Kasani), Tafsir al-
quran al-karim, (Beirut: Dar al-Andalus, 1978), 39 on Qur’an 20, 22, the whiteness of Moses’
hand was not due to leprosy but: ‘his hand was illumined (munawwarah) with the light of
true guidance and the rays of holy light’ (cf. Lxx, Onqelos, and Sa‘adya on Ex. 3, 6). Itis a
frequent leitmotiv in Persian poetry; see J. Stephenson, transl., Aba [-Majd al-Sana’i, The
Enclosed Garden (Lahore,1908), 25, 44 (Persian text p. 28, 1. 20): ‘the hand of Moses became
amoon.

84  V:Thereupon, he noticed that R. El‘azar was weeping. But our text makes more sense in
view of the conclusion.

85  V:Did not study enough Torah?
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I use as a signet. May my own affliction console thy grief and bereavement!86
Or perhaps thy weeping is on account of the meagerness of your sustenance in
this world? Know then that few are the mortals that have the privilege to enjoy
two states.8” Thou hast obtained the world to come, grieve not over the meas-
ure of sustenance in this world! R. El‘azar replied: “I am weeping on account
of the gleam of the beauty of thine outward and inward form®® and how this
limpid matter will decay in the earth, each element returning to its source!”
He said to him: “Thou hast rightfully wept!”

A Further Tradition

R. Huna possessed four hundred jars of wine which turned sour. R. Yudah, the
brother of R. Sala the Pious, and a company of scholars went in to visit him in
order to comfort him. When they were present, they said to him: “The master
ought to examine his actions and put right that which is reprehensible”.

“Am I then suspect in your eyes of something reprehensible?” he retorted.

“Does there then exist injustice that punishes a person without desert?"89
they replied.

He asked them: “Has any of you heard of anything held against me?”

[1a]90 They replied: “We have heard that the master does not give his hireling
his lawful share of the vine twigs.”

He replied: “Does he bring me any besides what is left from what he steals
and sells without my knowledge?”

They said to him: “This resembles the proverbial saying: Steal from a thief, if
only to obtain the leftovers!”

Itis said that henceforth he pledged himself to give (him) his fair share. Some
report that thereupon the four hundred jars that had turned to vinegar became
fine wine again, whereas others reported that the (price of ) vinegar rose so high
that it sold for the same price as wine.

[TB Berakot 6a]

86  The Talmud deduces from this saying that he regarded juvenile death as a chastisement
of love. Traditional commentaries understand the bone to have been a tooth of the last of
his sons which he would show to the bereaved in order to induce in them his own attitude
of resignation (see B.M. Levin, Otzar ha-Geonim, Thesaurus of the Gaonic Responsa and
Commentaries, ’Ozar ha-Ge’onim, Berakot, Section 11, Peyrusim, 6).

87  V:‘two tables’i.e., learning and wealth, or perhaps, this world and the next.

88 See supra, n. 10.

89  V:Isthe Holy One, blessed be He, suspect of punishing without justice?

90  CULT-S Ar. 47.170.
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R. Adda® says in the name of R. Isaac: “How do we know that Divine Provid-
ence¥? rests upon the community®3 rather than upon the individual? [From the
verse: “God standeth in the congregation of God” (Ps. 82, 1).]

And [how do we know that] the Divine presence descends to the synagogue
so that the individual feels an uplifting within his soul and (experiences) tran-
scendence in his prayer? From the verse: ‘God standeth in the congregation
of judges’ (1b.). Likewise, [how do we know that] if ten virtuous individu-
als assemble, even though not within a synagogue, then the Divine Presence
accompanies them? From the verse: ‘God standeth in the congregation of
judges’ (16.). And how do you know that if three are sitting to judge the people
and they apply God’s justice in which is to be found His providence that the
Divine Presence is among them? From the conclusion of the verse: ‘In the midst
of the judges He judgeth’ (16.). Similarly, [how do we know that] if two are
sitting and studying the Torah, the Divine Presence is with them? From the
verse: “Then they that feared the Lord spoke one with another; [and the Lord
hearkened and heard, and a book of remembrance was written before Him, for
them that feared the Lord and that thought upon His name]” (Mal 3, 16). From
the expression: ‘And that thought upon His name’ there is an indication that if
[aman] had the intention of fulfilling a commandment and [1b] yet he did not
actually perform it, he nonetheless also has a reward for his intention.

And how do we know that even if one man remains alone with his soul and
engages in the pursuits of the intellect,%* his soul becomes limpid and unites
with the realm of Light and the Divine Presence, and he enjoys individual
divine providence? From the verse: ‘In every place where I cause My name to
be mentioned I will come unto thee and bless thee’ (Ex. 20, 21).9°

[TB Berakhot 6b]

R. Abin son of R. Assa® in the name of R. Isaac (further) stated: “How do we
know that in his supernal stations and sacred contemplations,®” Moses grasped
the mystery of the phylacteries (tefillin),%® to a point where, so to speak, he per-
ceived them with his senses in the Absolute Being?°°® From the verse: ‘The Lord

91 V:Rabinb. R. Adda.

92 V: the Holy One, blessed be He.

93  V:House of Assembly, i.e., Synagogue.

94  V:‘and sits and studies the Torah'’.

95  Thelesson is derived from the use of the singular ‘thee’.
96  V:Adda.

97 See supra, n. 40.

98 V: ‘the Holy One, blessed be He, dons tefillin’.

99 See supra, n. 44.
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hath sworn by His right hand, and by the arm of His strength’ (Is. 62, 8). Just as
the purpose of one’s arm is to repel and defend the whole of the body, similarly
Divine Providence protects the individual who has apprehended the mystery
of this commandment and has established it according to its reality.

Dost thou not perceive the discussion of the Sages concerning that which is
written in the compartments of the phylacteries whose mystery Moses grasped
in the world of the Intellect? They mentioned that the texts therein allude to the
Divine Providence attached to this nation which was commanded to perform
these precepts in order that they be conducive to the level of the supernatural
realm. (The allusion to God’s donning the phylacteries is) not to the existence
of a physical object, for God transcends such things.10 This interpretation has
already been alluded to by R. Hayya Gaon in his commentary on the tractate
Berakot where the (reader) can find it.1%' The Sages too referred to the notion (of
Providence) at the end of their discussion with the words ‘and all these verses

(referring to the unique relationship between God and Israel)!°? are written on
[the tefillin of] his arm’103

4.2.2 Extract Two Translation104
[TB Berakhot 6b]105

100 Le, the divine phylacteries are not physical but a metaphor for spiritual concepts, alluding
here to providence.

101 No doubt a reference to Hayya’s commentary cited in B.M. Levin, Otzar ha-Geonim,
Thesaurus of the Gaonic Responsa and Commentaries, Berakot, section 1 (tesitbot), 12,
where he explains that this means God showed Moses how to make tefillin; see A.Y. Brum-
berg, ed., Peyrusey risonim [-aggadot Hazal, 39; cf. also the quote in Hayya's name apud S.
b. Adret, Hiddiisey ha-Rasba (Warsaw: P. Lebensohn, 1859), fol. 4¢; see also B. Agkenazi, Sit-
tah mequbezzet (New York:s. n.,1956), fol. 2c, which is a literal interpretation. Further frag-
ments of R. Hayya’s Talmudic commentary on Berakot have been listed by Y.M. Dubovick,
“The First Folio of Rav Hayya Gaon’s Commentary on Tractate Berakot,” Netii‘im 19 (2014):
143154, especially pp. 143-144 (Hebrew), which do not deal with our passage. See also
U. Fuks, “R. Hayya’s Strictures on the Talmud,” in Jewish Studies in Memory of Israel Ta-
Shema, A. Reiner, ].R. Hacker, M. Halbertal, M. Idel, E. Kanarfogel and E. Reiner, eds. (Alon
Shvut: Tevunot Press, 2012), 11 (of 11), 143-154 (Hebrew).

102 Enumerated in TB Berakot 6a, ult.

103 TB Berakot 6b, top.

104 After a small gap of about one missing page, the commentary resumes with the sayings of
R. Helbb to be found in T8 Berakot 6b. It begins with a commentary his words: ‘R. Helbd
further said in the name of R. Huna: “Whosoever partakes of a bridegroom’s wedding feast
and does not felicitate him does violence to ‘the five voices’ mentioned in the verse Jer. 33,
2.

105 Curiously, the quotations from the Talmud are reported henceforth in the original Hebrew
and are left untranslated.
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[2a]'96 the words which were quoted (are conducive to) the meditation of these
intellectual matters insofar as the Sages encouraged (people) to attend wed-
dings in order to obtain the illumination (of the Torah) and the engrossment
in the delight in its apprehension, as you can perceive from what they men-
tioned thereof.107

R. Helbo further said in the name of R. Huna: If one is filled with the fear
of God, one’s words are eventually hearkened to, for it is said: ‘The end of the
matter, all having been heard: Fear God, and keep his commandments, for this
is the whole man’ (Eccl. 12, 13).19% What is meant by the expression: ‘For this
is the whole man'?—R. El‘azar says: ‘The Holy One, blessed be He, says: The
whole world was created for his sake only’. R. Abba b. Kahana says: ‘He is equal
in value to the whole world’. R. Sim‘on b. ‘Azzay says [some say it was R. Sim‘on
b. Zoma]: ‘The whole world was created to be his auxiliaries’.

The meaning of (this statement) is that whosoever has in mind God'’s sake
in his speech and admonition to his listeners, in commanding them to observe
the (religious) injunctions and prohibitions, while keeping himself from hypo-
crisy, then God will strengthen his words (and strike) reverence and inspiration
into the hearts of his listeners. (If this is not the case) then the opposite (will
occur).

As for the expression ‘as his auxiliaries), it signifies that the rest of mankind
is there to accompany him and undertake his chores and tasks, for [2b] the vir-
tuous man is the purpose of the existence of the human species.10°

R. Helbo further said in the name of R. Huna: If one knows that his friend is
used to greeting him, let him greet him first, for itis said: ‘Seek peace and pursue
it’ (Ps. 34,15).11° And if his friend greets him and he does not return the greeting
he is called a robber, for it is said: ‘It is ye that have eaten up the vineyard; the
spoil of the poor is in your houses’ (Is. 3, 14).

106 CULT-S Ar. 47.170.

107  Allusion to the Torah which is the reward of those who rejoice with the bride and groom,
according to R. Joshua b. Levi in the following passage.

108 He interprets: ‘Everything is heard, if you fear God".

109 This statement has a Maimonidean ring to it. In his Commentary, Maimonides, expound-
ing a rabbinical homily taken from TB Ber. 584, states that all creatures serve the Perfect
Man (rajul kamil) (see Y. Qafih, ed., Maimonides’ Commentary on the Misnah, 45). Since
the subject is in the singular—the virtuous Man—and not in the plural, one can also per-
haps detect here a reminiscence of the Sufi concept of the Perfect Man (al-’insan al-kamil).
See further in P. Fenton, “Le Symbolisme du nombre quarante et la doctrine de 'Homme
Parfait dans la mystique juive et musulmane,” in Mélanges Michel Chodkiewicz, ed. D. Gril
(Aix-en-Provence, forthcoming).

110 If one is used to greeting his neighbour and fails to do so a single day, he transgresses the
injunction ‘seek peace’.
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[Berakhot 7a]

R. Yohanan says in the name of R. Yose: How do we know that the Holy One,
blessed be He, recites prayers? Because it says: ‘Even them will I bring to My
holy mountain and make them joyful in the house of My prayer’ (Is. 56, 7). It
is not said, ‘their prayer, but ‘My prayer’; hence (you learn) that the Holy One,
blessed be He, says prayers.

What then does He pray?—R. Zutra b. Tovi said in the name of Rab: ‘May
it be My will that My mercy may suppress My anger and that My mercy may
prevail over My (other) attributes, so that I may deal with My children in the
attribute of mercy and, on their behalf, stop short of the limit of strict justice’

The meaning of this passage is (as follows): It is well known that accord-
ing to the Sabaeans, it is impossible for God, by virtue of His transcendence,
to commune with this impure temperament i.e. human beings.!’? Our Sages
guided us by means of these mysteries to the truthful opinion, i.e. that despite
His awesome transcendence, God willed that in the principle of existence, His
compassion extends to the whole of (human) kind. The meaning aimed at is
[...] and guidance of the prophets, for the purpose of prayer is to connect with
His sacredness and furthermore with (its) possibility. Dost thou not see the allu-
sion in their expression “What then does He pray?” The intention is to indicate
God’s concern with the lower world, His governance of its inhabitants and His
compassionate mercy for [3a] His elect, contrary to those that claim: ‘the Lord
hath forsaken the land’ (Ezech. 8, 12).1!3 Elsewhere (TB Pesafim 117b) they have
explained that the meaning of prayer is a petition, as they stated: [The ending
of the benediction preceding] the (‘amidah) prayer is ‘He who redeems Israel’.
What is the reason (the verb is in the present tense)? Because it is a petition.

It was taught: R. Yisma’el b. Elisa“ says: I once entered [into the innermost
part of the Sanctuary] to offer incense and saw Akatri’el Yah, the Lord of Hosts,
seated upon a high and exalted throne.'* He said to me: YiSma’el, My son, bless

111 See on this passage the responsum of Sa‘adyah Gaon (see B.M. Levin, Otzar ha-Geonim,
Thesaurus of the Gaonic Responsa and Commentaries, section 1, tesubat, 14-15); i.e., God
teaches Israel how to pray and enjoins them to perform prayers. The ultimate source of
this passage is Judah b. Barzilay (see D. Kaufmann, ed., Judah b. Barzilays Commentar zum
Sepher Jezira, 34).

112 Ido not recall having seen this doctrine quoted elsewhere in the name of the Sabaeans,
but as is known this name is used as a generic term for all sorts of heretics. In The High
Ways, the denial of God’s knowledge of particulars in respect of Providence is ascribed by
Abraham Maimonides to ‘the naturalist scholars’ and ‘Greek philosophers’ (see S. Rosen-
blatt, ed., The High Ways to Perfection of Abraham Maimonides, 11,129-130).

113 Cf Y. Qafih, ed., Maimonides’ Commentary on the Misnah, 111, 19, 523; see also S. Pines,
transl., Moses Maimonides, The Guide of the Perplexed, 480.

114 Seealso on this passage the responsum of Sa‘adyah Gaon (see B.M. Levin, Otzar ha-Geonim,
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Me! I replied: ‘Master of the World, may it be Thy will that Thy mercy may sup-
press Thy anger and Thy mercy may prevail over Thine other attributes, so that
Thou mayest deal with Thy children according to the attribute of mercy and
mayest, on their behalf, stop short of the limit of strict justice!” Thereupon He
nodded to me with His head.

What does this come to teach us? Here we learn (incidentally) that the bless-
ing of an ordinary man must not be considered lightly in thine eyes.

This is part of the spiritual and angelic degrees (magamat) of this master
when the column of his spiritual (lit. ‘intellectual’) cloud of incense communed
with the ineffable and he grasped the ultimate through the mystery of the phys-
ical incense."> He became, as it were, united with his degree (magam) (situ-
ated) in the levels of the active intellects, the principal and noblest of whom is
Akatri’el.16 It is said of the latter, called Sandalfon in the treatise Hagigah (TB
Hagigah13b), and elsewhere Matatron, [3b] that he ‘tresses crowns for his Cre-
ator’ (Ibid.). Now there is no difference between Akatri’el and ‘he who tresses
crowns for his Creator’ for him who understands derived proper nouns. Hav-
ing communed with this archangel and reached through his mediation the
apprehension of the Throne and the grandeur of Him to whom it is assigned,
(R. YisSma’el) could but burst into praise, exaltation, glorification, and emotion
atthat which he had grasped. Thereupon, in this station he considered the souls
of his people (al-millah), and since he found them to be in need of assistance,
he asked for mercy on their behalf from the Merciful who is compassionate
towards all creatures, and he formulated his petition.'” (Now this does not
transpire) in a state of any physical reality as the ignorant [i.e., the Qaraites]
odiously (claim).

Thesaurus of the Gaonic Responsa and Commentaries, section 1, tesubot, 15-18; see also
D. Kaufmann, ed., Judah b. Barzilays Commentar zum Sepher Jezira, 20—22).

115 Lit. ‘communed with that which he communed and grasped that which he grasped..

116  Strangely, the Qabbalists similarly consider Akatri’el to allude to keter, first sefirah. Cf.
T. Abu l-Afiya, *Otsar ha-kabod (Warsaw: P. Lebenson and D. Fridman, 1879), fol. 4c. On
the polemics relative to this passage, see B.M. Levin, Otzar ha-Geonim, Thesaurus of the
Gaonic Responsa and Commentaries, 15-18.

117 This passage is highly reminiscent of A. Maimonides’ interpretation of Exod. 34, 10 (which
he says differs from that of his father) according to which Moses, having attained the
ultimate level, made a plea in favour of the community of Israel : ‘when Moses’ appre-
hension increased and he reached a fuller attainment (wusal) in this level (magam),
intensifying his bond and his desire, he prayed for continuance and communion (’ttisal)
not only for himself but for the entire people (al-millah), that every one of them may
reach the ultimate perfection it is possible to attain’ (see also B.M. Levin, Otzar ha-
Geonim, Thesaurus of the Gaonic Responsa and Commentaries, Berakot, Annex Peyriisey
R. Hanarel, p. 5).
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The author of Megillat Setarim!® has already reported that he was ques-
tioned on the subject (of God’s metaphysical nature) and he replied: Turn a
few pages to a later passage: To whom did (David) refer in these five verses
beginning with ‘Bless the Lord, O my soul’ (Ps. 104)? He was alluding only to
the Holy One, blessed be He, [and to the soul. Just as the Holy One, blessed be
He, fills the whole world, so the soul fills the body.] Just as the Holy One, blessed
be He, sees, but is not seen, so the soul sees but is not itself seen. [Just as the
Holy One, blessed be He, feeds the whole world, so the soul feeds the whole
body. Just as the Holy One, blessed be He, is pure, so the soul is pure. Just as the
Holy One, blessed be He, abides in the innermost precincts, so the soul abides
in the innermost precincts. Let that which has these five qualities come and
praise Him who has these five qualities].!® See that it is explicitly stated here
that God, may He be exalted, does not belong to the category of things visible.
Indeed, this passage is an allegory and a metaphor just as the prophets were
wont to use metaphors in the spirit of the statement that ‘the Torah employs
human speech’ (TB Nedarim 3a).

Do not be baffled by the expression ‘Akatri’el Yah, the Lord of Hosts), for it
is as if it were written ‘the angel of the Lord of Hosts), the first element hav-
ing been eluded and there are numerous examples of (such elisions).12? As for
the expression ‘Thereupon He nodded to me with His head) it signifies that he
revealed to him in this station some of the mysteries of the principles of exist-
ence which hitherto he had not seized. May this suffice on this subject!

[TB Berakot 7a]
R.Yohanan further said in the name of R. Yose: [How do you know that we must
not try to placate a man in the time of his anger?] What is the meaning of the
verse: ‘My face will go and I will give thee rest’ (Ex. 33,14)? The Holy One, blessed
be He, said to Moses: ‘Wait till My countenance of wrath shall have passed away
and then I shall give thee rest. Is anger then a mood of the Holy One, blessed be
He?—Yes, for it has been taught: ‘A God that hath indignation every day’ (Ps. 7,
12)?

And what is the duration of this indignation?—An instant. [And how long
is an instant? One fifty-eight thousand eight hundred and eighty-eighth part of

118 This work is by R. Nissim Gaon of Qayrawan (990-1062CE) and the passage in our
manuscript (quoted erroneously as CUL T-S Ar. 47/213) has already been discussed by
S. Abramson, R. Nissim Gaon (Jerusalem: Mekize Nirdamim, 1965), 281-282, 332, 1. 7.

119 TB Ber.10a. I have supplied the whole passage in order to understand the context.

120 Theliterature relative to this debate in mediaeval sources has been summarised by R. Mar-
goliot, Mal'akey ‘elyon, (Jerusalem: Rav Kook Institute, 1945), 12-15.
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an hour.] And no creature has ever been able to fix precisely this instant except
the wicked Balam, of whom it is written: ‘He knoweth the knowledge of the
Most High’ (Nu. 24,16)? [Now, he did not even know the mind of his beast; how
then could he know the mind of the Most High? The meaning is, therefore,
only] that he knew how to fix precisely this moment in which the Holy One,
blessed be He, is angry. And this is just what the prophet said to Israel: ‘O my
people, remember now [what Balak king of Moab devised,] and what Balam
the son of Beor answered him ... that ye may know the righteous acts of the
Lord’ (Mich. 6, 5). [What means ‘That ye may know the righteous acts of the
Lord?—R. El‘azar says: The Holy One, blessed be He, said to Israel]: See now,
how many righteous acts I performed for you in not being angry in the days of
the wicked Balam. For had I been angry, not one remnant would have been left
of the enemies of Israel.1?!

[TB Berakot 7a]

It was taught in the name of R. Me’ir: At the time when the sun rises and all the
kings of the East and West place their crowns upon the soil'?2 and bow down
to the sun, the Holy One, blessed be He, becomes at once angry.

This entire passage alludes to the fact that the intensity of His providence
towards mankind and His protection and safeguard of them is proportional to
their turning towards [4b] His presence. Whenever obliviousness occurs, even
for the briefest moment, this bond that brings about a strong, personal provid-
ence, is weakened, whereupon they become tributary to universal providence
which englobes all creatures in terms of protection. This is alluded to by the
fact that Balam looked out for a (moment) of inattention on the part of Israel in
order to be able to gain sway over them. The Israelites remained in an extreme
state of attentiveness, alertness, and awareness of his intention. They were not
overcome by inadvertence or unwariness!'?3 even for the twinkling of an eye
but remained like an attentive contender on the alert for his opponent and
thus Balam was unable to carry out his aim against them. Even this was insuffi-
cient were it not for the Master of prophets who opposed his intentions with his
breath and with what God enjoined him to recite following [Balam’s] imprec-
ations.>* This was the supernal gift i.e. that God had repelled the obstacles

121 V:‘of the enemies of Israel, a euphemism for ‘the Jews.

122 V:‘upon their heads’

123 ’Inhijab, lit. ‘concealment’ from hijab, which is also a Sufi technical term. Cf. A. al-Razzaq,
Dictionary of the Technical Terms of the Sufis (Calcutta: s.n., 1845), 35, no. 16.

124 Obviously based on a midras, the source of which has escaped me.



A FRAGMENT OF A MYSTICAL-PHILOSOPHICAL COMMENTARY 89

conducive to concealment which had they not been removed then inattention
would have taken place and the Balam’s (curse) would have taken effect upon
them.

R. Yohanan further said in the name of R. Yose: Better is one [self-reproach
in the heart of a man than many stripes].

5 Appendix: Supplementary Pages from Abraham Maimonides’
Discourse on Rabbinical Homilies

The present occasion affords me the opportunity to publish two additional
pages from the Judaeo-Arabic original of Abraham Maimonides’ Discourse on
Rabbinical Homilies together with an English translation. It turns out that
these pages, which I had the good fortune to identify several years ago in the
Paris A1U Geniza collection, are not only part of the Cambridge Judaeo-Arabic
manuscript published by Dr E. Hurvitz in 1974, but they belong to the very same
gathering, forming its outer folios.'?> Hence, they add to the beginning and end
of Hurvitz’s text since Lewis-Gibson Arabic 11.39, fol. 2 (Hurvitz’s text, p. 1), is
the direct continuation of the present Arabic manuscript folio 1a-b,!26 while
its folio 2a—b is the immediate continuation of Lewis-Gibson Arabic 11.39, fol. 5
(Hurvitz’s text p. 12, end).?? In order to facilitate its reading diacritical points
and punctuation have been added to the text.

5.1 Edition of Paris, AIU Arabe I1.1

[&1]

nwpnHR .OROPR MDD HR DOPIN 17% 'D)

. DROPR IY2TIR *HY DOPIN KMN2™T NON

FIOTTON BROPN RN

180 nonabR

SINSK BOPSN

RANINRD 7HRHT, AR KA TIEPRDR MWIT RN

125 E. Hurvitz, ‘Ma’amar ‘al ‘odot derasot Hazal 139-168, where he published part of the
original Judaeo-Arabic based on Cambridge, Westminster College, Lewis-Gibson Arab-
ic11.39, fols. 2r and 5v. See supra, n. 13.

126 Corresponding to R. Margaliot, ed., Abraham Maimonides’ Milhamot ha-sem, 89, lines 6—
24.

127 Corresponding to R. Margaliot, ed., Abraham Maimonides’ Milhamot ha-$em, 93, lines 22—
30, where the Hebrew translation is much abridged.
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DOPYR KT .RANDINOY POINWASR T NaRY nra
moRTING HR'NNY IPNaT IR 1A PAR N30 P
AR :M1273 03 70 DA IRADR TTRA

DTRD O "RMAV 12 WRW M DIWN ANy

RO IR 7IW 7N OWA PINW 1A RODW

0732 1IARY IR .37 wh e pinw

PINW 851 NR .AOR OY MwH ™ STan

DA DM32 IR (A1 7737 NI 1D
RSN BORSNT AR DY mwyH ™

RTAA TRPORT,JORI IR RAD MWIT RN

[21]
5K 1pnHR RH 770 TORIOR 1pnHR 17 DOPHR
aRYD AR 1Y HY’3 RNDINY AN IR

1192 52 RvNaR pa Tp TRIaY navRa

877 58 nm . awnbR mawt mHRSTOR 0
1251 AR ITIYN Tn3 8 DAP DOROR
173 TP OWHR 1AR ,ART ROW AR
T KRIN TTY 132 0 TR Dinn mwyh
WARRI D ARID TARYTAR 51

P ATIPAOR N30 RN DA T W
AnRWwN 79319 1R 7 At upywm b
RWKRM WATOR KT AR INpwia
SpRY 52153,y wnn Y TIRPNYR 0

IR TW RY ARP ATER YTHR I0KRD

MIRD Ywnn 92 n ATRPNPR Tiepnbr

»1H 92 TR DPTTROR VAR IR T .pRON
XY RN YN NI ONARTTR 10 Ra0 o9wn
TR TY T, RITOR IRT 0 [ARTTR [0

[2]
3T RAA 1Y ,3MHR 1Y TROARORT DHMHR 18
K721 NOR 7EPOR 770 0N 00 TUR
9vna TinbnbR 18 a8HR R0 Y Im

ON IO FAYONT

ORI TR TRPAPKR 131 D5YNY TR 10
1H IARY AWYn :mmyn nawn 8 onp

IRY 15 AR .DNWI T Spnn and

Apn ROW S awa o'noa N 10Mom

AR LADIN TAYI ANY AP 3T 89 5Hann
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122 IRW *HY D7 1Y T3 09 Hw
WRW S0 TRwa R yaws aab A
DRWIN NN T2 5 omnw T IR T
AR AP ITY NORW T2 KD AR OVIN
T .13 1272 1180 Wi ROR THRW T R
TRPAPR 131 DY MwPnOR KT 3PN
273 ANOR HRYM TIRAN AYOR IR M MR
;AN R 8RNI PIORYHR 7Tap RYT

[22]
1AOR ™2 PHR 0P OTHR 1D TWR DT 0 D
™ RIPIIR 33T 5P HRPY.POR 1R Y03
ANI’¥N RN 7012230 RN PIWN Y

T5T O3 ITIPRI PRI WRD 1Yan

NAR DYD :MmYn 903 0 onp Tinbnba e
Mnwh o onb 7 R 93 SR 2 15y
AW AR 1A SRR 1 1A TR o0

o'n mbYn 7wy onw mbn ah IR .ow

15 pep 502 122 WY 0UW TH 1M1 IR

a5 nhw Rt punwa et pap qoa

W IR TY 9 IOW YN IR 0N IR D W
YRR 00 Y W ah nhw ominka .My
AM3na .01 MW D W IR TV aH mHw

W 1H nhw .myn Ik on Y aw ah nhw

52 AT MR AR 0P MAY H W IR

T WAy 0w 1T &Y A mwn

WY AN .prann nvad Annwa o1l

5.2 Translation of Paris, AIU Arabe I1.1

[all those homilies which are to be found in the sayings of the rabbis in the
Talmud] and elsewhere are divided into five categories, whereas the tales to
which they relate are divided into four types.

As for the five categories of homilies:

The First Category is comprised of homilies the intention of which is lit-
eral and, on account of their simplicity, their literal meaning is obvious to
the majority of those that consider them. Even though this category is so
clear that it does not require an illustration, I will nonetheless provide an
example by way of explanation, namely the following passage from the treatise
Berakot (31a): R. Yohanan said in the name of R. Sim‘on b. Yohay It is forbid-
den for a man to fill his mouth with laughter in this world, as it is written:
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‘Then will our mouth be filled with laughter and our tongue with singing’
(Ps 126, 2). When will that be? At the time when ‘they shall say among the
nations it is proclaimed “The Lord hath wrought great things with these”’
(ibid. 3).

The Second Category is comprised of homilies that have both a literal and
a metaphorical meaning. The intended meaning of this [1b] category is its
metaphorical and not its literal sense but it was allocated a literal sense in
contradiction to its metaphorical sense for beneficial reasons. Most or all of
the latter have been expounded [by Maimonides] in the Guide and the Com-
mentary on the Mishnah. An example of this category is their statement in the
treatise Ta‘anit (31a): R. Helbo said in the name of ‘Ulla of Bira, R. El‘azar said:
In the days to come, the Holy One blessed be He will hold a chorus for the right-
eous in the Garden of Eden and He will sit in their midst in the Garden of Eden
and each will designate Him with his finger, as it is said ‘And it shall be said in
that day: Lo this is our God whom we awaited, that He might save us; this is
the Lord for whom we waited, let us rejoice and be glad at His salvation’ (Is. 25,
9).

God forfend that any student of the Torah, nay any intelligent person, should
believe the literal meaning of this homily. The inner meaning its transmitter
had in mind is certainly the intended belief on the part of every student of the
Torah for it is the truth. This is that what is mentioned here about the reward
of the righteous in the life of the next world consists of their perceiving of God
that which was imperceptible in the lower world. This is the utmost [beatitude
of which there is nothing higher].”

2a
In regard to longanimity and forbearance in the face of importunity even from
that which causes the greatest annoyance as illustrated by the tale related here.
Of this type, there are numerous examples in the Talmud.

The Third Type is one from which one learns a correct opinion, an example
of which is reported in the tractate Ta‘anit (23a): Once it happened that the
people sent a message to Honi the Circle Drawer: ‘Pray that rain may fall'. He
said to them: ‘Go and gather in the ovens of the Pascal lambs so that they may
not crumble’. He prayed but the rain did not fall. He thereupon drew a circle
and stood within it and exclaimed [before God]: ‘Master of the Universe, Thy
children have turned to me because [they believe] me to be a member of Thy
house. I swear by Thy Great Name that I will not move from here until Thou
hast mercy upon Thy children! Rain began to drip, whereupon he exclaimed:
‘It is not for this that I have prayed. The rain then began to come down with
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great force. Thereupon he exclaimed before [God]: ‘It is not for this that I have
prayed but for the rain of benevolence, blessing and bounty’. Then the rain fell
normally.

From this tale, one learns a correct opinion i.e. that God, blessed and exalted
be His Name, responds to the petition of His pious servants, as is written in His
book: ‘For what nation is there so great, who hath God so nigh unto them, as
the Lord our God is in all things for which that we call upon him?’ (Deut. 4, 7)
And He said through His prophet: ‘Then you will call, and the Lord will answer;
you will cry for help, and He will say “Here am I"” (Is 58, 9). And Moses’ prayer
contains the verse: ‘He will call on me, and I will answer him; [I will be with
him in trouble, I will deliver him and honour him'] (Ps g1, 15).

Similarly, it is related in the tractate Tanit (19b—20a): Once it happened
when all Israel came up on pilgrimage [to Jerusalem] that there was no water
available for drinking. Thereupon Naqdimon b. Gurion approached a certain
local [heathen] lord and said to him: ‘Loan me twelve wells of water [for the
Pilgrims] and I will repay you twelve talents of silver’ He fixed the sum and a
time limit [for repayment]. When the time came [for repayment and no rain
had yet fallen] the lord sent a message to him [in the morning]: ‘Return to me
either the water or the money’. Naqdimon replied: ‘I have still time’. At midday
he [again] sent to him a message: ‘Return to me either the water or the money'.
Naqdimon replied: 1 still have time today’. In the afternoon, he [again] sent to
him a message: ‘Return to me either the water or the money’. Naqdimon replied:
I still have time today’ Thereupon the lord [sneeringly] said: ‘Seeing that no
rain has fallen throughout the whole year will it then rain now?’ Thereupon he
repaired in a happy mood to the baths. Meanwhile, what did [Naqdimon] do?



CHAPTER 7
Five Greek Glosses to Talmud Tractate Bava Mesia

Julia G. Krivoruchko

1 Introduction

T-$ F2(1).164 is a parchment folio containing a fragment of Bava Mesia 93a—b.!
Morag (1988, vii, 26) sampled the vocalised passages of the folio in his catalogue
of vocalised Talmudic manuscripts in Cambridge; it was further mentioned by
Etz-Chaim (1999—2000, non vidi), Shweka (2007-2008, 319) and Sussman (2012,
no. 2319). De Lange and Tchernetska (2014) concentrated on the palaeographic
aspects of the Greek glosses but did not deal with their translation or interpret-
ation. De Lange dated the main text to the eleventh century and remarked that
the glosses “must be later, but not necessarily much later” (2014, 260). Below I
attempt to place Greek interlinear and marginal glosses in their Byzantine and
Talmudic context.

The correct order of the images of the text is back-front. A hand using black-
ish ink added minor corrections to the main text, such as inserting or over-
writing a couple of characters, e.g. 8 in line 7 or nNX in line 20. The vocalisation
applied is of Palestino-Tiberian type with its characteristic extended use of rafe
and dagesh. It is unclear whether the same scribe produced all the vocalisation
of the recto: the angle of strokes and relative position of dots to the body of
the letters look similar throughout the page, and while the shade of ink does
not always look identical, it may be due to the vicissitudes of preservation or
working in different sessions. A hand responsible for the vocalisation must have
also added the Greek and Hebrew glosses. Being ‘difficult), the glossed words are
vocalised.

The preserved folio starts with the gemara immediately following the sev-
enth mishna of 93a. Four kinds of bailees (a gratuitous bailee, a borrower, a paid
bailee, and a hirer) are distinguished; further discussion deals with the rights
of employees and circumstances that release the paid custodian from liability

1 This article was originally published as the Taylor-Schechter Genizah Research Unit’s Frag-
ment of the Month for April 2021, where it appeared with the title: ‘Five Greek Glosses to
Bava Metzia 93b: T-s F2(1)164’ (https://www.lib.cam.ac.uk/collections/departments/taylor
-schechter-genizah-research-unit/fragment-month/fotm-2021/fragment-2). It is reproduced
here, slightly modified by the editors, with permission from Julia G. Krivoruchko.

© JULIA G. KRIVORUCHKO, 2024 ‘ DOI:10.1163/9789004712331_008
This is an open access chapter distributed under the terms of the cc BY-NC-ND 4.0 license.
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(93b). The transcription of the fragment (but not the glosses) can be found on
the Freidberg Genizah Project (https://fjms.genizah.org).

2 The Glosses

2.1 BITAATOPAX

The first Greek gloss is located on the outer margin near line 14, divided accord-
ing to its syllabification into BIrAA|TOPAS to fit the margin. Marking the glossed
item *31N3 in the main text the scribe placed a small circle above its bet.2 The
Greek form (acc.pl.) implies the presence of a preposition before it, which may
indicate translation of the whole sentence rather than the individual word.

The Greek BryAdtwp originates through syncope from Lat. vigilator, an agent
noun of classical vigilare ‘to stay awake at night'. It is not amply witnessed prior
to our fragment, but develops an array of morphological by-forms and deriv-
atives in later periods: BryAdtopog, PryAdtopws, BryAdtopas, BryAetys (Kriaras,
S.VV.).

What made BryAdtwp the translation of choice instead of far commoner
terms for custodians, such as ppovpds, pvAak/edAaxas, etc.? An absolute major-
ity of thirty occurrences of the lexeme in TLG come from military manuals, such
as Tactica of Leo vI the Wise (r. 886—912 CE), the most extensive Byzantine
compilation in the field of military art, published by his son Constantine vi1
Porphyrogenitus; Tactica of Nikephoros Ouranos (fl. ca. g8o—c. 1010 CE), a suc-
cessful general and confidant of the Emperor Basil 11 (r. 976—-1025); De velita-
tione bellica ascribed to Nicephorus 11 Phocas (r. 963—969 CE); the anonymous
De re military (6-10CE), etc. All these texts uniformly present the meaning
‘watchman, guard, sentinel functioning as a part of military unit / in the frame-
work of an organised military operation, e.g.:

[3éov] Tobg 8¢ PryAdTopag mioTolds elvar xal idet oportos dvdpein xai Yuxh
EVTOAU ¥al OTAlTEL AapTtpolS Xal TAV AOITTGV TTPATIWTAVY JLUPEPELY, WITE #
TowoovTds Tt yewvaiov Epyov xal dvdpelov émaveAdely 1) {wypnBévrag apd Tolg
mohepiots Bowpdleabor.

[T]he viglatores should be trustworthy and excel among other soldiers
through manly body-build, brave soul and excellent weaponry, so that

2 Asis common in some Extended Tiberian manuscripts, the two dots of the hatef vowel are
placed inside the body of the fet.
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upon accomplishing a daring mission they could return, and if caught
alive by the adversaries, be admired by them.3

LEO SAPIENS, Tactica, constitution 17, section 77, line 5.

Similarly positive contexts with viglatores can be found in other texts. Slightly
apart in terms of genre, but not semantics, stands the scholium to Aristo-
phanes’s Clouds: ... 4dwv &nl @poupds tamep ol PryAdropes ‘singing / chanting
while guarding, as BryAdtopes [do]’ (Commentarium in Nubes, Scholia Recenti-
ora Tzetzae, sch. verse-column 721b, lines 4—5), where the immediately preced-
ing scholium mentions ‘approaching enemy’.

From the viewpoint of TLG evidence, the word can function as a transla-
tional equivalent of the Aramaic term in as far as fryAdtwpeg are (a) fit and brave
men and (b) mercenaries, i.e., in gemara terms, paid bailees. Yet it becomes the
best option only when Job 1:15* is read as univocal reference to war, when the
town would be guarded by elite units rather than ordinary night guards. Con-
sequently, from the viewpoint of halachic interpretation the Greek gloss limits
acceptable force majeure to military conflicts. This interpretation is somewhat
different from Rashi’s 11nwH 0rOp i "WaR 700 52w 0592 v pn mniw XER s
RN KRN0 192 °RT1I030 039001 0913, which allows for common guards and
therefore a larger range of acceptable force majeures, such as robbery and
milder forms of violence. Rashi’s understanding could have been based on
glossing Xnn "1t as *vigiles, sc. vigiles urbani, an urban military unit combining
the functions of firefighters and police, that was in charge of nocturnal public
order and patrolling.®

2.2 KANON

On the inner margin near line 17 we find the glyphs that de Lange and Tchernet-
ska (2014, 260) read as OKANONO. I believe that the first and the last characters
of this sequence are in fact not letters but circuli, which frame the word KANON.
The omicron in the word BITAATOPAS is performed in two strokes and gives an
almond-shaped result, as does the omicron inside KANON and two other clearly

3 The translations are mine unless stated otherwise.

4 Job1as, "2 :j,lj—’s? 127 DWIN-NRY DNPMm RIY 5811, ‘And the Sabeans made a raid, and
took them away; yea, they have slain the servants with the edge of the sword ...” (translation
by jps).

5 Due to the fragmentary nature of the evidence, no firm claims can be made about the ori-
gin of Rashi’s interpretation or common tradition behind the gloss in T-s F2(1).164 and the
reconstructed source of Rashi.



FIVE GREEK GLOSSES TO TALMUD TRACTATE BAVA MESIA 97

visible omicrons on the verso of the folio. On the contrary, the glyph at the begin-
ning of OKANONO is a single circular stroke, just as the interlinear signs that link
the referents to their glosses.

Interestingly, the main text of line 17 lacks such reference anchors, and it
seems unlikely that the stain above the first word of line 18 functioned as one.
Above KANON there is a mark in dark ink similar to Greek theta, which may
have some meaning—or none.

Placement of a word between circuli could be a decorative device, or it could
mean that the gloss relates to a word on the opposite page—unfortunately, the
fragment is too short to supply more data and the opposite page is unavailable.
I suggest that the gloss between circuli relates to the text in a different way—it
is not a translational equivalent of some specific lexeme but a note/comment-
ary to the passage as a whole. Conventions of comparable kind are known in
Greek tradition, e.g. the sign of diple ‘double’ used by Aristarchus of Samothrace
to append a loosely related commentary to the text.

KANON, a slightly misspelled variant of xavav, poses no morphological or
phonetic problems: quantitative distinctions between vowels would have al-
ready lost their significance. Analysing KANON in the context of the gemara
requires understanding its meaning in earlier and contemporaneous Greek and
Judaeo-Greek. The semantics of xavwy are too branching and convoluted to
analyse in detail; I will point at only a few important directions of semantic
development.” In Ancient Greek, the lexeme evolved from literal ‘rod, bar’ (cf.
1P, see LSJ s.v. xavwv A.1-11) to abstract metaphorical ‘rule, standard’ (LSJ s.v.
xovawv 11). Picked up by philosophers as ‘principle, criterion), already in late
antiquity it started to compete with vduog for the meanings ‘law, institution-
alised ruling, legal norm’. With the establishment of Christianity the word was
actively employed by the Church and developed meanings ‘rule of faith’, ‘rule
of ecclesiastical law’, ‘canon of behaviour, moral standard’, and numerous tech-
nical ones, such as ‘canon of scripture), liturgical order’, liturgical hymn), ‘eccle-
siastical rank/order’, etc. (all—Lampe s.v.).

Due to the structure of Byzantine society the boundary between xavav and
véuos was movable and negotiable, as were the powers of relevant authorit-

6 See Schironi (2012, 92-107). I do not suggest any direct link between Alexandrian tradition
and the scribal conventions of the particular folio not least because diple is angular, not cir-
cular, although over centuries one could have evolved into another. I am just pointing to the
precedent and possibility of such a sign.

7 All major Christian encyclopaedias address the lexical and cultural history of the word/con-
cept under the lemma canon. Fans of classical Wortgeschichte may opt for Oppel 1937.
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ies.8 Towards the time when our gloss was penned, xav@v in mainstream Greek
could have meant anything between ‘standard of moral behaviour’, ‘rule’, ‘cus-
tom’ and ‘law’. Although a culturally important term, xavev, in contradistinc-
tion to vduog, was never directly borrowed into Hebrew / Aramaic, probably
because of phonetic and semantic competition with 133, 133 and 117.° Nonethe-
less, it occurs already in Early Judaeo-Greek: according to TLG, Philo used it 27
times and Josephus twice. However, Judaeo-Greek writing had a pronounced
tendency to associate Torah with vduos, which limited the sphere of applicab-
ility of xavcv, pushing it towards ‘applied law’, ‘specific regulation), ‘custom’. An
enlightening example of the fine interaction of both semantic fields is the fol-
lowing passage from Contra Apionem:

‘O & NuéTePog VOUOBETYS g TADTO TUVIPUOTEY AT IOV EMIUEAELOY”
oUTe Yap xwnV ATENTE TNV TAV N8&Y doxnaty olte Tov éx ToD vopou Adyov
dmpaxtov elaoey, GAN €bBUG drrd ThHE TpwTNG dpEduevos Tpogiis xal THS xaTd
TV olxov €xdatwy daityg 00dey 00dE ThV Bpayutdtwy adtekodotov éni Talg
Boulnoeat TGV X pNTopEVEY XATENTEY, GG xal Ttepl attiwy, Sawv dméyeadat
xpn xal tiva Tpoopépeadal, xal mepl TAV xowwwadvtwy Thg dlaltyg Epywy Te
guvtoviag xal TodpmaAy dvamadaews Spov ey adTog xal xavéva TOV VooV,
W Gamep Omd matpl TovTw xal Seamdty {Dvteg unTe BovAdpevol undev und’ v’
dryvolag apaptavwuev (Flavius Josephus, Contra Apionem (= De Judaeorum
vetustate), book 2, sect. 174, line 4).

But [O]ur [L]egislator combined both forms with great care: [H]e neither
left character-training mute nor allowed the words from the law to go
[unpractised]. Rather, starting right from the beginning of their nurture
and from the mode of life [practised] by each individual in the household,
[H]e did not leave anything, even the minutest detail, free to be determ-
ined by the wishes of those who would make use of [the laws], but even
in relation to food, what they should refrain from and what they should
eat, the company they keep in their daily lives, as well as their intensity
in work and, conversely, rest, [H]e set the law as their boundary and rule,
so that, living under [such F]ather and [M]aster, we might commit no sin
either wilfully or from ignorance.1°

8 Various aspects of the phenomenon are highlighted, e.g., in Troianos, Simon and Neye,
2017, Macrides 1990, Druwé 2015, and Wagschal 2014.

9 But cf. Sokoloff (2009, 1381). xavdv could have influenced the semantics of the above
Hebrew roots.

10  Translation by John M.G. Barclay 2007 with minor modifications in brackets.
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‘Setting the [L]aw as boundary (8pog) and rule’ implies here positive and neg-
ative commandments of the vopog-Torah, where xavav (‘rule’) is Twp nnen, an
advised way of life, divinely approved and encouraged, but also prescribed and
ordered.

Having understood what xavav could have meant, let us turn to its possible
referent. Opposite the gloss in the main text we find the following passage. Here
and below, words directly translating the original are in bold; the rest is added
for coherence:

N9IR D2 T (0,8 MWRID) *T3 TY NAWH AN 10w W A TY hTR
I ROA 7R 3PP 10K 5 AR RN ANA 01 DNA 978 A99a mp 3N
RO 2N RO RO1P03 T2 ™03 1255 17h nrT

Abaye raised an objection to Rabba from another baraita: To what extent
is a paid bailee obligated to safeguard? He is obligated to the extent
that Jacob said to Laban: “Thus I was: In the day the drought con-
sumed me, and the frost by night” (Genesis 31:40). Rava said to him:
There too, the baraita is speaking of city watchmen, whose responsib-
ility extends further. Abaye said to him: Is that to say that Jacob, our
forefather, whose statement is the source of this halakha, was a city
watchman? Rava replied: It means that Jacob said to Laban: I safe-
guarded for you an extra level of safeguarding, like that of city watch-
men.!!

Bailees’ obligations are discussed here on the background of the biblical story
of Jacob. It is helpful to see, how this story looks from the perspective of Byz-
antine law. The activity of herdsmen was a subject of so called Nduog yewpyixés
known under translated titles Farmer’s Law, Agrargesetz or Landwirtschafisge-
setz, and Loi agraire.)?

Few texts can match Nomos Georgikos as to the spectrum of proposed chro-
nologies: various scholars have dated its parts from the sixth to the fourteenth
century. It has been preserved in more than a hundred manuscripts falling into

11 The translations are from the The William Davidson Talmud, quoted from http://[www
.sefaria.org.

12 Bybringing this material into comparison, I do not wish to claim that the scribe was famil-
iar with the particular text or any parallel piece of Byzantine legislation. Common law
could have been a fact of common knowledge without there necessarily being access to
its written versions. The question, how much Roman law was known to Rabbis, has occu-
pied scholars for centuries (see, e.g. Hezser 2007 for historical excursus), and there is no
space to deal with it here.
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several mutually independent families. Researchers agree that Farmers’ Law
occupies a unique place in Byzantine legal production: its language is decidedly
unprofessional. Some see it as a result of the incorporation of ad hoc practical
rulings into the system of classical Roman law, others tend to reconstruct an
opposite process, namely an attempt by high-brow jurists to devise regulations
for trivial mundane matters. Be that as it may, due to its utter practicality, Geor-
gtkos Nomos has been widely popular and exercised profound impact on the
legal systems of Balkan and Slavic countries.!® Let us consider Gen 31:38—39,
immediately preceding the phrase quoted by Abaye:

SR8 N TIN2 R 030 KD 7101 07 TH 238 MY 0y Ao

38 These twenty years have I been with thee; thy ewes and thy she-
goats have not cast their young, and the rams of thy flocks have I not
eaten.

122°D2150 D N2 NIWRIN TR NIPNN DIR-T'HN NNIT-ND 1970 7

39 That which was torn of beasts I brought not unto thee; I bore the loss
of it; of my hand didst thou require it, whether stolen by day or stolen by
night.14

Compare:

"Edv dyehdptlog Bodv Ewdev mapd tod yewpyod Adfy Bodv xai cuyxatauity
adTdV petd Th dyEAng xal cuppPh Tov Bodv Avxwbival, detkdtw T TTdU TG
xuple adtod xatl adTtog dvaitiog Eotw (Farmer’s Law no. 23).

If a [cowherd] in the morning receives an ox from a farmer and mixes
it with the herd, and it happens that the ox is destroyed by a wolf, let
him explain the accident to its master and he himself shall go harm-
less.15

13 Details about the history of research and stemma codicum can be found in the editions
of Medvedev 1984 and Koder 2020. Some older articles, such as Vernadskij 1925 and Kara-
yannopoulos 1958, may be still helpful.

14  The translations of Genesis are by jps.

15 The text, purged of variant readings, is from Koder 2020; the translations are modernised
from Ashburner 1912. The fact that the animal used for the exemplification is an ox (and
not a sheep or a goat) is hardly of relevance.
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Edwv dryehdptog Bodv maparaPwy dmoAéay) xal TH adTi) Nuépa €v N 6 Podg dmew-
AE€TO 00 xaTAUNVOTY TQ Xupie Tod Bodg 6Tt Tov Bolv Ewg wde xal wde Ewpaxa,

i 82 yéyovey olx olda, d{Mpiog wn Eotw, €l 8 xal xatepvuoey, Eotw aduLog
(ibid. no. 26).

If a herdsman in the morning receives an ox from a farmer and the ox dis-
appears, let him swear in the Lord’s name that he has not himself played
foul and that he had no part in the loss of the ox and let him go harmless.

From the viewpoint of Nomos Georgikos Lavan’s requirements appear exagger-
ated and contradicting the established practice, while Jacob’s conscientious-
ness and good will certainly appear as RN XM7"01 ‘excessive care’.

I believe that the background analysed above has brought us closer to under-
standing what the glossator could mean by marking xavey on the margin of T-s
F2(1).164. First, it has become obvious that the gloss refers to the phrase "1
8N N1 79, This conclusion is supported by the fact that the clause is
also vocalised. The intentions of the glossator could have been: ‘®n17"01 75 01
R8N is an important tenet / practical law / encouraged conduct. Pragmat-
ically, this would mean: ‘Memorise the maxim and apply it. Alternatively, in a
more scholarly way, the gloss could mean: ‘Note the contradiction between the
applied law and the principle brought into halachic argument.

2.3 HKAZYYIN

HKAZY|SIN appears on the outer margin near line 20 and is linked through cir-
culus to the nearest word of the main text, which is also vocalised: P TR. It
is possible that the original form was 1™, as in the previous line, and the
fourth character was corrected into dalet, not overwritten. Curiously, modern
editions may contain the same root in both occurrences, but the translation
distinguishes between ‘say’ and ‘estimate’, for instance:

PR DT IR RIT HI01 AT R PH R TP I AP AW YN IR
00 18D ORY 271 DenH D127 OR IR PTIR ROR R0 0 W 17 TR DTN

Abaye raised an objection to Rabba from another baraita: With regard
to a shepherd who was herding the animals of others, and he left his
flock and came to the town, if in the meantime a wolf came and tore an
animal to pieces, or a lion came and trampled one of his flock, we do not
say definitively that had he been there he would have rescued them and
therefore he is liable due to his absence. Rather, the court estimates with
regard to him: If he could have rescued his animal by chasing a beast of
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this kind away, he is liable, as his departure from the scene was certainly
a contributing factor to the damage. If not, he is exempt from liability.

The gloss HKAZY|SIN corresponds to eixd{ovor ‘they estimate’, cf. Ls] s.v. eixd{w
A.11 ‘infer from comparison, form a conjecture’. Towards the period when the
gloss was penned, the diphthong et would have long ago evolved from /e:/ >
[i:/ > [i/ (see Horrocks 2010, 161-162) and consequently could have been writ-
ten through any grapheme or combination thereof with phonetic value /i/. The
scribe used eta for the first syllable, which could be a random choice, or hint
at a partial knowledge of traditional Greek spelling, since in most verbs with
initial € the augment would be realised as 1. The vowel [u] is written not as a
digraph but through upsilon, which could have originated from sloppy spelling
or fronting of the original /u/ to /y/.

2.4 AMEAEZEN

The interlinear gloss AMEAEZEN is positioned above its referent np'wa1 in
line 22. The antithesis 1210—n%'nn is repeated in our fragment (lines 22—-23),
but not in modern editions:

271 DIRI IO APWHA NN

This is a mishap that came about initially through negligence and ulti-
mately by accident, and in a case of this kind he is liable due to his
negligence.

The gloss is semantically straightforward: dpuélecev < duéinoey ‘he did not suf-
ficiently care) ‘was careless, negligent’ The aorist in -ega is not unusual, as it
frequently appears as by-form to -noa in later Greek, including Judaeo-Greek,
e.g. popéw » Epdpega LXX Si. 11.5, but épdpyoa elsewhere (Lsy). What is unexpec-
ted, however, is the strategic choice not to reflect the syntax and morphology of
the original—something hardly ever done in Judaeo-Greek biblical glossaries
of the period. Instead, the glossator opts for rephrasing the clause, and through
introducing the verb instantly creates a comprehensible Greek protasis. b1R2
and 21 must have also been translated as verbs.

2.5 zTo| | Tommo|

The only Greek gloss on the verso appears on the left margin near the line 6. No
marking of a glossed item is visible due to the badly rubbed condition of the
leaf, neither is the gloss itself clearly legible. De Lange and Tchernetska (2014,
260) read the gloss as =T01 | TONO[. As can be seen on the other side of the
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folio, the scribe had a habit of encroaching the space of the main text. It is con-
sequently possible that the first syllable of the gloss ends not in iota but in the
left leg of some other glyph, e.g. nu, which in recto is strictly vertical. Multiple
reading possibilities hinder connecting the gloss to a lexeme in the main text.

3 Summary

Medieval Greek-speaking scholars are mostly known as those who obliged
R. Sherira and R. Hay, the Pumbedita Gaons, with translations of unfamiliar
Greek loanwords. Yet beyond and behind this semi-anecdotal evidence there
existed a culture of Talmud study, of which the glosses of T-s F2(1).164 are first-
hand evidence. Their value is manifold. First, it lies in the relative rarity of
the material: complete works by Greek Talmudic scholars, such as eleventh-
century perushim to the order Moed or the annotated digest of Talmud com-
posed by Shemariah ben Elijah of Negroponte for his son, did not survive.16
Second, individual glosses represent the stages of peshat and lexicography pre-
ceding large and complex ventures, such as the Aruch of Nathan b. Yehiel: they
are modest bricks for superb edifices. Last but not the least, they shed light on
the very process of teaching and learning: glosses suggest that the Talmudic
text was freely translated into natural Greek and perhaps even assessed vis-a-
vis another legal tradition.
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CHAPTER 8
A Hidden Hoard in a Synagogue or a Church?

Avihai Shivtiel

1 Introduction

The hundreds of thousands of fragments of the Cairo Genizah are an invalu-
able source of information on the Middle Ages, covering a wide range of areas
and topics. Many of these fragments had attracted the attention of scores of
scholars who, began working on them since collections were moved to Cam-
bridge and to other centres around the world. Moreover, in addition to known
and unknown works and official and private correspondence, which reflect
daily life of communities as well as individuals, one may find in the Genizah
anecdotes and tales of private experiences, which leave the reader with many
unexplained enigmas about their source, their writers and the time and the
occasion of their composition.

To this ‘genre’ belongs the fragment T-s NS 108.19, upon which I stumbled
when my late colleague, Friedrich Niessen, and I were preparing the Arabic
and Judaeo-Arabic catalogue (Shivtiel and Niessen, 2006). It is one leaf meas-
uring 17 x12.8 cm, written on paper in semi-cursive Hebrew script. The recto is
a poem in Hebrew written by the Jewish Andalusian poet Solomon ibn Gabirol
(fl. nth century),! and above it the three ending lines of the text on verso. The
verso contains information about a hoard of ‘Roman’ coins (dananir rumiya)
found in a local synagogue or church (kanisa) situated in al-Fayytam, Egypt.
‘Roman) i.e., from Rum, generally refers to Byzantium throughout medieval
Arabic sources (El Cheikh 2010), though it can be found in the Genizah, in the
12th century, with specific reference to Italy (Blau 2006, 267). Given the preval-
ence of Roman hoards in Egypt, a reference to ancient Rome remains a distinct
possibility.2

1 The poem was published by Brody and Schirmann (1974, 137-138 and 279).
2 A huge number of Roman coins have been recovered from hoards in Egypt, for which see
Christiansen (2004) and the sources cited in Faucher (2022).
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2 Edition and Translation
2.1 Verso—Text in Judaeo-Arabic

Soxa OravR HR NH¥ RTIR
n2135% [R]AD SR P
RTRD OPAOR ORAYR 11 M
02 1Y SOR ROR DAY

17 812K MPOR
[R]ANARSY 121 PR 398D
RARTM IR 707K 777
ROVRM 91 79N (?) 17T
N7 21 RI12HR 10 30 N0
TIMOR O 3pRYT AN IMHR
RY PYRIT URMOR 38D [*]OR
931 TN TIRD NOARI A
mHmn DRMI 773 70NN K1
RN 72% 70 INT
DRAMOR HR IRIR 727298 D
7INR 992 TRIR R0 TTOR

© o9 >R ke bR

[
A W N = O

-
o

If you arrive at al-Fayyam? ask® for

a village called al-Kharba

which belongs to the district of al-Fayyum. When
you arrive there, ask about the synagogue/church® of
the village which is by it, as it is

outside the village. The characteristic feature

of this synagogue/church is that it is close to?

a lotus tree and a palm tree. In its wall

in the middle there is a stone brick,® and in this
stone is a cavity [coated] with lead (7). The measurement of the stone
to the outside of the wall is two cubits, not

more, and if you dig you will find a stone

and bricks. Beneath them is a copper pitcher full of
14. [minted]F ‘Roman’ dinars. Also

15. in al-Kharba, look at the bathhouse

16. which it has. Look behind it.¢

© PO S p @b

e
M = O

H
@

3 Since the writer does not use diacritical dots for the transliteration, the word PR¥7 (Arabic
2\ 5), meaning ‘broken’ (i.e. stones, gravel), may also be acceptable. See Hava (1915, 255).
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Recto—Top Margin

(above the Hebrew poem, continuing the passage from the verso)

2.3

RI1IIRI "2 N2709R KRR R
FARIT PP D10 AT THAOK 1303
A998 RW IR NPUTIAMOR NNn

And outside al-Kharba there is also a well.
West of the town there is a heap with a large stone on it.

Under the stone is a stashed amount, God willing.

Verso—Right Margin

(text follows on immediately from two illegible lines in the top margin)

93P TRIN 1O¥R VA AN VY [?] oD .
[2]5ap pwo APty TR hmor ovI 1A 2

a beautiful mosque (?) built of bright yellow bricks, look before (?)
on top of the topmost ornament which belongs to the gibla, a ring before

(?)

Remarks on Translation

On al-Fayyum district and town in the Middle Ages, and especially the
Jewish community, see, for example, Strauss (1944, 31-32). Also, the most
famous Jewish personality who was born in al-Fayyam district—well-
known from the Cairo Genizah—is Sa‘adya Gaon (882—942), whose full
name was Sa‘adya b. Yusuf al-Fayyami (= of Fayyim).

The shortened form isal ‘ask!, where the medial hamza (= glottal stop)
is omitted, occurs in Classical Hebrew (Gesenius 1966, 8of.), Classical
Arabic (Wright 1967, 1:77), and Judaeo-Arabic (Blau 1980, 83).

The common Judaeo-Arabic words for ‘synagogue’ are 012 and 1°0°12. See
Friedman (2016, 373). Lisan al-Arab notes that the word 4.u.S” is borrowed
from .2S”, meaning a Jewish synagogue, but does not say from which
language, and quotes al-Jawhari who claims that it is a Christian church
(Ibn Manzur 1956, 199). For the etymology of the word in Hebrew, see
Klein (1987, 280). Most Classical Arabic dictionaries state that %S refers
to both Jewish and Christian temples of worship. However, in Modern
Arabic, it only means a Christian church, while ©"12 denotes ‘synagogue’
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It seems that the word 11"0"12 is unique to Judaeo-Arabic. Given the con-
text in a Judaeo-Arabic text, it is likeliest that this word refers to a syn-
agogue.

D.  KXnARTn ‘close to it) see Spiro (1895, 131).

E.  For 8329% 11 31 as ‘brick laying’ see Hinds and Badawi (1986, 108).

F.  Although the text uses the word 2%, which one of its meanings is ‘authen-
ticated’, ‘approved;, it is possible that the writer of the document meant
the root 720 ‘minted’ i.e. of ‘coins’ Both meanings may therefore apply.
For the interchange of ¥\ in Judaeo-Arabic, see Blau (1980, 36—38).

G.  The spelling n77% ‘behind him/it’ (lit. ‘his back’) may simply indicate an
accidental omission of the diacritical point over ¥, although the common
transcription of the word in Judaeo-Arabic would have been 1770 with
a diacritical point over v. For the different transcriptions of L (> = in
Judaeo-Arabic, see Blau (1980, 38—39).

4 Conclusion

The document provides detailed information for finding a hoard of Roman
coins which is hidden inside a place of worship in Fayyum in Egypt. However,
the document does not provide any information about its writer or the date
it was written. It also does not say whether the hoard was found inside a syn-
agogue or church, although the fact that it is in Judaeo-Arabic suggests that it
was written by a Jew, and therefore the place of worship was probably a syn-
agogue. Moreover, even though the document does not clearly indicate that
the type of metal used, the word Nn2% may suggest that they were gold coins
(i.e. Roman aurei). Various sources confirm that Fayyum was, in the Middle
Ages, a centre of the three monotheistic religions in which Muslims, Jews and
Christians co-existed, and they all had mosques, synagogues, and churches.
Furthermore, excavations in the site of the ancient city of Philadelphia, today’s
el-Kharba el-Kebir—perhaps the same place mentioned in our text—have
unearthed papyri and a huge number of Roman coins.*

Other unsolved questions are the two lines on the margin, which do not
seem to belong with our document, but instead to a different one. Another
enigma is whether the writer of this document had seen the hoard with their
own eyes, or if the detailed information about the exact location of the treas-

4 See the place identification “T™M Geo 1760” in the Trismegistos database (www.trismegistos
.org/place/1760; accessed 10 January 2024).
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FIGURE 8.1 T-S NS 108.19 recto

ure was just a rumour that they had never confirmed. Finally, the formula with
which the writer chose to conclude this document, n55& Xw IR, is common in
both Arabic and Judaeo-Arabic with the meaning ‘God willing’ or ‘hopefully’.
Just as for the writer of this document, the truth about its contents is incom-
plete, but may be revealed in the future, inshallah.
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FIGURE 8.2 T-S NS 108.19 verso
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CHAPTER 9

Fragments of a Hitherto Unknown Judaeo-Arabic
Transcription of Ibn al-Tilmid’s Agrabadin Found
in the Cairo Genizah

Leigh Chipman

1 Introduction

This article will present two fragments of a hitherto unknown Judaeo-Arabic
transcription of Ibn al-Tilmid’s Agrabadin found in the Cairo Genizah. Apart
from the basic importance of every identification of previously anonymous
Genizah fragments, this identification is significant in that it serves as fur-
ther evidence of the multi-confessional character of Islamicate medicine, on
the one hand, and of their professionalism in keeping up to date with the
latest publications on the part of Cairo’s Jewish medical community, on the
other.

Amin al-Dawlah Abu al-Hasan Hibatallah b. Sa‘ld b. Ibrahim b. Salama
(c. 466—560AH/1074-1165CE), known as Ibn al-Tilmid, was a Nestorian Chris-
tian physician who worked at the ‘Adudi hospital in Baghdad. Born into a fam-
ily of physicians, he was trained in medicine and other branches of learning,
achieving a skilled command of both Syriac and Arabic. As a young man, he
travelled in Iran, apparently treating the Seljuk sultan Sanjar b. Maliksah in
Marw in Kurasan before returning to Baghdad and setting up practice adja-
cent to the Nizamiyyah madrasah. There he treated patients and lectured on
medicine, his reputation eventually causing him to be appointed the chief
physician of the ‘Adudi hospital, as well as court physician to the caliph al-
Mustadi‘ (reigned 566-575AH/1170-1180CE). A contemporary writer referred
to him as ‘the Hippocrates of his time and the Galen of his day’. As well as
his medical career, Ibn al-Tilmid appears to have written poetry and was also
an important member of the Christian community of Baghdad, of which he
served for some time as head. He died in 560 AH/1165 CE, having composed sev-
eral medical works, among them a pharmacopoeia for the use of the ‘Adudi
hospital.!

1 Ullmann (1970, 163); Kahl (2007, 7-13).

© LEIGH CHIPMAN, 2024 ‘ DOI:10.1163/9789004712331_010
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This pharmacopoeia, known usually as Agrabadin Ibn al-Tilmid, had not yet
been printed during the period I was working at the Genizah Research Unit
(GRU) (2003—2006 CE). As this pharmacopoeia was an important source for
another work, Minhaj al-dukkan (‘The Rule for the Pharmacy’) by al-Kahin al-
‘Attar—the subject of my dissertation, on which I was working at the time—I
had at my disposal copies of a number of manuscripts of the text.2 This enabled
the identification of two fragments in the Taylor-Schechter Genizah Collection
at Cambridge University Library (CUL), CUL T-S Ar.43.98 and CUL T-S NS 34.16, as
parts of a hitherto unknown manuscript of Agrabadin Ibn al-Tilmid in Judaeo-
Arabic, mentioned neither by Steinschneider nor by Ullmann. Both fragments
had been previously identified by Isaacs as pharmacopoeias,® without stating
which one. Thanks to the existence of a scientific edition,* to which the exist-
ing text of the fragments can be compared, it is now possible to present both
fragments here in their entirety.

2 Editions and Translations

The transcriptions and translations below will follow Kahl'’s edition, with adap-
tions. Words missing in the fragments will appear within [ ], while rubbed and
erased words will appear within { }. Kahl's numbering of the recipes appears
within (). // ... // indicates words appearing above the numbered line.

2.1 CUL T-S Ar.43.98
Description from Isaacs-Baker (1994, 39, no. 496):

Pharmacopoeia.

Judaeo-Arabic; Oriental semi-cursive script; Paper; 2 leaves (1 bifo-
lium); stained and rubbed; 16.2 x 24.7; 18 lines.

Headings for what are numbered chapters 2—3; recipes for pills, pas-
tilles, and pastes; among diseases treated are severe coughing associated
with vomiting in children, tinea of the scalp and splenic enlargement.

2 The Mss were as follows: London, British Library Or. 8293 (considered to be an autograph
copy); Oxford, Bodleian Marsh. 537; London, Wellcome Library wms Or. g.

3 Isaacs-Baker (1994), 39, no. 496, and 54, no. 700.

4 Kahl (2007). I would like to thank my friend and colleague Dr Oliver Kahl of Marburg Uni-
versity, for kindly giving me a copy of this book.
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FIGURE 9.1 T-S Ar.43.98 recto

FIGURE 9.2 T-S Ar.43.98 verso
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2.1.1 Text
2.1.1.1 F.r (Left)
P PAYI PATOR ARIM M2 PR{I}NR Y IRT (42)
PAPM RNA Y7 5231 T I3 TARY 53 11 JIORTI
TR IR TP HSAYNOM 4831 DARIT ANPN PP 9
{AxaR RIWKRI} MM o1 03 D3 DY Hom nay{ovr} ye{in}
n2vHK NaYoSH PP (43)
ARID3 T PP D121p) PREYTOR ARTAOR
{p7 507 MoK a3} S AEI TR S 1N
{5nlyn{on} n3 5217 T
AORIOR N2YOYH PP (44)
TARY {52 17} JIORTI ARIALHR PIIYT IRIDS
570 TR IRTANRAT OTYI AT IPNRT M
5nYno™ RN 533 M P I AR TR S 10
[P]m0n5% vp (45)
WP PORPNN ROTR HPNn Nari NIReY
T021 ROPHR 12 25 DPRON P28 92258 Hex
1N MW RITIN 12 DPRON DR TARI DA 1N
912 DH72 A POUKR DARTT NN TARI 5
Anbn an nh PRnaT TR 10 3R

2.11.2 F. 2v (Right)
RITITOR RN T3 PT// DARIT// 7DRI PPITIIPOR
R0 PPN PWR 7O PPIR TP 23R N
ARTW 7D TV PITIMIIPONR A9¥HR HRNVIN (46) HRP'AN
- - - TRROOR 7HMM RARR PIYR DY WM 0w}
TP Nwaa5R 1 PHTI (47) {rohra IR puriora
5378 PRI DARTT MDA TARY 53 13 [1225R] Hex
5378 DARYT ANRYN {M55R 13 TM PTI) 29a5m
{p12oK '8 ™A pasbaova or
IR ARIONR
NRIINRORI 21AMOR 0
an nav (48)
DHRYO 7TW PN P orhY M MTHR 1RAROR HrpoH
WRIWD DIOHR 37 737 3R KW DT IPAR
125K ARYYA 1Y PT DANT AR 9D 10 Pran
TIY ATNRY DAHR '3 Y1 Hababra 2am RNVP
RIYHA TP RO DUONR
NRNOIRALR SRYHH 2N (49)
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2.1.1.3 F v (Left)
DARIT NPIAIR TARY 52 10 TIOR 35508 TN
NN AR 52 1A RNNPD D385 N2 TN MO
TART 5 10 IRIIRTT DO M POUR KT
{PRnT} 0 NaWOR 258 H1a5K8 P RN Y PRAT
PRI N8Y (72) : {P}ORPON HX
{117} 19 1121 DO M IRVTIROR AP
{21818 12 IRIDINI} PIROR AN PORDRIVA
02707 POWY TR DI 1 90 191 Haio
DARTT ANYN PWR 7T 7w MWwpn T3
n5N 20w PTIAN YN ARW D PYRHR S
118 (73) 7ON IR PRI
DM 5OR IRTTORT PIPHR N5 (RIT)
127WHR RID KRB 921 DA T20M 52301 3373
IRM RAZ DARTT APIIN
PONYR RIT N9Y (74)
5R1 DOIHR TOPT RTIDHR PRIDNRI [RPDIHY 1HMHNR
21T TR T PAHRY MPOHRI IOREHRT PIOR
2 7021 8279731 IR D 0T [TNRI 53] N

2.1.1.4 F. 2r (Right)
1721 ANR 1ANA //q8a1// BAAT AR 9 10 PINNn DR
TNORIATIN YB3 AHPRPI HAI0I MTIN FTROY PIAR
52 17 5858 ART Hra33 DANT AR AN 5D I MW
MIROR P 4RI PINRT POA PUKRTT APIIN AN
TR 12¥* 09 7AW DR Hopa pym na Ha[am}
5RYNom KR 0 P KDY 281K NRON NTNRI{5H)
URMA™ ARIWA {MOANOR NIA NIWHR AW} TYa
{ax1 an} (75)
13 RIINPD H0IN ONW INPOR {RIXIN INIR D
5pPR P2 DARTT ANYN 7% IRATAT TARI 9D
SrpNN {HR} 07T 1 N2IWHR 22 0ANT TR DI 1N
nRMIYNHR 1
01 (11) IRTRIIAOORY A7PHR 5N 7D MRNOR APARIOKR
TIWNAHDRI OPTOIRAORT IHR R1HAOKR NYPR Paon
R’ RN ARRD MOR PHT B A Ty
PIIPHR IR o008 nYyaInhR RIPR
358 aRIOR

5 Kahl: al-kibar.
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2.1.2
2.1.2.1

CHAPTER 9

Translation
Fr (Left)

[A pastille for the treatment of chronic scabies]

1.

13.
14.
15.

16.

17.
18.

(42) Burnt vitriol and burnt salt, sulphur, mercury dust, oak galls, tur-
meric,

and litharge one part of each. (This) is pounded, strained, kneaded with
water, formed into pastilles

of three dirhams® each, dried, and used after scratching

the scabious area and rubbing onto it wine vinegar, honey, salt, and green
lye

(43) A pastille for (the treatment of) moist scabies

Ceruse, kamala, babul, tabasheer, and pomegranate flowers

half a ratl” of each; potsherds one ratl. (This) is pounded,

strained, kneaded with rose oil and wine vinegar, and used.

(44) A pastille for (the treatment of) dry scabies

Pomegranate flowers, turmeric, and litharge, of each one

Part; pine resin, myrrh, lentils,® greater celandine, and long’ birthwort
half a part of each. (This) is pounded, kneaded with wine vinegar, and
used.

(45) A pastille for one who suffers? from spleen disease!®

Agrimony sap, two mitgals;" water flag, two mitqgals; the peels

of the caper root four mitqgals; the pulp of serpent melon seeds and musk
melon seeds,

five mitqgals of each; endive seeds and flax dodder, of

each three mitqgals; aniseed, celery seeds, and fennel

seeds, two dirhams of each; bitter almonds three (dirhams);

2.1.2.2 F. 2v (Right)

1.

rusty back fern, five dirhams. (This) is pounded, kneaded with bitter
endive-water

or with vinegar in which had been soaked ammoniacum, and formed into
pastilles of one

1dirham = 3.125¢g (all metric equivalents of the weights used here are taken from the list
in Kahl 2007, 33).

1ratl = ~406¢.

Kahl: Bitter lentils, ‘adas mirr.

Kahl: those who suffer, mathulin

The word lahu, “his,” i.e. invented by Ibn al-Tilmid, found here in Kahl’s edition, is missing.
1mitqal = 4.46g.
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13.
14.

15.

16.
17.

mitqal (46) And for (the treatment of) the indurated spleen, rusty back
fern is cooked in wine,

strained off, and drunk on an empty stomach for a few days; the applica-
tion of a cataplasm ...

ammoniacum and vinegar. (47) And (again) for that, agnus castus seeds
and the peels of

the caper root, five dirhams of each. (This) is soaked in vinegar,

dried, pounded, and three dirhams from the lot are taken every

day with oxymel beverage to cure the spleen within a week.

Chapter Two

On Pills and Hierata

(48) Recipe for a pill

for (the treatment of) the cough in children who, besides heavy coughing,
are (also) troubled by vomiting.

Opium one dirham; starch, gum-arabic, liquorice rob, and light-
coloured poppy, one dirham of each. (This) is pounded, kneaded with
maceration,

of fleawort, formed into pills similar to peppercorns, and one (of these) is
put in the mouth at

bedtime, not to be swallowed.

(49) A hospital pill for (the treatment of) coughing

2.1.2.3 F. v (Left)

1.

@ N

fresh dodder and black myrobalan, four dirhams of each;

Indian salt, radish seeds, and scammony, of each three

dirhams; anise, celery seeds, and fennel, of each

two dirhams. (This) is kneaded with the water of young radish leaves,
(and) the dose is two dirhams

to two mitqgals (of it). (72) Recipe for ‘hazelnuts’

which strongly promote urination. Celery seeds, spignel, valerian, carrot,
parsley, savin, asarabacca, visnaga, fennel seeds,

Indian spikenard, and bitter almonds twenty dirhams of each;

peeled musk melon seeds ten dirhams; ammoniacum three dirhams.
The ammoniacum is dissolved in wine, and (the other ingredients) are
kneaded with it. This is formed into ‘hazelnuts’, (and) a dose is three
‘hazelnuts’ or five (73) Recipe for (the treatment of)

flukes and small worms. Male fern,

embelia, kamala, turpeth, lupine, and myrrh (in) equal (parts). The dose
is

four dirhams (of it) with hot water.
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15.
16.

17.

18.

CHAPTER 9

(74) Recipe for the sweet musk

remedy, for (the treatment of) palpitations, black-bilious diseases, diffi-
culty in breathing,

epilepsy, hemiplegia, facial paralysis, and quartan. Take zerumbet and
great leopard’s bane

one dirham of each; small pearls, amber, red coral, and burnt

2.1.2.4 F. 2r (Right)

1.
2.

+

10.
11.

12.
13.

14.

15.
16.

17.

12
13
14
15

16

17

raw silk one and a half dirhams of each; red sea lavender, white

sea lavender, Indian laurel, Indian spike-nard, grains of paradise, clove,
castoreum,

and usnea half a dirham of each; ginger and long pepper, of each

four danigs;'?> musk one and a half danigs. The ingredients are pounded,
strained through a cloth of silk, and kneaded with raw honeycombs undis-
turbed by fire

(in a ratio of) three parts of honey to one (part of ingredients). (This) is
stored in a vessel, and used

after two months. The dose is (an amount similar to) a chickpea from it
with aromatic wine

(75) A pill which is useful

against most kinds of colic. The pulp of colocynth and scammony, of
each two dirhams; aloe three dirhams; borax and bdellium mukul

one dirham of each. (This) is formed into pills. The dose is one dirham to
one mitqal.

Among the electuaries

which prove useful in resolving colic are the (ones called) ‘datish’’3 and
$ahriyaran** and with regard

to easing colical pain, the (one called) Greek filiniya'® and, it is said, (also)
the Persian filuiniya's—but particularly renowned

compared to the other for this (effect) is the Greek, and hiera picra”

is of great benefit in settling nausea in those who suffer from colic.
Chapter Three

1daniq = 0.52—0.74g.

See Kahl (2007), recipe 145.

This is a type of stomachic. See Kahl (2007, 201, n. 55) for comparanda and etymology.
Philonium romanum; see Kahl (2007), recipe 119 for an example; for the etymology, see
Kahl (2007, 215, n. 89).

Philonium persicum; see Kahl (2007), recipe 120 for an example; for the etymology, see
Kahl (2007, 216, n. 9o).

Literally, ‘divine bitter’. See Kahl (2007), recipe 56 for an example; for the etymology, see
Kahl (2007, 195, n. 40).
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FIGURE 9.3 T-S NS 34.16 recto

2.1.3 Notes

— F. 21, 1. 13 is garbled, and should read ™nnbx 39pH% 51 0 AparIHN
1RIR37705R1. The translation follows this amended form.

— The same line shows evidence of copying from an Arabic-script original:
Kahl has 01, 4 in f. 21, 1. 13, which should be transliterated j87&™7w. The
Hebrew in the fragment transliterates 1)L 4 instead, indicating a misread-
ing (or lack) of diacritical points in the source manuscript.

2.2 CUL T-S NS 34.16
Description from Isaacs-Baker (1994, 54, no. 700):

Pharmacopoeia.
Judaeo-Arabic; Oriental semi-cursive script; Paper; 1 leaf; mutilated,
stained, and rubbed; 12 x12.5; 16 lines.
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FIGURE 9.4 T-S NS 34.16 verso

Recto: preparation of arob and an electuary containing rose, fenugreek,
linseed, almond, starch of wheat and gum Arabic.
Verso: Recipes for three electuaries.

2.2.1 Text
2.2.1.1 Recto
DI0H8 27 PWY [170]
PR RN} DIOHR 271 TEHR ['8] aHOR Hreath
R PT RID RIR JIRIRT PIWPOR 12 WP 1H
MMIOR PN HOPA 1Y YR RN PRI KON PT
ApTaabRa RONHR TV Haynon
11755 2 [171]

od A b b om
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IRNNTT OPH[RD DARIT 0T ARTRIOR 712

23 NARHD [RI1] ™0 757 730 TTY //Nan// wy on{m MaInRw )
0¥ qRIHR *p2 NN {M3a} 720 11 SV eI yn 21y

DIPM DARTT 7IWY RPINDA DIOHR 31 HR AR .10

SrpoH [172] .11

35K 375 ROR D1 TRNOR "HOYOR TIRIOR {mOR) .12

[DVa 30w 33T K125 Hop] Nt Yoy 1 pwd {TNAm} .13

pwo nax [173] .14

[7207 23M IRWIRW]I21 PR 120K ARMERY PIOR .15

[... AR ] opra AboY Tam {proR} .16

o o

2.2.1.2 Verso

2.2.2

PRHVNORY [/ DRROR AN 1M // RTN[NR]OR 37 [174]
{PwHR PYOR} [T]OROR RHVHR 11 TP PITHR {RPORI [UIOR}
1ND [T]OROR 3RIDR IRTNAOR 11 {PTIRIT} PN
R0 TIRIR "D RIVOR THT {Hp 2% qen HRO}IR
TPITORN TIY TIRD I IRNP'E DN N0 TN
SApnoT KHVIR RIR (A RIR 0 P ROV{HN 10}

nax [175]

FTROOR JIRTINOR 27

T30 RTIIOKR RN RNY HRYOHRI ORIYORI DT
ATNRY A{PYHIN NWHR qRIOKR 1T 20T NN

n25m58 PWwH [177]

RITT WY {7010} 18N 12 HRYOOHN 11 PARIOR
YR TARI 52 11 Wwpn [1Hn N amsw na5n]
WP 721IYOR N1 TN DI[OHR H¥RI XN DRI
11 727p 0¥ TVINOR AN0[RWI TWpH I 1]

wo JARDIMY RN PROM AMTROR [PRN PRATT TAR 53]

© o9 i b b b R
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Translation

2.2.2.1 Recto

1.
2.

18

(170) The liquorice rob lohoch

for (the treatment of) viscid residues in the chest. Liquorice rob and trag-
acanth one ’ugiyah;'

peeled almonds and fennel in equal parts. Pound what

can be pounded, soak what can be soaked, knead (all that) with clarified
honey,

1’aqiyah = ~338.
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10.

11.
12.

13.

14.
15.

oUp @ Nd =R

© o >

19

20
21

22
23

CHAPTER 9

and use (from it an amount) similar to a hazelnut with the hyssop decoc-
tion.

(171) A grape [lohoch] for (the treatment of) asthma

Fennel seeds five dirhams; moon carrot two dirhams;

‘king’ figs'? fifteen fruits in number. Cook this in one mann?® (of ) the finest
matured grape wine

together with half a rat! of Kuzistani sugar?! until one half remains, strain
it,

add to it ten dirhams (of coagulated and then) ground liquorice rob, and
let (that) gain consistency.

(172) For (the treatment of) coughing,

cold, tough-mattered, and chronic. Eat figs with walnut kernels,

and prepare a lohoch from za‘tar honey,?? liquid storax, pennyroyal, and
turpentine.

(173) Recipe for

the fig lohoch for those who suffer from asthma. Fig, maidenhair, and
pennyroyal. Cook

the figs, take their syrup, let it gain consistency, and add ...

2.2.2 Verso

(174) The murdanaj or ‘myrtle seed’ rob for (the treatment of) abdominal
disorder and torrential vomiting. Take from thick black aged tila wine
four jugfuls and from ripe black myrtle seeds six

and a half rat/, pour this wine over the seeds into a green trough,

and leave (that) for six days; (then) press it and extract the juice (of the
seeds) by straining the wine.

(This) is put into one of the wine vessels, and used.?3

(175) Recipe for

the murdanaj only (rob)

for (the treatment of) an (increased) afflux of blood, ulcerations, and the
cough. Express the juice of myrtle seeds, and cook it

until more than one half (of it) is gone. The dose is a single spoonful (of
it).

Sahanjir figs are a specific type, considered very tasty. See Kahl (2007, 232, n. 125) for the
etymology.

1mann = ~816g.

This region of Iran was famous for its sugar plantations on the Middle Ages. See Kahl
(2007, 216, n. 93) and references there.

Honey derived from, or flavoured by, the plant savory (Satureja spp.).

Kahl adds: ‘after six months’.
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11. (177) The fenugreek lohoch

12. which is useful against the cough. Linseed fifteen dirhams;

13. Syrian fenugreek and peeled sweet almonds, of each four

14. dirhams; tragacanth, scraped liquorice root, peeled pine nuts,

15. peeled bitter almonds, wheat starch, and gum-arabic, of

16. each two dirhams. Bring the ingredients together, grind what needs ...
2.2.3 Notes

Bo

The verso and recto of this fragment are reversed in the online presentation
(see https://cudl.lib.cam.ac.uk/view/MS-TS-NS-00034-00016/1).

The differences between the text of this fragment and that of Kahl'’s edition
suggest that the Genizah Ms may be related to Kahl’s Ms c. This manu-
script—Ms A 31/1, ff. 1b—66b—is held in Bethesda MD, at the United States
National Library of Medicine, and is dated from the copyist’s colophon to
902AH/1496 CE. Its leaves are numbered in Coptic numerals, which may
indicate an Egyptian provenance, strengthening the hypothesis of a connec-
tion.2+

Recipe 176 in Kahl's edition of the Agrabadin, for a pomegranate rob, is miss-
ing from the fragment.

L. 12 of the recto contains dietary advice before the recipe. This is unusual,
dietary advice tending to appear as part of the dosage at the end of recipes
and prescriptions.?®

The verso contains a line of Arabic-script text in the top margin, in a differ-
ent ink. I was not able to decipher its contents.

Discussion

th fragments come from the first half of the text of Agrabadin Ibn al-Tilmid,

which comprises twenty chapters and a total of 424 recipes in Kahl’s edition,

bu

t not from its very beginning. CUL T-S N 34.16 is in considerably worse con-

dition than CUL T-S Ar.43.98, with the bottom torn away such that the last few

lin

es of CUL T-S NS 34.16 are partially or completely lost, in addition to many

more words being rubbed out than in cUL T-s Ar.43.98. Interestingly, to my
eye the two fragments seem to come from the same manuscript, but the Joins

Suggestions function at the Friedberg Genizah Project website did not suggest

24
25

But see the provenance in Savage-Smith’s description (online), which returns us to Iraq.
See Lev and Chipman (2012, 154).
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either fragment as a possible match for the other. The handwriting in both frag-
ments is very similar, despite the different levels and types of damage in each
fragment. Furthermore, if CUL T-S NS 34.16’s lower margins were to be recon-
structed, the size of a single leaf would be much the same.26

The first recipes in CUL T-S Ar. 43.98 (nos. 42—44) are for pastilles that treat
scabies and their materia medica includes a higher proportion of inorganic
substances, as is common for external applications. As soon as the text contin-
ues to internal applications, i.e. pastilles for the treatment of spleen diseases
(recipes nos. 45—47) and then pills against coughing (recipes nos. 48—49), the
materia medica becomes almost entirely plant-based; again, as is common in
the treatment of these ailments.2” Moving to the second half of the bifolium,
we remain in the same ‘Chapter Two on Pills and Hierata), and find ourselves
in the middle of recipe no. 71, which deals with jaundice. The following recipes
(nos. 72—75) deal with a variety of illnesses, and the connection between them
seems to be fairly random. In his edition, Kahl gives no opinion on the internal
structure within the individual chapters, and it would appear that there is no
set format, neither alphabetical nor topical, for the arrangement of recipes
in a particular order. This is true of other pharmacopoeias, too, in my exper-
ience.?8

The second folio of CUL T-5 Ar. 43.98 ends with the beginning of the heading
for Chapter Three, which deals with powders, while the second fragment, cuL
T-S NS 34.16, jumps much further ahead, to ‘Chapter Six on Lohochs and Robs),
and contains six recipes for lohochs (nos. 170-177, breaking off in the middle of
the last; as noted above, recipe no. 176 is missing). Lohochs are a medicament of
a consistency between electuaries and syrups, usually licked (Ar.: la‘iga) from
a spoon (Ar.: mil‘agah), hence their name (Ar.: laug) which entered European
languages through medieval translations from Arabic. With the exception of
recipe no. 174, which treats gastric problems, all the lohochs treat the respir-
atory system: colds, coughs, and asthma. This is yet another example of the
importance of the treatment of cough among the Cairo Genizah people,?? as
seven of the total nineteen recipes here treat varieties of coughs. The materia

26 I thank Dr Magdalen M. Connolly for confirming this identification, specifying the con-
sistent handwriting and folio size (pers. comm., March 2023).

27  Fordetailed information on the individual ingredients of the recipes and their typical uses
in the Genizah, the relevant entries in Lev and Amar (2008) may be consulted.

28  See, e.g, the chapter on pills (agras) in Ibn Abi al-Bayan’s al-Dustur al-bimaristant: Sbath
(19321933, 36—41); or the chapter on electuaries (majunat) in al-Kahin al-‘Attar’s Minhaj
al-dukkan (1992, 65-78).

29  Cf Levand Chipman (2012, 152).
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medica suggested in these recipes is consistent with the findings of an earlier
study on the most common plants used for treating cough.3°

Apart from the identification of yet more Genizah fragments, what is the
significance of finding parts of Agrabadin Ibn al-Tilmid among the scraps of
paper brought to Cambridge from Cairo by Solomon Schechter? First of all,
this is another book to add to the known medical library of the Jews of Cairo.
Ibn al-Tilmid does not appear in the index of Allony’s book on booklists from
the Cairo Genizah,3! so this was not a book that researchers were expecting to
find, and its appearance enriches the pharmacological bookshelf of that lib-
rary. This particular book is interesting for a number of reasons: given that the
majority of pre-Expulsion documentary Genizah fragments are considered to
date between 950-1250 CE, this is quite a late work, as its author lived in the
twelfth century ck. Moreover, unlike the majority of fragments of pharma-
copoeias identified in the Cairo Genizah hitherto,32 Ibn al-Tilmid’s pharma-
copoeia is not the work of a member of the Genizah community, as he was
neither Jewish nor a resident of al-Fustat/Cairo—but a Nestorian Christian of
faraway Baghdad. In this sense, these fragments are similar to the fragments of
Sabur b. Sahl's Agrabadin al-sagir identified by Efraim Lev and me in the Cam-
bridge Cairo Genizah Collections.3? Following the Arabic bio-bibliographical
tradition, it appears that from the time of its publication, sometime in the
11308 CE, Ibn al-Tilmid’s Agrabadin more or less replaced that of Sabur b. Sahl
(d. 255AH/869 CE), after some 300 years in which the latter had been preemin-
ent.3* Among the evidence for this is the requirement, in a number of hisbah
manuals (manuals instructing the inspectors of the marketplaces how best to
carry out their duties) of the twelfth and thirteenth centuries CE, that the syr-
ups for sale be prepared in accordance with the instructions appearing in the
books of Sabur b. Sahl and Ibn al-Tilmid.35

These fragments are evidence that the practitioners of the Cairo Genizah
community—pharmacists and physicians—kept up to date with the latest
works in their field. This is contrary the earlier argument, based on the identific-
ation of cUL Or.1080 1.6 as a fragment of Sabur b. Sahl’s Agrabadin al-sagir, that

30  See Chipman (2002).

31 Allony (2006).

32 See Chipman and Lev (2006)—1 fragment, Lev et al. (2008)—u1 fragments.

33  Six fragments were identified, of which one (CUL Or. 10811.6; in Judaeo-Arabic) was pub-
lished in Lev and Chipman (2007), and another two (CUL T-S Ar. 40.5, Ar. 41.90; in Arabic
script) were published in Chipman and Lev (2008).

34  Kahl (2007, 5).

35  See Chipman (2010, 158, n. 70) and references there.



128 CHAPTER 9

the community continued using the latter work even after it had been super-
seded.?% This claim now seems to have been premature, and rather it should
be said that both pharmacopoeias continued in use in tandem; indeed, the fact
thatboth are cited in Minhaj al-dukkan may also be considered evidence of this.
Moreover, up to now, to the best of my knowledge, no manuscript in Judaeo-
Arabic of Ibn al-Tilmid's Agrabadin has been found. It should be recalled that
the transliteration of an Arabic text into Hebrew letters was no mean feat,
requiring knowledge of both alphabets rather than the scribe simply copying
the text before him (and let us not forget that even ‘just’ copying a manuscript
was an expensive undertaking that required time and effort). The existence of
aJudaeo-Arabic version of a text is evidence for that book’s popularity among a
Jewish readership, which was fluent in Arabic but preferred reading in Hebrew
letters—and this seems to describe the community of practitioners of medi-
cine and pharmacy among the Cairo Genizah people.

Kahl's earliest manuscript, Ms London, Wellcome Library Or. 9/4, was dated
by Iskander?” to 597AH/1200 CE; and while we have no evidence that Ibn al-
Tilmid travelled west of Iraq (as noted above, he apparently spent extensive
time in Iran), his pupils are known to have moved after his death from Bagh-
dad to Damascus.38 The appearance of the Baghdadi Christian Ibn al-Tilmid’s
Agqrabadin in the Cairo Genizah, in a script that makes it clear that his readers
were Jews, serves as further evidence not only for the importance and impact
of this individual work, but also for the multi-national and multi-confessional
character of medicine and pharmacy in the ‘Mediterranean society’ and bey-
ond of the medieval Islamicate world.
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CHAPTER 10

An Arabic Document of Sale from Medieval Cairo
Preserved in the Firkovitch Collection

Geoffrey Khan

1 Introduction

I was privileged to be able to work in the Taylor-Schechter Genizah Research
Unit between 1983 and 1993.! When trawling through the many manuscript
treasures of the Taylor-Schechter collection, I was particularly struck by the
relatively large number of Arabic documents in Arabic script, the majority
of which had not been published at that time. I collected together a corpus
of these documents and published them in 1993 in the volume Arabic Legal
and Administrative Documents in Cambridge Genizah Collections (henceforth
ALAD).

The legal documents in this corpus included twenty medieval documents of
sale of landed property in al-Fustat and its environs. Many of the documents
of sale recorded a transaction between a Jewish party and Muslim party. It is
understandable why contracts in which only one of the parties was Jewish were
not made out by a Jewish notary. In some cases, however, the transaction was
between two Muslims or between two Jews. Occasionally one of the parties was
a Christian.2

During a visit to the National Library of Russia in St Petersburg in 1993,% I
came across two Arabic documents of sale in the Second Firkovitch collection
(11 Firk. Arab. 1, 11 Firk. Arab. 3) that were contemporary with the legal docu-
ments from the Genizah published in ALAD. These documents complement the
ALAD corpus in a number of important ways. I would like, therefore, to devote
this paper to a study of these documents from St. Petersburg. Due to exigences
of space, I shall publish the full text of only one of the documents (11 Firk. Arab.

1).

1 I'would like to express here my gratitude to Stefan Reif, the Director of the Unit at that time,
for giving me this opportunity.

2 For explanations as to why such documents ended up in the Genizah, see Khan, ALAD, p. 1.

3 I gratefully acknowledge the support of this trip by the British Academy.
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While I was in St Petersburg, I made a preliminary decipherment of the doc-
uments and acquired black-and-white photographs. Those photographs appear
at the end of this article (figs. 1-3). The two documents are complete, without
lacunae. The majority of the documents in the ALAD corpus, by contrast, have
survived only in fragments.

The document that is published below, 11 Firk. Arab 1, records on its recto
the purchase of a portion of a house in Cairo (referred to as al-Mu‘izziyyah
al-Qahirah) in 553 AH/1158 CE. On its verso there are two documents recording
the subsequent transfer of its ownership in 555AH/1160 CE and 572 AH/1176 CE
respectively. The document 11 Firk. Arab. 3 records the purchase of the same
house in 638 AH/1241CE. Richards (1972, 108-112) reports discovering a docu-
ment in the possession of the Karaite community in Cairo that records the later
fate of this same house. According to his description of the document (he does
not publish the whole text), it records on its recto the transfer of the ownership
of the house in 658AH/1260CE. On its verso various transactions are recor-
ded. There were transfers of ownership in 663AH/1265 and 664AH/1266 CE.
A deed of wagqf indicates that it was established as a pious foundation in
673AH/1274 CE for poor Karaites of Cairo and Fustat. Further deeds of waqf
dated 724 AH/1324 CE indicate the extension of the range of beneficiaries of the
wagf. On the verso of the document published here, 11 Firk. Arab. 1, there is a
note in a late (post-15th century) Hebrew hand and late Judaeo-Arabic ortho-
graphy that reads o™p 879 H¥& ‘asl wagqfiyya gadim. This can be paraphrased
as ‘old certificate of sale relating to what has been established as a pious found-
ation’

So, we are able to trace the history of one particular house in Cairo from the
twelfth century CE until the later Middle Ages. As can be seen from the pre-
ceding paragraph, the house was in the possession of members of the Karaite
community. There is no explicit reference to Karaites in 11 Firk. Arab. 1, but in
11 Firk. Arab. 3 the purchaser is described as al-yahidi ... al-qarra® ‘the Karaite
Jew’, and it is clear that the later document described by Richards relates to the
Karaite community. The presence of legal documents concerning Karaites of
Cairo in the Second Firkovitch collection is not surprising, given that Firkovitch
appears to have found most manuscripts in this collection among the Karaites
of Cairo (Harviainen 1996). The various documents relating to the house are
likely to have been originally kept together and passed on to successive owners
and then to trustees of the wagqf. Vorderstrasse (2013, 284) has argued in rela-
tion to medieval Arabic documents of sale that the documents follow people’s
property and that ‘The fundamental organizing principle of archives was the
properties and not the owners'. This explains why the late note relating to the
waqf was attached to the earlier document 11 Firk. Arab. 1.
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In the transaction recorded on the recto of 11 Firk. Arab. 1 (553 AH/1158CE)
Sa‘d al-Dawlah Abt Mansr, the Jewish physician, buys half a house for his
wife, who has granted him the right to act as her legal representative (wakil).
He buys this from a certain Aba Ahmad ‘Ali ibn Ab1 al-Qasim, who, judging by
his name, was a muslim. The internal layout of the house and its furniture are
described in detail, followed by a description of its location in the Zuwaylah dis-
trict of Cairo. On the right side of the verso, a fas! ‘supplementary document’
(555AH/1160 CE) records the transfer of ownership of half of the house to a cer-
tain Abti al-Hasan ibn Husayn, the money changer. On the left side of the verso,
another fasl (572AH/1176 CE) records the subsequent transfer of the half por-
tion of the house from the ownership of Aba al-Hasan, who is described here
as ‘the Jew’, to the ownership of his son, Hibah. 11 Firk. Arab. 3 (638 AH/1241CE)
records the purchase of the whole house ( jami‘ al-dar al-kamilah) by the Jew
Nusayr ibn AbiIshaq ibn Abi al-Hasan from Abu al-Fadl ibn Abi Nasr, the Jewish
secretary (katib).

2 Edition and Translation*

11 Firk. Arab. 1
Parchment; 88.5cm x 34 cm.

2.1 Recto .
de F5 00 Gom A arly o 1
2oy [l Lot A U L6 55ham ok b ] =) o) & o2
256 AN s dpdl 5y =l O pae I sl b )l GRS 1 3
Bkl ol el o) i o8 Lo fo aer ) el
G A3l ool Ul (gl BLAN (o3l ome 22) JBUNGLU Ba sl kL YL g
F@\@\d&mq\wtﬁéﬂ).@mu@ws
(.\;’:J\, Godly pO) sl xsu&@'ﬁs\ md ) 22l (Al Ml 5

[IAae 5 30e1y] Ao W aie (g AN O guite Ay O b5le 4 03 5

4 Tam very grateful to the anonymous reviewer of an earlier version of the paper who made
several suggestions that helped me improve the reading of the document in places.
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Al
2.4 Recto, Textual Notes
Line 4 The readings A~|and ~.d| are not completely certain, due to the
tarnished state of the parchment at this point.
Line 7 Slall (#4: This is the onset of the section of the document that

describes the house. There is a conspicuous extension of the con-
necting stroke between the dal/ and the preceding a/if in the
word ,)41, which is a strategy for marking the onset of a new sec-
tion.

Line 18 The scribe first wrote L:£ and then wrote over this s 1 2.
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Line 20 A redundant dot is written over the 4@’ in (- 5.
Line 25 Nagiyah ibnat Ibrahim ibn Sa‘ya al-Yahiidi. The name was first

written . then corrected to Las. In the document 11 Firk. Arab.
3,line 18 (638 AH/1241CE), the name is ‘Nasiyah ibnat Ibrahim ibn
Sa‘d al-YahudT' Richards (1972, 109) reads the name as ‘... ibn Sa‘id
al-Yahudt in the document he saw in Cairo relating to this house
(658AH/1260 CE).

Lines 36—37 Apart from the last word, all other words and phrases listed as

2.5

A

corrections are clearly later corrections in the document, either
inserted above the line or written over the original. The word £,
however, was written first and subsequently corrected to s ysl2.

Verso, Right Column \ \
PERREPES RSP PR
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D)
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2.7 Verso, Textual Notes
Line 4 4»b: fila-hu ‘his action” A dot has been mistakenly written over the

‘ayn.
Line5 4 ,a Juab:The text is damaged and the reading is not certain.

2.8 Verso, Left Column ‘
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2.9 Verso, Left Column, Textual Notes
Line18 Two diacritical dots of ta’ are written in the document, although the
word in Classical Arabic has ta’ (<& )). This reflects the vernacular

shift of ta’ to ta’.

At the top right of the verso, there are remnants of two medieval notes in Arabic
script. One consists of one line, the last word of which is _#U! or _#ll. The other
consists of two lines, but none of the words can be read with any certainty. Per-

pendicular to these two notes, there is a note in a late Hebrew hand, which can
be read:

DTp RMATORR a1
MW pam .2
R .3

1. Old document relating to a pious foundation.
2.  The square of Surar,
3. the pearl-dealer.
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The orthography 17w is a representation of the name Surir, which is a com-
mon personal name. This area of Cairo is mentioned within the body of the
documents and also in the documents referred to by Richards (1972, nos. 111, 1v
and v). There is a conspicuous space left between lines 1 and 2.

Over the left column there are remants of a medieval note of two lines in
Arabic script, none of which can be read with any certainty. There is also a note
in late Hebrew script, in the same hand as the note above the right column. This
note reads: 19598 W nann ‘The square of Surir, the pearl-dealer’.

2.10 Translation

2.10.1 Recto
1. It has been registered. Praise be to God. He who relies on Him is granted
success.

2. In the name of God, the Merciful and Compassionate. Praise be to God
alone [and His blessings be upon| our Lord Muhammad, his prophet and
his family, and safety.

3.  This is what the elder Sa‘id al-Dawlah Aba Mansar the son of Rashid al-
Dawlah, Abu al-Faraj, the Jewish physician, bought for his wife, (whose
name is) according to his report Bint al-Qawm (‘daughter of the people),
Amat al-Qadir (‘handmaid of the Mighty One’), the Cairene,

4.  theTripolitanian Jewess, an adult woman, the daughter of Mu‘ammar, the
Jew, the Cairene goldsmith, with her money and by her command and
permission to him with regard to that and (granting him authority) to
guarantee against claims from a third party with regard to it, (he bought)
from Abu Ahmad ‘Ali ibn Abi al-Qasim

5.  originating from Ascalon, the Cairene, in the shrine of the noble al-
Husayn—on its resident (i.e. al-Husayn) may there be the most excellent
peace, greeting, and respect. His witnesses are acquainted with him and
verify his identity. He bought from him for her, with one clapping the hand
[and one contract]

6.  all the portion that amounts to a half, twelve shares from twenty-four
shares, held in common, not divided, of all the house that will be men-
tioned, described and whose boundaries will be identified in this [docu-
ment. ]

7. This seller stated that this portion of all of it (the house) belonged to him
and was in his possession and his ownership, with a valid ownership, a
binding established right in his possession. It is the house that is in al-
Mu‘izziyyah, Cairo—may it be protected—in the district

8. of Zuwaylah, on the edge of the neighbouring district of Surtr al-Lu’lu’li,
the house that abuts the street known as al-Turjuman, with a square door-
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way, and a corridor from which one enters the courtyard of a ground floor
with a square doorway, in which

is a single-leaf door, and with a washroom on the right of somebody who
has entered from the door of this courtyard, and with a second square
doorway, in which there is a double-leaf door, through which one enters
the courtyard, with a T-shaped living room with two vestibules, over
which

there are two single chests, each (vestibule) with a pair of door leaves, of
these the door of the living room is engraved; and (the house) contains
the aforementioned living room and on the right of somebody who has
entered it is a storage chest without doors, and over the storage chest is a
cabinet; and (the house) contains two shelves, which are in

its living room, without doors, and two facing seats, over both of which
there is a cabinet, and (the house also) contains four facing shelves wit-
hout doors and a small couch, and a kitchen near to it,

which is under the staircase of this house whose rights have been men-
tioned, and (the house) contains a staircase in its corridor facing the
door of its courtyard that is arched in stone on the left of somebody who
has entered the door of this house, on which one climbs to its upper
floor;

facing somebody who has come up from the staircase is one of the cab-
inets, which is above the bench of the aforementioned courtyard. One
ascends from this to a loggia, which overlooks the front of the door of this
house, in which there is

a wooden lattice and windows to look down from; and (the house) con-
tains a washroom, which is the end of the conduit of this house, next to its
loggia; and (the house) includes amenities and rights. One ascends from
the aforementioned staircase to two adjacent upstairs apartments. The
description of one of them

is that it has a square doorway with a pair of unengraved door leaves,
on the left of somebody who has come up from the stairs. From this one
enters, through a passage on the right of somebody who has entered the
apartment, into a living room. On the left of somebody who has entered
the passage (there is an apartment) with

a square doorway with a pair of engraved door leaves, through which one
enters its living room. (The house) has a ventilation shaft on the right of
somebody who has entered from the door of the living room, and oppos-
ite is a bench and storage shelves. One enters by a passage to the kitchen,
which has a single door, above which is a cabinetin [ ]

a door suspended over it. In the wall opposite the entrance of the kitchen,
there is a lower cabinet. (The house) has a window in the passage, which
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18.

19.

20.

21.

22,

23.

24.

25.

26.

27.

brings light to its courtyard. The description of the other upper apartment
is that it has a square doorway with [a pair]

of unengraved door leaves. One enters through it to a lowered reception
area paved with tuff gravel. (The house) contains a bench and service
rooms close to it. It contains a living room with a pair of engraved doors
opposite its bench. It contains a ventilation shaft

and windows for looking out of, and a square door, and two facing shelves,
on both of which are a pair of engraved doors. It contains a wardrobe,
which is on the right of somebody who has entered from the door of this
upper apartment, above which is a cabinet,

the door of which (i.e., of the cabinet) is above the kitchen that is in
the first upper apartment. (The house) contains a wooden lattice, which
brings light to its loggia and its lower washroom. One goes up from the
aforementioned staircase upstairs. (The house) contains

a cabinet, which is on its staircase, which has a single door leaf, and above
the cabinet is a staircase with a stone arch, by which one ascends to a hut,
which has a single-leaf door, and amenities and rights. One ascends by
the aforementioned staircase

toitsupper roofs, on which is a garden and a lowered reception area. From
the roofs, one walks along the passage of the reception area to an upper
apartment, which has a pair of engraved door leaves, in which is a storage
container with a single door on the left of one entering

it (i.e., the apartment), and on the wall facing the entrance there are win-
dows. Four boundaries surround it, contain it and surround it and all the
rest of its rights. Its first boundary, which is the southern one, extends to
the house

known by (the name of) Abiu al-Faraj ibn Siba‘, the Jewish secretary, and
before him, it was known by (the name of) Bint Abu al-Barakat. The
second boundary, which is the northern one, extends to the thoroughfare
leading from it to lanes of this

district and its thoroughfares, and onto this opens its (the house’s) door
and its window balcony and windows overlook it. Its third boundary,
which is the eastern one, extends to a house known by (the name of) Nas-
iyah ibnat Ibrahim ibn Sa‘ya al-Yahudi.

The fourth boundary, which is the western one, extends to the house
known by (the name of) Abu al-Fadl, the cloth merchant, known (also)
by (the name of) Ibn Kuwar; with the boundaries of all that the contract
of this sale entailed, namely its boundaries,

its structure, its door, its lower courtyard, its staircase, its upper apart-
ments, its passage, its storeroom, its bench, its engraved doors, its win-
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dows, its ventilation shafts, its brick, its baked bricks, its unbaked bricks,
its timber, its silver, its treasury,

all its rights, by which it is know and which are attributed to it, for sixty-
five dinars, gold, in minted coin, full weight, verified, of good alloy, a decis-
ive, effective, permitted, operative, valid sale, without a condition

that may corrupt it, without a defect that may invalidate it, it being not
by way of pledge, nor trading, nor surety for a debt. This buyer paid from
the clear money of his wife, for whom it was bought, to this seller all

the aforementioned price, this being sixty-five dinars, in minted coin, full
weight, good alloy and verified. He (the buyer) received these from him
and it came into his hand, his possession, and his ownership. He received
them and released him and the woman for whom it was bought from its
payment, disbursement and counting out, and from an oath upon it

or upon any part of it, with a valid release, a release, a decisive act and
a severance. The seller delivered to the buyer all the half, twelve shares,
held in common, cleared, without encumbrances, and he (the buyer) in
turn received it from him and it came into this hand, his possession,

and his ownership, part of the property of the woman for whom it was
bought. She is free to dispose of it or of whatever she wants of it in the
way that owners are free to dispose of their property, without anybody
preventing or obstructing. This was after they had inspected (the house)
and separated from one another physically. Whatever claim relating to
fault in ownership is made against them in respect of what

the contract of the aforementioned sale entailed by any other people, this
seller is obliged to stand warranty for it and deliver that to whomsoever
be owed, by way of returning a price, or vouching

for a value, and the handing over of anything whatsoever, little or much,
with the fullest warranties, and the most valid, complete, and secure guar-
antees, for the sake of this sale and warranty against a claim described
herein. The seller brought in his hand a document testifying

in his support to the validity of his ownership of what he sold, the afore-
mentioned half of the house, and he has a document with the status of
a primary document (i.e. a certificate of his original ownership), and on
the verso of each of them was written an acknowledgement of this sale,
its date being the date of this document and its witnesses being

its witnesses, and the buyer for the person named (herein) received them
both and they came into his hand as a proof for him and a security for
today and for the future. The acknowledgment of the transacting parties
of what is in it was witnessed. It was written on the first day of Rabi‘11,
in the year five hundred and fifty-three (5 May, 1158 CE). It contains cor-
rections, including the following, which have been written (in the doc-
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ument): ‘al-Faraj’, ‘conduit, ‘on the right of somebody who has entered
from the door of the living room, ‘under it, ‘for looking’, ‘on the left of one
entering it’ and ‘beginning’.

38. This is correct. It was written by Futah ibn ‘All. This buyer is aware of
the fact that this house has cracked walls, is of unstable structure, is neg-
lected, and some of its walls are built with brick and wood, and that

39. it cannot be used except after demolishing them and rebuilding them,
and he (the buyer) released the seller, with permission of the woman for
whom it was bought, from the (liability of) all the faults with a decisive
release for today and thereafter. This was witnessed on the date (it was
written).

2.10.2 Recto, Witness Clauses

1.  ‘Aliibn Mansar ibn ‘Abd Allah ibn ‘Ali witnessed

2. the acknowledgement of the seller, the sale, the receipt of the price, and
(the acknowledgement) of the buyer

3. for the woman named together with them in the contents of the docu-
ment, each of them in it, on its date. Its amount is 65.

4. He witnessed them in sound health and legally capable of conducting
their affairs, and he was

5. acquainted with them.

6. “‘Aliibn ‘Abd Allah ibn Muhammad ibn ‘Al1 witnessed

7. the acknowledgement of the seller and the buyer

8.  for the woman named in it and (that) it was written on its date

9. (they being) in sound health and legally capable of conducting their
affairs; and he is acquainted with the seller and the buyer

10. for the woman named therein.

11. He was not aware of any reason to change this testimony of his up to the
time he performed it.

12. This was witnessed in my presence, and my trust is in God.

13. Hibat Allah ibn Muhammad ibn al-Hasan witnessed

14. the acknowledgement of the seller and the buyer for the woman named

15. with him in it in the content of this document and he wrote (this) on its
date.

16. He witnessed them to be in sound health, well,

17. and legally capable of conducting their affairs, and he is acquainted with
them. He was not aware of any reason to change

18. this testimony of his up to the time he performed it.

19. Salih ibn ‘Ali ibn Ahmad ibn ‘Ali witnessed the acknowledgement of the

seller
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and the buyer for the woman named with him in it on the date of the
month

of Rabi‘ 11, in the year five hundred and fifty-three, they being in sound
health and legally capable of conducting

their affairs, and he is acquainted with them. He was not aware of any
reason to change this testimony of his

up to the time he performed it. This was witnessed in my presence, and
my trust is in God.

Right Margin
The seller and the buyer for the woman mentioned in it called me to wit-
ness that. This was written by Muhammad ibn ‘Al1 ibn Ahmad ibn ‘Al1 at
the beginning of Rabi‘ 11, in the year five hundred and fifty-three.
He witnessed them while they were in good health and legally capable
of conducting their affairs, and he is acquainted with the seller and the
buyer. This was witnessed in my presence, and my trust is in God.

2.10.4 Verso, Right Column

1.
2.

In the name of God, the Merciful and Compassionate

The elder, Said al-Dawlah Aba Mansiur son of the elder Rasid al-Dawlah
Abu al-Faraj, the Jewish

physician, he being the buyer named on the recto, and the agent of his
wife for whom the purchase was made, named on the recto, and stand-
ing for her in this acknowledgement by authority of the documents of
power

of attorney that are in his hand issued by her, in which she appointed
him in her place to take her place, authorised his action and endorsed
the acknowledgement

of a supplementary document, in which is acknowledged the sale of
whatever he sees fit to sell on her behalf of her residence and her property,
by a decisive sale with warranty. This

is the document of the transaction and the witnessing of it. This was
received from her with a valid receipt. Its date is the twenty second of
the month

of Muharram, in the year five hundred and fifty-five. Her two witnesses
are the two judges the jurisprudent Trust of the Dynasty Aba Muhammad
‘Abd Allah

ibn Ahmad ibn ‘Ali ibn ‘Umar and the Blessed Trusted One, Support of the
Kingdom, Trustworthy of the Dynasty and its Powerful One, the Protégé
of the Commander of the Faithful, Aba al-Majid
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10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

2.10.5
1-2.

Kalil ibn Nasr ibn al-Hasan al-Kazraj, in the presence of the witnesses of
this supplementary document, willingly, in healthy mind and body, leg-
ally capable of conducting

his affairs, not forced, nor coerced, nor constrained, (the elder, Sa‘id al-
Dawlah) acknowledged that it (the property) has moved from the posses-
sion of the woman who appointed him as her representative and has left
her ownership and (has been transferred) to the ownership

of Abui al-Hasan ibn Husayn, the money changer, known as Ibn al-Tinnisi,
all the portion that amounts to a half,

twelve shares from twenty-four shares, held in common, not divided, of
all the house that is defined

and described on the recto, by right of a decisive, effective and valid pur-
chase in a document that testified to that, its date

corresponding to its (i.e. the current document’s) date and its witnesses
being its (i.e. the current document’s) witnesses, at a price amounting to
fifty dinars, which he received from him and they came into

his possession. The woman who appointed (her husband) as her repres-
entative no longer had any right or claim due to ownership, possession,
habitation, rent, lease,

right to usufruct, in any way whatsoever. He stood warranty for a claim
from a third party on behalf of the woman who had appointed him as her
agent, with a warranty against a claim with his wealth against the wealth
of his wife.

This was on the twenty ninth of the month of Rabi‘y, in the year five hun-
dred and fifty-five (14 April, 1160 CE).

Witness Clauses, Verso, Right Column
The agent who is the acknowledger of this called me to witness. Written
by the sincere judge
on the fifth of Rabi‘ 11
in the year five hundred and fifty-five.

. The agent in this document, who is the acknowledger, called me to wit-

ness, the sincere and blessed judge,
on the fifth of the month of Rabi‘ 11,
in the year five hundred and fifty-five.

9-10. The elder Sa‘id al-Dawlah, the agent who is the acknowledger in this

11.

(document) called me to witness, written by Sakir ibn ‘Abd Allah ibn Nasr
ibn ‘Alj,
on the fifth of Rabi‘ 11, in the year five hundred and fifty-five.
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2.10.6 Verso, Left Column

1.  Inthe name of God, the Merciful and Compassionate

2. Abu al-Hasan ibn Husayn ibn Abu al-Hasan, the Cairene Jew, who is the
buyer

3. written in the adjacent document, he being on this day a middle-aged
man, of pure (i.e. uniform) brown complexion [...]

4. with a smooth forehead, on which are wrinkles, with dark brown
eyes, with a hooked nose and a round beard, in the presence of the wit-
nesses

5.  of this supplementary document, and he called them to witness for him-
self with regard to what is contained in it, he being in sound mind and
legally capable of conducting [his affairs],

6-10. willing, not forced, nor coerced, nor constrained, acknowledged that
all the house that has been defined and described on the recto, (namely
the portion) of this that has been testified to on the recto, a half, twelve
shares from twenty-four shares, held in common, not divided, of all of
the aforementioned house and its totality, has left his possession and has
been transferred from his ownership to the ownership of his son, Hiba,
who is an adult man. This is testified to by a second document that was
written

11. on its verso as a supplementary document concerning this sale, its (the
other document’s) date is the (same as) its (the document'’s) date, and its
witnesses are the same as its witnesses, for a price

12. amounting to one hundred Egyptian dinars, in minted coin, of full weight,
of good alloy, verified.

13. This buyer was released from these (the hundred dinars after paying
them) to him (the seller), as is testified to by

14. the document of the transaction that was drawn up between them, this
being decisive, effective, valid, permitted,

15. operative, which includes (a record of) the receipt of the price, the deliv-
ery, the inspection, the warranty against claims from a third party,

16. and the physical separation of the parties. Its date was the same as its (this
document’s) date and its witnesses were the same as its (this document'’s)
witnesses.

17. This acknowledger no longer had with regard to all of the house that was
sold this day

18. any right, claim due to ownership, nor possession, nor legacy, nor inher-
itance,

19. nor right of usufruct, habitation, examination, nor any other claim what-
soever.
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20. The acknowledgement of the acknowledger of what is attributed to him
in it (i.e. the primary ‘as/ document) was witnessed on this blessed day,

21. which is the date of the fifteenth of Jumada 11, in the year of five hun-
dred and seventy-two (25 December 1176). In four copies (i.e., copies of
the primary ‘as/ document).

3 Commentary
31 Notes on the Text’s Contents
3.1.1 Recto

Line 1: c ‘it has been certified (and registered): The Hanafl school of juris-
prudence, which was the dominant one, came to accept the probative value of
written documents if the identification of the writing was certain and if there
was no possibility that the text could have been changed. This applied to cop-
ies of documents that did not remain in the hands of the interested parties
but were held by a witness to the transaction or were deposited in the archives
of a court or government office. It is for this reason that many of the extant
medieval documents contain an annotation referring to the certification and
registration of the document in a court archive. The act of registration gran-
ted the written documents probative value. Terms used for such registration
include . tabata (literally: ‘it has become firm’) or tubbita ‘it has been made
firm’, s se| uturifa ‘ithas been recognised/certified, i’ sahha ‘ithasbeen certi-
fied’. For registration of documents see al-Tarsus, Kitab al-I'lam, 395—405, Khan
ALAD, p. 8, Khan (1990, 49—50). For a discussion of the development of legal
proof by written documents, see Tyan (1959, 5-16), Johansen (1997). Some doc-
uments identify the place of registration of the documents to be a court, e.g.
fagad atbatat al-mamlikah al-hujaj bi-mablag al-dayn fi majlis al-hukm al-sarif
‘The slave has registered the documents with the amount of the debt in the
noble court’ (Khan 1990, 45, line 8).

Line 3: The buyer has the title Sa‘id al-Dawlah (‘Blessed One of the Dynasty’)
and his father has the title Rasid al-Dawlah (‘Rightly Guided One of the Dyn-
asty’). Such honorific titles, which were bestowed by the Fatimid régime, reflect
the fact that the bearers had some kind of affiliation to a government office.
Since the buyer is described as a physician (mutatabbib), this was presum-
ably due to his affiliation to a government hospital, i.e. one founded by a
Muslim ruler. It was the more prominent physicians who worked in the hos-
pitals (Goitein 1971, 250). He may have also served in the Fatimid court. The
Genizah documents refer to several Jews who bore such honorific titles, e.g. T-s
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Ar. 7.23 (N9179% 7238 53RO 17135N ‘the exalted priest, Pride of the Dynasty’), T-
$12.290 (M9 ND* 12 TWn N7THR 110 0IRINYR 128 ‘Abi al-Makarim, Exalted One
of the Dynasty, Moshe ben Yefet ha-Levi’); cf. Goitein (1971, 113, 355-357). For
the origin of such titles see Rosenthal (2012).

The names of the buyer’s wife Bint al-Qawm (‘Daughter of the People)’, Amat
al-Qadir (‘Handmaid of the Mighty’), reflect the prominent status and wealth
of her family. The latter name is attested in T-s Ar.38.85 (ALAD 39), line 11. A pos-
sible alternative reading would be 353\ %! ‘Handmaid of the Leaders. Women’s
names in the Genizah often reflect the profession of the father of the family, e.g.
girls from the family of a government secretary (katib) were called Sitt al-Kuttab
(‘Daughter of Secretaries’) (Goitein 1971, 355).

Many of the richest Jews in medieval Egypt and of those connected with the
government (such as the Tustari family) were Karaites. They, indeed, became
the principal link to the government for Rabbanites, who wrote petitions to
them; cf. Goitein (1971), Rustow (2008, 176-199).

Line 3: The husband acts as representative for his wife. This authority was gran-
ted to him by her through a document of power of attorney, which is referred
to on the verso, right column, 3—4 (b-ahkam al-wikalah allati bi-yadi-hi min-ha
‘by authority of the documents of power of attorney from her that are in his
hand’). Compare T-S Ar. 53.66 in the ALAD corpus (no. 16, p. 129.), in which the
buyer acts as a representative for the sister of the seller. The formula in T-s Ar.
53.66 is hada ma ’istard PN, li-PN, bi-mali-ha wa-"amri-ha min PNg ‘This is what
PN; bought for PN, with her money and her command from pnNg), which is the
formula proposed by the third century AH surit scholar Aba Zayd Ahmad ibn
Zayd al-Surati (cf. al-Tahawi, al-Buyi‘ 111, 45.1). Our document has a fuller for-
mula bi-mali-ha wa-amri-ha wa-"idni-ha la-hu fi dalika wa-damani-hi al-darak
fi-ha ‘with her money and by her command and permission to him with regard
to that and (granting him authority) to guarantee against claims from a third
party with regard to it' Crucially this transfers responsibility for the warranty of
the sale to the representative. The ALAD corpus contains documents of power
of attorney (nos. 61, 62, pp. 279—280).

Numerous medieval Arabic documents are extant that record the purchase
of property directly by women, e.g. P.Cair.Arab. 56 (Edfa 854 CE), in which a
woman buys a house from her husband: hada ma ’istarat Yuna ibnat Halisa
iStarat min zawji-ha Yazid al-jarrar manzil la-hu ‘This is what Yana, daughter of
Helisa, has bought. She has bought from her husband Yazid, the leather-bottle
merchant, a dwelling house belonging to him'. The APD contains many more
examples.

There are many references in the Genizah to women owning property, usu-
ally as a secure source of income from rent (Goitein 1983, 85).
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Line 4: J»&J1 51 1| ‘adult woman'. For the use of the term kamil in the sense
of ‘adult), see al-Makzumi, Kitab al-Minhaj, 64:20 and Khan, ALAD, pp. 115, 474.
The term is used for males and females; cf. al-rajul al-kamil ‘the adult man’
on the verso of our document, left column, 7. When used as an attribute of
women, there is no feminine agreement; cf. T-S Ns J469 al-imraah al-kamil
(ALAD no. 126:2, p. 464). Also, synonymous adjectives lack feminine agreement
in medieval documents, e.g. T-s K6.162 al-marah al-balig ‘the adult woman’
(ALAD no. 31:5, p. 189).

Line 5: For al-Mashad al-Husayni ‘The Shrine of al-Husayn' in Cairo, see al-
Magqrizi, Kitat 11, 322—-323, 111, 91; al-Sulitk 1, 435. This was a shrine that housed
the relic of the head of al-Husayn ibn ‘Ali ibn ’Abi Talib. The head was brought
from Ascalon to Cairo on the 8 Jumada 11, 548 AH (6 September, 1153 CE). The
shrine, now known as Masjid al-Imam al-Husayn ‘The Mosque of the Imam al-
Husayn', was built in 549 AH/1154 CE under the supervision of the vizier al-Salih
al-Tala’i‘. Our document indicates that the legal transaction and the drawing
up of the document by the notary took place in al-Mashad al-Husayni. It is not
usual in the extant Arabic legal documents from the period for the building
in which the transaction took place to be indicated. Notaries were a category
of certified witness, who were under the authority of a judge. We know from
various medieval sources that they offered their services in public places. They
would often set up their booths (hawanit) next to or inside mosques. Indeed,
judges would also hold audiences in mosques (Tyan 1959, 21—40).

Line 6: This division into twenty-four shares is connected with the laws of
inheritance, in which the shares of the heirs are calculated in twenty-fourths
(Grohmann, APEL I, 172). Since a system of partible inheritance was in opera-
tion, heirs often received part of a house. The transaction recorded here could
be an attempt to consolidate ownership of the entire house (cf. Vorderstrasse
2013, 284).

Line 6: ,\\): The term dar in medieval documents referred to what would be
more accurately termed an enclosure or compound, since it often comprised
several buildings (Goitein 1983, 56—57; Harrison 2016, 69-110).

Line 7: 4wy 215 2l 4 54l A 111 (2 ‘and it is the house that is in al-Mu'izziy-
yah Cairo (may it be protected). Al-Mu‘izziyyah is an alternative name for the
Fatimid capital al-Qahirah (Cairo). The newly founded city was originally called
al-Mansuriyyah by the general al-Jawhar but was renamed al-Qahirah by the
caliph al-Mu‘izz on his arrival from the West (al-Maqrizi, Kitat 1, 377). For this
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reason, it is sometimes referred to as al-Qahirah al-Mu‘izziyyah. The order of
these is inverted in our document. The same order is found in T-s 13H4.5 (ALAD
no. 10, fifth—sixth century AH/eleventh—twelfth century ce) and T-s Misc. 29.24
(ALAD, no. 23, 509 AH/1115CE) and also in numerous legal documents from the
Fatimid period written by Jewish notaries; cf. Worman (1906, 9).

Line 8: For the district of Zuwaylah (harat Zuwaylah) in Cairo, see al-Magqrizi,
Kitat, 111, 8. This was named after a unit of troops in the invading Fatimid
army from a district of Mahdiyyah in North Africa that was called Zuway-
lah. It was situated in the north-east of the medieval city of Cairo. The doc-
ument 11 Firk. Arab. 3 indicates that the house was in the north of Cairo (fi
bahriyyiha).

Most Jews who inhabited Cairo, Rabbanites and Karaites, since the Middle
Ages until the twentieth century cE inhabited this district and it came to be
known also as the ‘district of the Jews’ (harat al-yahud). In 1917 CE there were
1,096 Karaites in Zuwaylah, most were concentrated in the eastern part of the
district (Meital 1995, 33—61). Our document states that the house was ‘in the dis-
trict of Zuwaylah, on the edge of the neighbouring district of Surir al-Lu’lu’lT.
I have not been able to identify the district of Suriir al-Luw’lu’li in the literary
sources.

Line 8: |éw iclé: The term ga‘ah can have various senses in the Genizah doc-
uments (Goitein 1983, 63; Harrison 2016, 138), including (i) the ground floor in
general, (ii) a courtyard with its surrounding structures and (iii) a courtyard
without the surrounding structures. The term al-sufl, which here qualifies the
term ga‘ah, is used to refer to the ground floor in general and, moreover, there
are references to structures attached to the ga‘ah. The ga‘ah here, therefore,
must be understood in the restricted sense of (iii) ‘courtyard’ Note, however,
that in some Genizah documents the ga‘a# is said to be roofed, e.g. T-s Ar. 53.17,
recto 6 (Khan, ALAD no. 5, recto 6, p. 78): al-qa‘ah al-latifah al-musaqqaffah ‘the
small ground floor with an (ornamental) ceiling’, indicating that sometimes it
has the sense of ‘reception hall) as was its meaning at a later period; cf. Lane

(1954, 17-18).

Line 8: » Al oWl o3 ‘with a square doorway’, i.e. a rectangular door. The
genitive pronoun dat occurs frequently in the description of the house. It is
sometimes unclear what noun it is describing. In many cases it appears to
be presenting an attribute of the dar ‘house’, which is feminine. The location
of these various sections in the house is often only implied by the context.
Sometimes, however, it may be presenting an attribute of a noun that has been



AN ARABIC DOCUMENT OF SALE FROM MEDIEVAL CAIRO 153

mentioned in the immediately preceding context, as is the case here, where it
seems to be presenting an attribute of the ga‘ah.

Line 9: (s~ _l2: For the occurrence of this term in Genizah documents
see Khan, ALAD no. 1912, p. 135. Goitein (1983, 69) interprets this feature of
houses as an enclosed living room (< hayr ‘enclosure’), i.e. majlis hayri. It
seems, however, that the living room was a T-shaped living room with two ves-
tibules and portico and its name comes from Qasr al-Hayr, which was built
by the Abbasid caliph al-Mutawakkil in Samarra’ (Yaqut, Mujam al-Buldan
11, 328). According to al-Mas‘td1 (Murij al-Dahab 1v, 4—5) the Abbasid caliph
al-Mutawakkil introduced a T-shaped architectural structure called al-hirt, in-
spired by and named after the pre-Islamic kingdom of al-Hirah. The phrase
& 2 could, therefore, also be read as majlis hiri (Harrison 2016, 97-109).
There was a Mesopotamian influence on the architecture of medieval Egypt.
It has been suggested that the tradition came to Egypt from Iraq in the ninth
century CE during the time of Ahmad ibn Talan (see Vorderstrasse 2013, 300
and the references cited there).

Line g: U_\K/ bi-kummayn: A kumm, which literally means a sleave, was a ‘vesti-
bule’ or ‘narrow passage’; cf. Goitein (1983, 366), Blau, Dictionary, 607.

Line 10: 4.5 (¢3 p farday kummiyyah ‘two single chests. A kummiyyah, which
literally means a ‘sleeve ornament’, appears to have the meaning of a chestin a
vestibule (Goitein 1983, 387; Blau, Dictionary, 607).

Line 10: » S~ kandiij ‘cabinet or compartment fixed on top of a closet or kit-
chen’; cf. Goitein (1983, 75), Blau, Dictionary, 609. The word is of Iranian origin,
cf. Persian kandii ‘beehive, storage jar' The -/ ending is a reflex of Middle Per-
sian -g, which has been elided in New Persian. It derives from Middle Persian
kandan ‘to dig’ (Asbaghi 1988, 235).

Line 10: A kuristan was a shelf in the recess of a wall. The word is derived from
Persian, in which it designates a pantry (< kor ‘food’ + istan locative suffix); cf.
Goitein (1983, 66—67), Asbaghi (1988, 107).

Line 11: Cadalll Yud): ‘The narrow couch. Cf. Dozy, Supplément vol. 1, 642 SV
banc rembourré (‘padded bench’), canapé (‘couch’). Goitein (1983, 68) refers toit
as a type of bench and derives it etymologically from Latin sedilia, the plural of
sedile ‘seat’. This was apparently for repose rather than social intercourse. Lane,
Lexicon, sv, cites it in the form L}:\Zﬂ sidilla with a final long /a/vowel, as it has in
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our document. He defines it as ‘an oblong chamber with a wide and deep recess
on ei:Eheér hand at, or near, one extremity thereof’ and derives it from the Per-
sian 4> 4w ‘three-hearted, ‘as though it were three chambers in one chamber".
Lane (195/4, 12) describes the sidilla in Egyptian houses of the early nineteenth
century CE as follows: ‘Sometimes the mattress ... lies upon a platform of stone,
about half a foot high, called “sidilleh” or “sidille,” a word of Persian origin, and
also applied to a recess, of which the floor is similarly elevated, and nearly equal
in width and depth, with a mattress and cushions laid against one, or two, or
each, of its three sides. Some rooms have one, and some have two or more of
such recesses, generally used as sitting-places in cool weather, and therefore
without windows.’ Briggs (1921, 237) describes the sidilla in houses in the early
twentieth century CE as a ‘small recess’ in which divans, i.e. mattresses, were
placed. For the use of the adjective latif in the sense of ‘small’ or ‘narrow’ in
relation to household furniture and architecture, see T-s Ar. 53.17, recto 6 (Khan,
ALAD 5 recto, 6, p. 78): al-qa‘ah al-latifah ‘the small ground floor..

Line 12. (215,50l 14l oda é.ﬂ —£ 4 The syntax of this is somewhat diffi-
cult. What seems to be intended is that the staircase in question belonged to
the rights of the owner of the house.

Line 13: 44 suffah: In the Genizah documents this designated a bench (Goitein
1983, 68), but in a later period the structure with this name underwent devel-
opment (Harrison 2016, 139-140). Lane (1954, 11-12) describes this feature of
houses in the early nineteenth century CE as follows: ‘There is generally, front-
ing the door ... a shelf of marble or of common stone, about four feet high,
called a “suffeh,” supported by two or more arches, or by a single arch, under
which are placed utensils in ordinary use; such as perfuming vessels, and the
basin and ewer which are used for washing before and after meals, and for the
ablution preparatory to prayer: water-bottles, coffee-cups, &c., are placed upon
the suffeh.

Line 13: % ji.s mustaraqah: This was an elevated structure that generally over-
looked the courtyard (Goitein 1983, 73). It literally means ‘the stolen one) i.e.
taking away from the space of the upper stories. This corresponded in later
houses to a mag‘ad, which Lane (1954, 17) describes as a room that is ‘elevated
about eight or ten feet above the ground-floor ... having an open front, with two
or more arches, and a low railing’.

Line 14: The term taqah referred to a regular window in a house. It was without
glass panes (Goitein 1983, 62). It is of Persian origin; cf. Steinglass, Persian-
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English Dictionary, sv 3\b taq ‘an arch ... vaulted work; window’, from Middle
Persian tag (Asbaghi 1988, 192). The ta marbitah of the Arabic singular form
W taga appears to be a back-formation from the plural &6 tagat.

Line 14: A tabagah in the medieval documents could denote the upper floor or
an apartment forming part of it (Goitein 1983, 58).

Line 14: W#|4>1 %4, 4 ‘and the description of one of them'’. Here 44.» is to be read
sifah ‘description’ not suffah ‘bench’.

Line 16: G;a\;l.)\ al-badahanj ‘ventilation shaft, ‘wind-catcher’; cf. Goitein (1983,
79, 356—357; Harrison 2016, 72). This typically had a shaft protruding above the
house with an opening facing towards the cooling breezes. The word is an Arab-
icised form of a Persian word bad-ahang ‘drawer of wind’ (Asbaghi 1988, 33). In
a later period this structure was known in Persian as badgir ‘wind-holder’ and
in Arabic as malgaf (Rosenthal 1977).

Line1y: 'c,ls.\\ o sadr al-matbak ‘the wall opposite the entrance of the kitchen.
For this meaning of sadr see Goitein (1983, 65).

Line18: % 4> ditr ga‘ah. This was the part of the inner floor where one slipped
off one’s shoes, which was one step lower than the rooms (Goitein 1983, 67; Har-
rison 2016, 96—-98). Lane (1953, 10-13) describes it as ‘a small part of the floor,
extending from the door to the opposite side of the room, ... about four or five
inches lower than the rest’.

Line 18: 0183\ 4l muballatah bi-l-kaddan ‘paved with tuff gravel. For kaddan
see Dozy, Supplément 11, 450—451.

Line 19: 3551 &15&\ al-kizanah al-kiswah ‘the wardrobe’. Presumably kizanat
al-kiswa is meant. This is how the phrase appears, with the initial noun in the
’idafah, in the later documents relating to this house (11 Firk. Arab. 3, recto, 12;
Richards 1972, 109).

s -
Line 21:_ 2\ 5 axs \w sullam ma'qid bi-l-hajar ‘a staircase with a stone arch i.e.,
it was built over an arch.

Line 21: S~ kanisah ‘hut, shack’; cf. Blau, Dictionary 610. According to Dozy,
Supplément 11, 463 the word is used also to refer to a large litter for transport.
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Line 21: 5 ~a2| al-makdarah ‘garden; lawn’. This seems to be a better reading
than 5 a2, which would mean ‘assembly room’ according to Dozy, Supplément
I, 299. Some wealthy Jews had houses with roof gardens (Goitein 1983, 150).
The document 11 Firk. Arab. 3, which describes the property in 638 AH/1241CE,
refers to a sath mukaddar ‘roof made green, i.e. planted with greens (line 12).
Some Arabic legal documents from the Genizah mention ground floor gar-
dens, which are referred to by the terms bustan (Khan, ALAD no. 8:2, p. 61;
no. 25:8, 173) and jinan (Khan, ALAD no. 4:3, 9, 13, 16 pp. 72—73, no. 28:8,
p. 81).

Line 25: W3l wa-nuffadi-ha ‘and its thoroughfares’ I am interpreting this
as the plural of nafid, a term that is used as an attribute of a thoroughfare
street.

Line 25: The term raw$an, which is of Persian origin, translated here as ‘win-
dow balcony’ was an alcove consisting of a bay window from which inhabitants
could observe what was happening in the street below (Goitein 1983, 61). In
Middle and Modern Persian rowsan means ‘light, bright' Cf. also Middle Per-
sian rozan ‘window’ (MacKenzie 1971, 72).5

Line 27: 4 > s wa-kazinu-hu. This is referring to what is deposited (kazin) in a
storeroom (kizanah).

Line 28: For the terms qualifying the coins, see Khan, ALAD, p. 28. The price of
the half portion of the house was 65 dinars (beginning of Rabi‘11, 553 AH/8 May
158CE). According to the fasl on the right side of the verso (line 14), the
half portion was sold two years later (9 Rabi 1 555AH/ 25 March n6ocg) for
50 dinars. According to the fas/ on the left side of the verso on 15 Jumada
11 572AH/25 December 176) the half portion of the house was, in turn, sold
to the owner’s son for 100 dinars. We see, therefore, that the cost of the half
portion fluctuated considerably in these transactions. One factor in these fluc-
tuations may have been differing degrees of dilapidation of the property. Prices
of houses could also slump during periods of political instability (Goitein 1983,
56). The slump to 50 dinars in 555AH/1160CE coincided with the beginning
of the reign of the puppet child caliph al-Adid and the enfeeblement of the
Fatimid state due to attempts by the Crusaders and the Sunni Syrian rule Nar
al-Din to gain control of Egypt. The conspicuous rise in price to 100 dinars in

5 Iam grateful to Masoud Mohammadirad for drawing my attention to this.
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1176 CE may have been brought about by a rise in demand for property in Cairo
after the burning of al-Fustat by the vizier Sawar in 1168 CE, to prevent it from
falling into the hands of Amalric, the king of the Crusader Kingdom of Jerus-
alem. After this event, a large proportion of the inhabitants of al-Fustat moved
to Cairo.6 According to the document 11 Firk. Arab. 3, the complete house was
sold on 17 Jumada 11, 638 AH/9 January 1241 CE for 125 dinars.

Line 34: 4 Y)bol 0L &’ ‘and he has a document with the status of a primary doc-
ument (i.e. a certificate of his original ownership). The syntax here is somewhat
garbled. 11 Firk. Arab. 3, line 5 has a parallel formula that is more transparent:
et Jab e 8 e o d dpel T s d Ay R ey & 215 ‘and he
brought in his hand a document testifying to his ownership of it (the house)
and he had three primary documents, on (the verso of) each of which was writ-
ten a supplementary document of the sale’

Line 38: \2,\& s wa- imarati-hi ‘its repair’. For this meaning of the term see Blau,
Dictionary, 458.

3.1.2 Recto, Witness Clauses

Line 3: 9o &l\ |s: The amount is expressed by an Arabic numeral. At this period
Coptic numerals were more commonly used in documents (Goitein 1967, 209,
241).

Line 11: L21s! (e L1 ods wsli) | e Je Loy ‘He was not aware of any reason to
change this testimony of his up to the time he performed it For this formula,
which also occurs in lines 1718, 22—23, see al-Nuwayri, Nikayat al-Arab 1X, 54:
olkis lﬂii ol Sl asla) L;iu f\c L 5. For the expression 554l <13) ‘performing the
testimony, see al-Si‘naqf, al-Kafi, 111, 330, al-Muqaddasi, al-Sarh al-Kabir, XX1X,
435.

Line 12: fuL )y N3 ke A ‘This was witnessed in my presence, and my
trust is in God’: This formula occurs also in line 23 and margin, 2. In each case
it appears to have been written by a different hand from that of the witness.
This is evidently an example of secondary witnessing of the testimony of the
witnesses, known as Sahadah ‘ala sahadah. One of the functions of this was to
supplement the primary witnesses whenever there was some element within a

6 Iam grateful to Lorenzo Bondioli, who suggested to me this correlation with the burning of
al-Fustat.
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contract, or added to it, that might weaken the contract or expose it to a claim.
The secondary witnesses strengthened the validity of the contract (Wakin 1972,
68-69). Possibly the reference to the faults in the structure of the property
at the end of our document (recto, 37—-38) motivated this secondary witness-
ing.

3.1.3 Verso, Right Column

Line10: Jax| 46 «: This is the sentential object of the verb ‘agarra at the begin-
ning of the document: ‘The elder, Sa‘ld al-Dawlah acknowledged ... that it (the
property) has moved from the possession of ...".

3.1.4 Witness Clauses, Verso, Right Column
Lines 3—4. The date of the witness clause is several days later than the date of
the document.

3.1.5 Verso, Left Column

Line 3: J@f Je rajul kahl ‘a middle-aged man’; cf. Khan, ALAD, p. 15. Accord-
ing to Ibn Sida, Kitab al-Mukassas 1, 40, citing ibn Jinni, the term kah! refers to
a man between thirty-four and fifty-one years of age.

Line 3: 5 ,oud| (38, raqiq al-sumrah ‘pure (i.e. uniform) in brownness’ For this
phrase in Genizah documents, see Khan, ALAD, p. 16.

Line 4: 4.4 t’ |y wadih al-jabhah ‘with a smooth forehead, i.e. having a comely
forehead, not coarse with an excess of flesh; cf. Ibn Sida, Kitab al-Mukassas 1,
88, al-Makzumi, Kitab al-Minhaj, 64 and Khan, ALAD, p. 16.

Line 4: (peall &) ‘@shal al-aynayn ‘with dark brown eyes) i.e. eyes with dark,
red-brown irises; cf. Ibn Sida, Kitab al-Mukassas 1, 99, al-Makzumi, Kitab al-
Minhaj, 65, Khan, ALAD, p. 17.

Line 4: _aV! @5\ ‘agna al-anf ‘with a hooked nose’; cf. Ibn Sida, Kitab al-
Mukassas 1,132, al-Taalabi, Kitab Figh al-Luga, 85, Khan, ALAD, p.18.

Line 5: 45 & 4w e 24305 ‘he called them to witness for himself with regard
to what is contained in it This is a development of the phrase $ahida ‘ala naf-
sihi ‘he witnessed for himself’, which appears in early Arabic legal documents
from the Umayyad period and has pre-Islamic roots (Khan 1994). It indicated
that the party of the legal act confirmed acceptance of a legal obligation arising
from the act.
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3.2 Legal Process

Written contracts did not have the status of constitutive instruments. The
transactions were completed orally by means of oral acknowledgement (%igrar)
of the parties (see recto, 35) and the legal relations came into existence before
a written record was made. The documents were declarative instruments.

The transactions in the document are described in an objective style. The
parties are referred to in the third person. This reflects the fact that the docu-
ment is in essence a deposition made by a notary in his capacity as professional
witness.

In the transaction recorded on the recto the seller has the status of offeror
and the buyer that of offeree. The text of the document, however, is written
from the point of view of the buyer. The transaction is presented as the pur-
chase of property by the buyer rather than the sale of the property by the
seller and opens with the formula hada ma *istara pn ‘This is what PN bought’.
This presentation of the transaction from the perspective of the buyer and the
objective style can be explained by the fact that the legal formulary had its roots
in a monumental type of legal text, which was originally intended for public
display. The demonstrative pronoun originally referred to the object on which
the text was inscribed. The exophoric reference of the demonstrative of the
original monumental formula to a surrounding physical structure on which an
inscription was written was subsequently transferred to the textual object of a
document (Khan 2019).

After the document was drawn up the witnesses wrote declarations at the
bottom that they had witnessed the oral acknowledgement by the parties of
the transaction, that the parties were in sound health as well as legally cap-
able of conducting their affairs, and that they are acquainted with the parties.
Extant Arabic legal documents from the first two Islamic centuries do not have
autograph witness clauses, but rather only a list of the witnesses’ names. In
the early Islamic period written declarations of witnessing were not regarded
as reliable or legally binding. Only oral testimony could validate a document
(Schacht 1950, 188). By the 3rd AH, it was performed in writing by means of
autograph witness clauses written by the witnesses. There appears to have been
an intermediate stage in which witnesses wrote private, unofficial notes to
record their acts of oral witnessing. These written notes were separate from
the legal documents, which were public, official texts. Reference to the exist-
ence of these private written records is found in some extant legal documents
from the second half of the second century AH and the beginning of the third
century AH, where in addition to a list of witnesses there is an indication that
each witness wrote a document recording his act of witnessing. The witnesses
can be assumed to have made written copies of their oral testimonies for their
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own private records. Such private records of testimonies can be identified in
some extant papyri (Khan 2019, 31-36).

When the house was subsequently sold and its ownership transferred to
somebody else, this was recorded on the verso in the form of a fasl. This lit-
erally means ‘section’. T have translated it as ‘supplementary document’ For the
term see Nuwayri, Nikayat al-Arab 1X, 26a3. This has the form of a record of
legal acknowledgement, opening ‘agarra PN (‘PN declared’), in which the buyer
named on the recto acknowledged in the presence of witnesses that the own-
ership was transferred to another party.

In the document on the recto 11 Firk. Arab. 1, lines 3435, it is stated that ‘The
seller brought in his hand a document testifying in his support to the validity
of his ownership of what he sold ... and he has a document with the status of
a primary document (‘as/), and on the verso of each of them was written an
acknowledgement of this sale, its date being the date of this document and its
witnesses being its witnesses’

This indicates that when a person bought a house (or a portion of one)
two documents were drawn up. One of these is what is referred to as the as!
‘origin, base, foundation, i.e. a foundational certificate of his ownership. This
is the document of sale written from the perspective of the buyer, opening
hada ma “istara PN ‘This is what PN bought), as on the recto of 11 Firk. Arab.
L

The second of these was a document of $ahadah ‘a document testifying in
his support to the validity of his ownership’. Many such documents of sahadah
from the Middle Ages are extant. They typically open with the formula Sahida
al-Suhud al-musammuna ‘akira hada al-kitab ... ‘ala ’igrar PN ‘The witnesses at
the end of this document have borne testimony ... to the acknowledgement of
PN’ or slight variants of this. Examples of Sahadah documents relating to the
transfer of property include Vienna, National Library 10254 (ed. Thung 2006,
66—-67) and Qasr Ibrim 46 recto (ed. Khan 2024). Such documents can be con-
sidered to record acts of secondary witnessing (Sahadah ‘ala sahadah) in order
to strengthen the protection of the contract against claims (Wakin 1972, 68—
70). Al-Tahawl recommends that such sahadah documents contain a copy of
the full text of the ‘as/ document and the names of its witnesses (al-Tahawi, 111,
al-Buyu, 12.0-12.2).

It is possible that these §ahadah documents were a development of the writ-
ten copies of the oral testimony of witnesses that appear first in the second
century AH, when witnesses still did not write witness clauses on the contracts
themselves (see above).

When the property was sold, the ‘as/ and the Sahadah of the seller had a fas!
written on their verso recording an acknowledgement of the sale. The date and
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witnesses of these fas/ documents were the same as those of the new ‘as/ doc-
ument drawn up for the buyer.

3.3 Structure

The structure of the document of sale on the recto corresponds closely to that
of the documents of sale in the ALAD corpus. This structure has been described
in detail in Khan, ALAD, pp. 10—29, and there is no need or space to examine this
in detail here. I shall restrict myself to a few remarks.

Several of the documents from the Genizah include a description of the
physical features of the contracting parties, known as a hilyah. Most of the
named parties in our document are not accompanied by a detailed hilyah.
The exception is the seller in the fas!/ in the left column of the verso, Aba
al-Hasan ibn Husayn ibn Abu al-Hasan, who is given a filyah. The same per-
son in the earlier document in the right column of the verso, however, is not
given a fillyah. The explanation for this may be that the burning of al-Fustat
by Sawar in 1168 CE caused a large increase in the population of Cairo and this
occurred between the writing of the document in the right column of the verso
(1160 CE) and the writing of the document in the left column (1176 CE). We have
already seen that this increase in population caused a conspicuous increase
in the price of the property bought in 1176 CE. The practice of writing a hilyah
in the Genizah documents reflected a dense population, in which individuals
were not necessarily well-known throughout the community. They are lacking
in medieval documents from rural areas of Egypt, such as al-Fayyum. It is sig-
nificant that both parties in the later document 11 Firk. Arab. 3, dated 1241CE,
have a hilyah.

The typology of the formulae of the document of sale in 11 Firk. Arab. 1
recto corresponds in most details more closely to that of the contemporary
documents from al-Fustat preserved in the Genizah rather than to that of doc-
uments written in Upper Egypt or outside of Egypt. It is worth mentioning,
however, some details about the warranty formula.

The warranty against a fault in ownership (darak) in the event of the buyer’s
title being contested by a third party” is expressed by a formula that corres-
ponds broadly to the one that is found in the Genizah documents, but some-
what more detailed (recto, 31-33). As in the Genizah documents, it opens with a
protasis construction with the indefinite pronoun ma ‘whatever’: fa-ma adraka

fima ‘alay-hi ‘aqd hada al-bay* al-madkar min darak ... ‘Whatever claim relat-
ing to fault in ownership is made against them in respect of what the contract

7 For the origin of the term darak, see Khan (1994).
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of the aforementioned sale entailed’ The apodosis, however, opens fa-damanu-
hu ‘ala hada al-ba’i hatta yusallim dalika ‘this seller is obliged to stand warranty
forit and deliver that), whereas the corresponding section of the warranty in the
Genizah documents typically opens fa-‘ala hada al-ba’i taslim ‘it is the duty of
this seller to deliver ..." A close equivalent to the apodosis of the warranty in
our document is found in the documents recording the purchase of land in the
environs of Damascus in the fourth century AH published by Sourdel-Thomine
and Sourdel (1965), e.g. nos. 1 and 2: fa-daman ma yajib (read so) fi dalika ‘ala
PN hattd yusallim dalika ‘the warranty of what is due in respect of this is incum-
bent upon PN. (He is responsible) until he delivers that’.

4 Concluding Remarks

The Arabic legal documents from Cairo that are the subject of this paper are
important complements to the Arabic legal documents from the Genizah in
the ALAD corpus. They give us insight into the structure of houses in medieval
Cairo. They allow us to trace the fate of one particular house over several gen-
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erations and the fluctuations in price due to population changes. Furthermore,
they cast light on the process of drawing up documents during the sale of a
house.
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CHAPTER 11

Qissat al-Gumdguma: An Arabic-script Version of
‘The Story of the Skull’ in the Cairo Genizah
Collections

Magdalen M. Connolly

1 Introduction

This paper comprises a brief discussion of the text of the fragment classified
as CUL T-S Ns 306.13,! followed by a transcription, translation into English, and
comments on some of the text’s notable orthographic and linguistic features.
This small fragment, catalogued as an ‘Apocalyptic legend about Jesus’ (Shivtiel
and Niessen 2006), is—more specifically—a version of ‘The Story of the Skull’
(femmt| L2 gissat al-gumgumah).2 There are a few known copies of this popular
tale in the Cairo Genizah collections, but this is the only Arabic-script version
therein that has yet been identified.> Moreover, it differs from the (possibly
later) extant versions in Arabic in Hebrew characters in one important way; the
skull’s interlocutor is referred to not as ‘that man’ (_a=2Jl &\3 dalika al-Saks),
but as “Is4, Prophet of God’ (44! (& _swe Tsd nabiy ‘allah).

This narrative was popular among all three monotheistic faiths in the Arab-
ic-speaking world. Versions of it survive in Arabic in several scripts (Arabic,
Hebrew, and Syriac, for example), Syriac (Hall 1890), Neo-Aramaic (Pennac-
chietti 1991), Turkish (Bernardini 1999a; 1999b; Babacan Bursali 2018), Urdu,
Persian (Pennacchietti 1996), and several Indonesian languages, including Ja-
vanese (Brakel-Papenhuyzen 2002). Although the narrative is adapted to reflect

1 My thanks to the syndics of Cambridge University Library for allowing me to publish this
fragment. This work has been made possible by the generous support of the Alexander von
Humboldt Foundation in the form of a Humboldt Post-doctoral Research Fellowship.

2 I came across this fragment while working as a Research Associate at the Genizah Research
Unit (GRU) as part of my cataloguing duties. The experience of working at the GRU was invalu-
able and enormously enjoyable. I am grateful to Dr Ben Outhwaite and for all my colleagues
at the GRU for making it such a positive and rewarding experience.

3 See, e.g, JTS ENA 1275.5, 1275.12, 13, ENA 2700.48, ENA 3239.34, which comprise leaves which
have been separated, but are all from the same version; and cUL T-S Ar.37.39 For Judaeo-
Arabic versions of the text, which are not from the Cairo Genizah collections, see, e.g., NLI
Cairo Collection Jc 104 and @rum (2017).

© MAGDALEN M. CONNOLLY, 2024 | DOI:10.1163/9789004712331_012
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each religious tradition’s prevailing views on punishment, resurrection, and
the afterlife, the story may be briefly summed up as follows: ‘Is4 (or ‘Ali, Musé,
or an unidentified man)* encounters a skull lying on the ground. He prays to
God, asking that the skull be permitted to speak to him, answer his questions,
and satisfy his curiosity. His prayer is fulfilled and there ensues a dialogue, in
which the main protagonist poses questions about the skull’s life, death, and
experiences in hell, to which the skull responds with detailed answers. Through
this dialogue, the reader/listener learns that the skull was a great ruler, who
enjoyed high status, employed swathes of decorated (and, sometimes, bejew-
elled) soldiers, had multiple wives and many children, and cared for the poor
and needy. His one weakness—and the reason for his disgrace—is that he wor-
shipped idols. He thus falls ill, dies, and descends into hell, where he encounters
Munkar, Nakir, and the Angel of Death, and is subjected to the torments of hell.
In Muslim and Christian versions of the tale, the skull is resurrected and per-
mitted to live a reformed life on earth. In the Jewish tradition, the skull is simply
allowed to rest in peace.

Tottoli (2003, 229) demonstrates that versions of this story are attested in
more limited forms in some eleventh-century CE sources, such as Abi Nu‘aym
al-Isbahani’s (d. 1038 CE) Hilyat al-awliya’. However, its non-canonical status is
evident in its exclusion from Ahmad b. Muhammad al-Ta‘labt’s (d. ca. 1035 CE)
contemporaneous Qisas al-anbiy@’, and from its ready adaptation to the needs
and interests of many different communities. It has no precedent in pre- or
early Islamic poetry or in the Quran (Tottoli 2003, 229, 232). Pennacchietti
(1996, 102-103) also finds references to this more limited narrative in the
twelfth-century CE works of al-Gazzali (d. i ce) and al-Turt@si (d. 127 CE).

In the earliest extant adaptations of the tale, the skull does not give details of
his life or status on earth, and no mention is made of Munkar and Nakir (Tot-
toli 2003, 231). By the twelfth century CE, these elements are encountered in

4 The skull’s interlocutor is referred to by several different names, reflecting the religious or
sectarian affiliation of the copyist/writer. For example, Tottoli (2003, 233) refers to several
Si versions of the tale in which the main protagonist is ‘Ali, while Pennacchietti (2005, 298)
discusses a Judaeo-Persian version, which features Musa. The versions in Arabic in Hebrew
characters found in the Cairo Genizah collections do not identify the skull’s interlocutor by
name, but simply call him ‘that man’ The skull’'s own identity also changes; in some Christian
versions—be they in Syriac, Neo-Aramaic, or Arabic—the skull is identified as Arsanis (Hall
1890; Pennacchietti 1991; 2005). In most Muslim and Jewish Arabic versions, the skull is an
unnamed King or Sultan, but Pennacchietti (1995) transliterates (into Latin characters) and
translates (into Italian) a pre-modern rhymed-Arabic version (Ms Gotha Orient. A 2212, fols. 2
verso—g recto), in which the skull is named as Balwan b. Hafs b. Daylam.
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some versions of the narrative,® but as Tottoli (2003, 239) notes, the extended
versions, preserved in many later manuscripts, are not yet in evidence at this
time. The emergence of this fuller narrative (which includes many if not all of
the elements mentioned above) is attributed to the composition of the Persian
tale, Gumguma-nama, ascribed to Farid al-Din ‘Attar (d. 1221CE) (Pennacchi-
etti 1995, 145; Tottoli 2003, 239; cf. Bernardini 1999a; Babacan Bursali 2018).6
Although this version appears to have lent the story some literary authority,
later learned figures mention it only rarely, and today the tale is found most
commonly in unpublished manuscripts (Pennacchietti 1996, 103; Tottoli 2003,
241).

Despite its lack of literary prestige, the popularity of the tale during the
pre-modern era is attested by the large number of manuscripts in which adapt-
ations of it survive.” These versions are rarely identical, showing variation in
both narrative content and linguistic style. These differences have led Pennac-
chietti (1996, 91) and Tottolli (2003, 253) to conclude that the narrative was
primarily transmitted orally, in all the languages in which it was recounted. Yet
while these differences are significant, the plot is—with the exception of the
ending—Ilargely established by the fifteenth/sixteenth century CE. The major-
ity of post-thirteenth-century CE texts include a detailed account of the skull’s
life, mention of Munkar and Nakir, and an in-depth discussion of the levels of
hell, to which various sinners are banished (Tottoli 2003, 239).

Although we do not (as yet) possess more than a single leaf of this version
of the narrative, the extant contents (missing the beginning and end) grant us

5 Tottoli (2003, 237) notes that al-Gazzali (d. 1111 CE) refers to the skull as a king—a detail absent
in other pre-thirteenth-century CE versions of the narrative—which he attributes to SiTinflu-
ence.

6 Ritter (1960) attributes the Persian tale to ‘Attar. This attribution has been recently challenged
by Turkish Studies scholars (see Babacan Bursali 2018).

7 Most of these texts—if not all—can be dated to between the sixteenth and early twenti-
eth centuries CE (Tottoli 2003, 242). To the 32 Arabic-script versions Tottoli (2003, 255-257)
identifies, may be added cuL Qq. 173, fols. 148 recto-156 verso (dated 124AH/1712CE) (see
Connolly 2020) and more than 30 versions written in Maghrebi- and Stidani-style scripts (on
varieties of which, see van den Boogert 1989; Nobili 2011), which are now housed in three lib-
raries (the Aboubacr Ben Said Library, the Mamma Haidara Library, and the Bibliotheque de
Manuscrits al-Imam Essayouti) in Mali, and which are available to view via the Hill Museum
and Manuscript Library (EMML) (https://www.vhmml.org). Although these manuscripts are
now located in Mali, the founder of the Mamma Haidara Library, for instance, is known
to have collected manuscripts in Egypt and areas of the Maghreb, as well as from West
Africa. Although the exact provenance information is not available on the HMML website,
an (extremely) approximate sense of regional origin might be gained through the study of
the very distinctive palaeographical styles used in many of the manuscripts.
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some insight into its possible period of composition or copy and a (albeit rather
vague) sense of its regional origin. In its extant form, it begins with the skull’s
description of his wealth, generosity, and magnanimity as a ruler. At the behest
of ‘Is4, who asks the skull about its death, his experience of the grave, encoun-
ters with Munkar, Nakir, and Malik, the skull goes on to describe his illness,
descent into hell, and encounter with the Angel of Death. The narrative breaks
off just after the skull has finished telling Is4 about the six faces of the Angel of
Death. Bearing these elements in mind, it seems likely that this text would have
been committed to paper after the thirteenth century ck. The level of detail
regarding the skull’s life is akin to that given in sixteenth- to early twentieth-
century CE versions of the narrative. However, the composition of the material
support renders a post-seventeenth-century CE date very unlikely (see below).
As such, this fragment’s text can be tentatively dated to between the thirteenth
and late sixteenth centuries CE.

Moreover, this single leaf contains a detail which raises questions about
its regional origin and the regional variants of the narrative. On the last line
of recto and first line of verso, the skull recounts—somewhat euphemistic-
allyB—having sexual intercourse with one of his wives, before heading to the
hammam, where he falls ill. This personal detail is missing in many of the ver-
sions that can positively be identified as having been written down in Levantine
and Egyptian contexts; I have only come across it in manuscripts of Maghrebi
and West African origin.? In Islamic teaching, individuals who engage in sexual
intercourse are considered ritually unclean and are morally obliged to wash
(gusl) themselves before partaking in any further activities, such as eating or
drinking. This additional detail, therefore, provides important context for why
the king/sultan went to the hammam—context that is omitted (if indeed it was
ever included) in many of the extant versions of the narrative.

8 Thisversion of the narrative states only that Tlooked at one of my wives and [then took place]
what is between the [sic.] man and a wife. Then I entered the hammam. (CUL T-s NS 306.13,
recto, line 12—verso, line 2). This ambiguous phrasing is also found in other manuscripts that
contain this detail (see, e.g., Ms Mali Bibliotheque de Manuscrits al-Imam Essayouti 15389,
f. 3, lines 16-18), but in BnF Arabe 5616, the event is described explicitly:

‘One day, I was with my wives, and I looked at one of (them) and my desire was aroused,
so I had sex with her. Then I entered the hammam. (BnF Arabe 5616, f. 67 recto, lines 23-25).

9 See, for example, BnF Arabe 5616, fols. 67 recto—68 verso (https://gallica.bnf.fr/ark:/12148
/btvibgo65616f./f71.item.r=5616, accessed 1 February 2024); Ms Mali Bibliotheque de Manu-
scrits al-Imam Essayouti 3776, p. 4, lines 4—5 (https://www.vhmml.org/readingRoom/view/
160820, accessed 1 February 2024); Ms Mamma Haidara Library 15387, p. 3, lines 5-8 (https://
www.vhmml.org/readingRoom/view/161768, accessed 1 February 2024). These texts all appear
to have been produced during or after the eighteenth century CE.
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Does this text represent an earlier, coarser, but widely circulated version of
the tale? Potentially, this lewd detail was gradually excluded in eastern adapta-
tions of the narrative until there was no reason given for the king/sultan’s visit
to the hammam. Or does this fragment represent a regional version of the tale
popular in the Maghreb and West Africa, which differed from those recounted
in eastern regions of the Islamicate world?

Unfortunately, this single leaf with no colophon does not provide us with
concrete answers to these questions. Indeed, it remains silent not only in rela-
tion to specificities of content, regional origin, and date, but also as to the
reason for its presence in the Cairo Genizah collections; its Islamic origin
cannot be doubted. As such, we can only speculate as to its inclusion in a
genizah. It could have been bought by a Jew to be used as an exemplar from
which to transliterate the narrative from Arabic into Hebrew characters; but
the many differences between this version and the (possibly later) versions in
Hebrew characters found in the Genizah collections render this improbable.
Moreover, there is little that is exemplary about its execution. One possible
clue to its use, if not its ownership, is that the leaf has been folded horizontally
at least ten times, suggesting that it was rendered portable. As with some of
the Arabic-script Qur'an fragments contained in the Cairo Genizah collections
(see Connolly and Posegay 2021), it may signify active and popular (if only at
the non-elite levels of society) Jewish engagement in broader Islamicate soci-

ety.lo

2 Physical Description of the Fragment

2.1 Codicology

The material support, which is ‘buff-coloured, soft, thick, and fibrous, is wove
paper that measures 16 x10.7cm. As Posegay and Da Rold (forthcoming, 19—
20)! find in their study of watermarked paper in the Cairo Genizah collections,
it is extremely rare to find wove paper in Cairo Genizah material after about
1600 CE.!2 As such, it is likely that this paper was produced before this period.
The outside edge of the recto is more fibrous than the inner edge, suggesting

10 On popular literature recorded in Arabic script in the Cairo Genizah collections, see
Ahmed (2018).

11 Tam grateful to Dr Nick Posegay for allowing me to read the pre-print version of his forth-
coming article.

12 Gacek (2009, 189-190) states that wove paper’s heyday was between the mid to late eighth
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that it has been separated from a bifolium without the use of a knife; this may
indicate that the text was written on the leaf after it had been removed from a
bifolium. There are a few dark stains, some evidence of humidity damage, two
small tears to the top margin, and five small holes. The leaf has been folded
horizontally ten times. The colour of the ink varies a little and is notably darker
in the latter ten lines of verso.

2.2 Palaeography

The writing cannot be described as professionally executed. The lines of writ-
ing slope variously upwards and downwards towards the end of the textline,
suggesting that no mistarah was employed in its production. The hasty execu-
tion is also evident in the omission of words (see, e.g., verso, line 11) or a letter
(see, e.g., recto, line 6), and the writer’s attempt to fit just one more word onto
the end of a textline; after writing the first few letters of the word, the writer
realises that they cannot complete it, so abandons it, and re-writes the word
again on the following line (see, e.g., verso, lines 9—10).13

Each word slants diagonally downwards in a manner reminiscent of tafig
and nastaliq script-styles, but the script itself does not replicate any particu-
lar style and can only be described—somewhat unhelpfully—as ‘cursive’. Of
particular note, sad and dad are written without a ‘tooth’ (or ‘denticle’). In
word-medial and word-final positions, kaf is rendered as an s-shape (kaf mab-
sutah), but in word-initial position, its form oscillates between kaf mabsitah,
a straight-lined form without a top stroke, and a curved-base with a straight,
diagonal top stroke (kaf maskilah). The generous sweep of word-final nun
alternates between a semi-circle and a bowl-like shape. Lam followed by alif
is written as a ligature, which most closely resembles lam-alif al-muhagqaqah,
in so far as it has a gentle, curved bottom, but it sometimes has a closed, as
opposed to open, loop.

In isolation, the absence of a ‘tooth’ on the letters sad and dad could be
considered indicative of a Maghrebi origin—or at least of Maghrebi influ-
ence (Gacek 2009, 149). However, many of the other palaeographical features
are reminiscent of (eastern) naskt script styles and the overall impression is
mixed—even miscellaneous.

century CE until the late thirteenth century cE, after which point European paper began
to be widely imported into the region. As Posegay and Da Rold (forthcoming, 16, n. 48)
note, this trajectory is corroborated by the findings of their study.

13 AsDr Nick Posegay points out (personal communication), the seeming haste with which
this text was written down might indicate that it was transcribed during an oral perform-
ance.
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There are several instances of unorthodox ligatures, such as in the joining
of waw to the following mim in the word p ! ‘the day’ (verso, line 6) and the
conjoining of r@ and y@ in ¢ § ‘generous’ (recto, line 6).14

3 Transcription and Translation'®

{} superscript word or letter.

{> reconstruction based on another version.!¢

[] reconstruction based on this text.

() addition to the translation intended to aid readability.

3.1 Recto
(And on their heads, they wore a1y & Uy yulb Cons o a2dly Cadl 1

crowns of) gold and silver, Al O8Uly Ll T an » 22dly ol
studded with pearls, rubies,

and gems.

And there were under my <2 5| rf.\:b N ) by, 2
control four thousand (sol- 1855 |
diers) in whose hands were 2 gud! (.,(;,\3\.3 VI GJ\ 2by 30K,
un-sheathed swords, 85 <l

14  These ligatures have not been replicated in the transcription, here.

15  Iam grateful to both Dr Vevian Zaki and Dr Nick Posegay, who kindly read my transcrip-
tion, making useful and insightful comments and suggestions. Any errors herein are mine
(Editor’s note: Unless Nick messed something up, that’s on him).

16 The versions of this narrative consulted in the transcription of this text are: (in Arabic
script) cUL Qq. 173, fols. 148 recto—156 verso; BnF Arabe 5616, fols. 67 recto—68 verso; BnF
Arabe 3655, fols. 110 recto—115 verso (incomplete); BnF Arabe 3652, fols. 9o verso—g4 recto;
BnF Arabe 2761, fols. 64 verso—78 verso; Vat.Ar.1747, fols. 145 recto—147 verso; Aboubacr
Ben Said Library Ms 4145; Aboubacr Ben Said Library Ms 4023; Mamma Haidara Library
MS 15387; Mamma Haidara Library Ms 15389; Bibliothéque de Manuscrits al-Imam Essay-
outi MS 3776; and (in Hebrew characters) NLI Cairo Collection jC 104; CUL T-S Ar.37.39;
and JTS ENA 1275.5, 1275.12, 13, ENA 2700.48, ENA 3239.34.

17 Ao o (see §4).

18  The final letter could also be read as an additional dal or perhaps even a ya’.



AN ARABIC-SCRIPT VERSION OF ‘THE STORY OF THE SKULL’

so (that) no one was able to
reach me. But I (and) they—
we were worshipping idols
and

and none of us declared:
“there is no god except Him!” I
had a thousand servant girls

and a hundred wives from
among the daughters of kings.
I was the handsomest

and funniest person (in the
world)! I was generous in the
world; I loved the weak (and
vulnerable)

and I clothed the orphans and
the widows. Then ‘[s4, peace
be upon him, said,

“tell me, O Skull, what did you
see of death and (its) appear-
ance?

And the Angel of Death and
his terrors? And the grave and
its anguish? (What about)
Munkar

19 Based on alternative versions of this narrative, I have read this as L
understanding that the kaf has been omitted by mistake. The alternative readings are

Q«J\ Sols (BnF Arabe 2761, 66 recto, lines 8—9) andoml\ ﬁ)s’ (cuL Qq. 173, 150 recto,

line 2).

20 sk (see §4).

¢L¢‘>M A r.al:\ S d) e el e Y
Les

s o2 [5] U 8Ty ) oy o 5 Y

Ly sVl

Q)LJ\L;OKJJAY\AS\YJ}GJUALAL@

JU\W\J}JN\ULJN‘/‘QLA)
. . e
s

W\JL,\)\L;L:}/J;‘MM\;

[

w\)LJM ‘chwjlgl.«.ﬂrb 5‘}
olasall

w@du &JMJ&\)Y\J LnL.J\ (39.{‘)

pu\uc

i JB &3 aed oV, 20U oS,
rw\a\:lc

b)}u)l\ ‘)JW\L(-LGJ»\

Nens datno s pdlly dus s Okl Shey
SNony oy )y aneyy Ol sy

2ls; on the
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and Nakir and their tyranny?
And the fire and its torment?
And (what about) Malik and
his agony?”

The Skull answered him, “O
Prophet of God, you have
indeed asked me about a
prodigious matter. I shall tell
you

O Prophet of God, that one
day 1 (was with) my wives and
Ilooked at one

3.2 Verso

of them and (then took place)

that which is between (a) man
and a wife. Then I entered the

hammam.

I stayed there (in) the washtub
(a while). Then (suddenly),
pallor came upon me, so they
carried me to my palace

and laid me on my bed, where
I slept that night, sorrowful

and distressed. When I woke,
every physician in the city
came to me

21 dry)y(see §4).
22 Could also be read as (3.

23 Form 1v used as form I‘(.see §4).

24 5,4 (see §4).

CHAPTER 11
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to treat me with all the remed-
ies for seven days, but they

were of no use to me. On the
eighth day, my limbs

began to tremble and my
tongue cleaved to the back
of my throat.

Then they (lit. he) gathered all
my possessions, for they (lit.
he) were not concerned about
me [...]. Then I fainted

and I saw the Angel of Death;
for he was already present. His
head was in the seventh

heaven and his feet were at the
boundaries of the earth. He
had spread his wings across
East and West

and in his right hand (he held)
a spear, while in his left (he
held a chalice). I saw that he
had six

#¢L‘W4{,J\}M A db gl 4l
48 Ll ann 3 oY) et Bl 2

oo all o 5dl (3 08" Lo L on sna
S| o) o) G O U L2 e gmkey

Wd%»qu}uwﬂ.}a&aw
. A

F

Slell o o8 o fo S o8 b
s

f"-
S Lo g g S ot b

G aulyy pa doy {O A Sa )b ke
Ll Lt
¢L~J\@M‘)}W.ﬁj@}\ﬁﬁ%\}&
[a] L)

-l e 2 Wl a2 (3 ey Al

i owel |

a2 du 2, Ba 3 aderyy dmllll
26 G5 Y|

43 "’“‘J) uﬂg \J....,}H o (39 wy‘ o (39

) [6] e

o8 2 ) oy By Ty ) eVl oy (B
L d Slys

177

10

11

25 I read this as ¢ )53 ‘limits, boundaries’ on the basis that it is the reading found in cuL Qq.
173, 150 verso, line 13. However, other (later) manuscripts have ¢ )4 ‘stars’, here (see, e.g,,

BnF Arabe 2761, 67 verso, line g).

26  Although there appears to be an initial (additional) ‘alif after the definite article here, this
should be read as (p25\d:| ‘East and West’ (cf. cUL Qq. 173, 150 verso, line 14).
27  Reconstructed on the basis of cUL Qq. 173, 150 verso, line 15.

28 ng.w:]\ (see §4).
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faces; a face above his head, a dogygddoy L dogyduly 0P dmggopy 12
face under his feet, a face drgyddoy O drggduly 3 drggosrs

on his right (side) and a face dogg0 b o dogy e pamggan o 13
on his left (side), a face behind 4> 59 0 ,¢b (s am gy dl® o am gy a0
his back and a face

in front of him.” Ts4, peace be o b oo Je VM‘ ade gwedlbasles 14
upon him, said, “did you know d’“’b B ¢ pL.J\ ade gue JB 4l
what he did (with them)?” i D

4 Notes on Orthography and Grammar?®

41 Orthography and Phonology

This un-vocalised and often un-pointed Arabic-script text perhaps conceals
more than it reveals in terms of phonology. However, through, for example,
the occasional graphemic substitution or omission of hamzah, an impression is
gained of colloquial influence. In terms of orthography, the economical use of
diacritical dots is not unusual for pre-modern Arabic-script texts (see, e.g., the
documents reproduced in Khan 1993a;1993b), but is perhaps more notable in a
literary genre. Most folktales that I have seen copied in manuscripts produced
in Egypt ca. sixteenth/seventeenth century tend to have pointed graphemes
(albeit often incompletely). This omission may be indicative of an earlier date
of production or simply be in keeping with the overall impression that the copy-
ist of this particular fragment was not overly concerned with its appearance.

4.1.1 Diacritical Dots

Diacritical dots are used rather sparingly by the composer or copyist; the only
letters to receive diacritical dots (or horizontal dashes) are: f&@’, gaf, nun, ta’ (for
the pointing of {@ see §4.1.6.2), and ya@’. Among these, gaf is marked with a
supralinear horizontal dash in only one out of 20 occurrences (5%). Fa’, which
is marked with a single supralinear dot in the eastern tradition, is pointed in
three out of the 35 instances in which it occurs (8.6 %). The grapheme ta’, when
representing the voiceless alveolar stop [t], is marked with two diacritical dots
or a horizontal dash in four of 37 instances (10.8%). The letter nin is marked
with a supralinear diacritical dot in nine out of 59 instances (15.3%). Finally,

29  Inthe examples from the text listed in § 4, I have pointed the non-pointed graphemes to
ensure readability.
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the grapheme ya’, which is used to represent the consonant /y/ (voiced palatal
glide [j]), the long vowel /1/ ([i:]), and the diphthong /ay/ ([aj]), is pointed in
23 out of go occurrences (25.5%). Of 22 instances in which ya’ represents /y/,
only two of these are pointed. Of 53 instances in which ya’ represents /1/, 17 of
these are pointed. Of 14 instances in which ya’ represents the diphthong [ay]
(assuming that it was pronounced as such), four of these are pointed.3°

4.1.2 Representation of Final Long /a/ Vowel

The final /a/ vowel is represented in Modern Standard Arabic (henceforth Msa)
orthography in one of two ways; with ‘alif tawilah (\-) or ‘alif magsirah bi-surat
al-y@ (-).3! In this text, the two graphemes appear to be used interchange-
ably and, therefore, are likely to both represent the phoneme /a/, e.g., e.g., Ll
‘orphans’ (recto, line 7) (MsA: sk yatamd); | ) ‘the left hand’ (verso, line 11)
(MSA: (5 4 yusrd); g “Isd’ (recto, line 7; verso, line 14) (MsA: swe); e ‘o’
(verso, line 3) (Msa: e ‘ald).

4.1.3 Representation of Medial Long /a/ Vowels

The defectiva spelling of medial /a/ in demonstratiye pronouns is consistent,
e.g., ¢l ‘that’ (recto, line 7; verso, line 3) (Msa: ¢N3 dalika), while elsewhere
this medial long vowel is spelled plene, e.g, (M\ ac ‘peace be upon him’
(recto, line 7; verso, line 14) (MSA: ‘alay-hi al-salam). While this is in keeping
with spelling practices found in pre-modern personal-use Qur’an fragments
(see Connolly and Posegay 2021, 25—29), in which the medial long vowel /a/ in
demonstrative pronouns tends to be written defectiva, the data set presented
here is too small to permit expanding on the significance of this finding.

4.1.4 Representation of Final Short /i/ Vowel

In the following example, the 2.f.sg. subject suffix -t/ (<-) is written with mater
lectionis ya’ (without the sublinear dots): zde ‘you knew’ (verso,line14).In clas-
sical Arabic and MsA (‘alimti) and Modern Cairene Arabic (ilimti), this verbal
suffix is written and pronounced with a final short /i/ vowel: C.. Today, in
some other dialects, such as San‘ani Arabic, the final vowel of this verbal suffix

30  When not pointed with two sublinear dots or a single horizontal dash (i.e., (¢), the graph-
eme y@ in word-final form (i.e., (¢-) is indistinguishable from the letter alif magsirah
bi-surat al-ya (¢-). Alif magsirah bi-surat al-ya occurs six times in this text.

31 On the question of whether these two graphemes once represented two independent
phonemes, see van Putten (2017; 2023). The symbols a and 4 are used here to represent ‘alif
tawilah (1) and ‘alif magsirah bi-siirat al-ya@ ((¢), respectively. This should be understood
as an attempt to distinguish the two graphemes in transcription rather than a comment
on their phonetic value.
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is lengthened (‘alimtr) (Watson 2002, 178). While it is possible that the use of
(non-pointed) ya’here is intended to convey the lengthening of the final vowel
from /i/ > [it], it is also possible that it is simply a practical solution to the prob-
lem posed in non-vocalised texts of the indistinguishability between the 2.f.sg,
(Cde) 2.m.88. (Cwle), 1.C.88. (Cke), and 3.£:5g. (k) suffix conjugation verbal
forms; without the final short vowels or sukiin, they can only be distinguished
from one another by context.

4.1.5 The Glottal Stop

The glottal stop [?], which is represented with hamzah (=) in MsA orthography,
is not represented graphically, either in medial or final position in this text,
e.g, K ‘a cup’ (verso, line 11) (MSA: ka’s); 4!, ‘his head’ (verso, line 12)
(MsA: ra’su-hu); L) ‘the heaven’ (verso, line 9) (MsA: al-sama’); s\ ‘and my
wives’ (recto, line 12) (MSA: wa-nis@*-i). Its lack of orthographic répresentation
does not necessarily mean that it wasn’t pronounced, but there is no way of
knowing—from the text’s orthography—whether alif or ya’, as they appear
in these examples, were intended to initiate the pronunciation of the glottal
stop, here. The omission of the grapheme representing [?] is often understood
to indicate that the writer or copyist did not pronounce this phoneme. In Mod-
ern Cairene Arabic and many Maghrebi dialects today, the [?] in word-medial
and word-final positions is very rarely pronounced; when it is, it is thought to
be due to the influence of MsA pronunciation norms (Heath 2002, 180, § 3.4.2;
see also Ennaiji et al. 2004; Abdel-Massih et al. 2009).

4.1.6 Graphemic Substitutions

4.1.6.1 Alif, t2°, and ha’ for ta’ marbutah

The f.sg. nominal ending -a# is represented with ta’ marbitah (3) in MmsA ortho-
graphy. In this text, the f.sg. ending is variously represented with the graphemes
‘alif, ta’, and—most commonly—ha’, e.g., | ,2.a)l ‘pallor’ (verso, line 2) (MsA:
s 2l al-sufrah)3? |, Caw - ‘studded with pearls’ (recto, line 1) (MSA: 4o -
A murassaatan bi-l-durr); as># ‘the skull’ (recto, lines 8, 11) (MSA: 4ot
al-gumgumah). In none of the eleven instances in which 4@’ represents ta’ mar-
butah are the two supralinear dots normally associated with ta’ marbutah used.

32 Theinterchangeability of ‘alif and 2@’ in the representation of the f.sg. ending is also evid-
ent in pre-modern Arabic texts in Hebrew letters, in which the Hebrew graphemes heh
and ‘alef are both used for this purpose (see Connolly 2024). The interchangeability of
these graphemes in word-final position may indicate that the phonemes they represent
were not distinguishable from one another in quantity or quality but may both have been
understood to represent [a] (on this, see Lentin 2012, 217).
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This is a common practice in pre-modern ‘Middle Arabic’ texts of both Muslim
and Christian origin (den Heijer 2012, 162-163).

In the construct state, in which the first term ends with a t@’ marbutah, ha’
is used, e.g., VU 4n ‘seven days’ (verso, line 5) (sabat ‘ayyam); s\ | aley ‘and a
hundred wives’ (recto, line 5) (miat imra‘ah).

4.1.6.2 Ta for ta’

In one of the rare instances of grapheme-pointing, the initial letter of the
adverb & ‘then, after that' (fumma) is pointed with two supralinear dots: £
‘then’ (verso, line 8), indicating that it was pronounced with an initial voice-
less dental-alveolar stop [t], as opposed to a voiceless interdental fricative
[e], as it is in MSA. The interdental fricative phonemes */t/, */d/, and */d/
are realised as dental-alveolar stops (*/t/ > [t], */d/ > [d], and */d/ > [d¥])
in Modern Cairene Arabic (Watson 2002) and some urban dialects in the
Maghreb (Aguadé 2018, 44).33 This graphemic substitution contributes to the
overall impression that the copyist/composer was not concerned with—or was
unaware of—the standardised orthography.

4.1.7 Alif Tanwin

The indefinite accusative marker -an is generally represented with two supra-
linear fathas, one atop the other (ﬁ) in vocalised texts. When used to mark
indefinite nouns in the accusative case (except those with the f.sg. (ta’ mar-
butah), f.pl. endings, and final hamzah preceded by a long vowel), the letter
‘alif tawilah usually acts as a seat (L). In this text, there are several instances in
which ‘alif tawilah is suffixed to indefinite nouns and one instance in which the
f.sg. ending (non-construct state) is represented with ¢@’, e.g., L& ‘something’
(verso, line 6) (MsA: say’an); L sep» ‘sorrowfully’ (verso, line 3) (MsA: mahmu-
man); ;A Cass - ‘studded with pearls’ (recto, line 1) (MsA: murassa‘atan bi-l-
durr).

Whether tanwin ‘alif would have been pronounced here as [an], [a:], [a], or
indeed pronounced at all, is almost impossible to decipher. However, the sub-
stitution of 4@’ (which is the most common representation of the f.sg. ending
in this text, see above) with ¢a’ in a non-construct state noun does suggest that
this vocalisation might have been read by the writer or copyist as either [tan],
[ta], or [t].

33  For a list of North-African urban dialects in which the interdental fricatives are heard
today, see Aguadé (2018, 44); for a more detailed treatment of this phenomenon and its
historical development, see Guerrero (2021).
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4.2 Morphology
On the whole, the morphological features of note in this text are akin to those
encountered in texts which are generally termed ‘Middle Arabic) today.34

4.2.1 Form 1v Verb

There is one instance in this fragment, in which a form 1v suffix conjugation
verb is used to convey the meaning of a form I verb; b ‘and I stayed
there ...’ (verso, line 2) (Msa: \$ <Mk, wa-dalltu fi-ha). The meaning of this
verb in forms 11 and 1v is usually ‘to guard, protect s.th.; to overshadow s.th.,
whereas it is better understood with the form I meaning ‘to remain, stay’, here.
The interchangeability in meaning of form I and 1v suffix conjugation verbs is
noted as a common feature in contemporaneous Arabic-language texts written
in Hebrew letters (see Blau 1981, 1115 1995, 75—77).

4.2.2 Negation

Three different particles of negation appear in this text; lam (see, verso, lines 5—
6) and la (see, recto, line 3) are favoured for verbal negation, while the particles
ma and [a are used in nominal negation (see, recto, line 4). With regards to lam,
it is used before prefix conjugation verbs, but is not (as is evident in the follow-
ing example) followed by the jussive, as one would expect in MSA; & an fl"
‘for he was not concerned about me’ (verso, line 8) (Msa: o~ és lam ya‘ni).

4.2.3 Demonstrative Pronouns

Although we only have one example of demonstrative pronominal-noun agree-
ment in this text, it would seem from this instance that the demonstrative
pronoun (far deixis) is invariable; at least, it does not inflect for gender: &3
Wl ‘that night’ (verso, line 3) (Msa: Al &\ tilka al-laylah). 1t is worth not-
ing, however, that its pre-nominal position reflects the normative classical
Arabic and MsA practices and Moroccan Arabic grammar, rather than the post-
nominal position favoured in modern Egyptian colloquial Arabic (see Ennaji et
al. 2004; Abdel-Massih et al. 2009).

4.2.4 Accusative Case Marking
In this text, we encounter several instances of final ‘alif tawilah attached to
indefinite nouns in the accusative case. Its use is not consistent, but where it

34  Onthe difficult question of what ‘Middle Arabic’ is, see Stokes (2021) and Connolly (2024).
For an overview of ‘Middle Arabic’ as it is widely understood among scholars today, see
Lentin (2008).
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does occuy, it is used in accordance with MsA norms. For example, the indef-
inite adjective karima(n) acts as the predicate (and thus takes the accusative
case) of kan(a), with the subject being implicit within the verb; L §~ .5
LAl & ‘T was generous in the world. (recto, line 6). In another example, two
indefinite passive participles are marked with ‘alif (tanwin) to mark that they
are expressing the state in which the action of the verb is performed, in a
constructive referred to as hal (circumstantial accusative); b yaqe Wl S5 C6
b sexs ‘I slept that night sorrowful and distressed. (verso, lines 3—4). The phrasal
comparative (tamyiz) is employed in the text; ﬁﬁs"\ s L=y U u.pi oS
L ‘I was the handsomest and funniest person (in the world)! (recto, lines 5-
6).

5 Summary

Like so many items in the Cairo Genizah collections, this unimposing fragment
belies a rich, complicated history—whether examined from a socio-religious
or linguistic perspective. It is a fine example of the many Arabic-script texts
in the Cairo Genizah collections that have yet to be properly identified and
examined, and which may—cumulatively—have profound significance for the
understanding of non-standard written Arabic language in the medieval and
pre-modern eras.
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CHAPTER 12

Six Leaves of the Arabic Kalila wa-Dimna in
Hebrew Characters

Mohamed Ahmed

1 Introduction!

Kalila wa-Dimna is a collection of exciting moral stories written in a unique
style, both in terms of narration and its technique of maintaining suspense.?
The stories in Kalila wa-Dimna are based on an imaginary dialogue between
animals, and each story holds another internal story, which holds another, and
so on.2 The book dates back roughly to the third or fourth century BCE, and it
was originally written in Sanskrit. In the eighth century, a Persian version was
translated into Arabic by ‘Abd Allah ibn al-Mugqaffa‘ (died ca. 756 or 759 CE). The
original Persian copy has been lost though. Kalila wa-Dimna eventually became
exceptionally popular throughout the world, which resulted in various copies
and many translations, of which Hebrew, French, and Greek were among the
oldest, produced around the thirteenth and fourteenth centuries.

The manuscript under the classmark BNF Arabe 3465, which is currently
held in Paris, in the Bibliothéque Nationale de France, Département des ma-
nuscrits, is considered one of the oldest extant Arabic copies of this famous
book. It dates to the early thirteenth century (1220 CE). The Cairo Genizah—
which should be considered a plentiful source for the study of Arabic litera-

1 The present author would like to thank Dr Ben Outhwaite for reading a draft of this Frag-
ment of the Month. This project has received funding from the European Research Council
(ERrc) under the European Union’s Horizon 2020 research and innovation programme (grant
agreement No. 851411 APCG).

2 " This article was originally published as the Taylor-Schechter Genizah Research Unit’s Frag-
ment of the Month for February 2021, where it appeared with the title: Kalila wa-Dimna: T-s
Ar.6.32 part of the Arabic book Kalila wa Dimna, story nine—’Ilad, Balad and Iirakt’ (https://
www.lib.cam.ac.uk/collections/departments/taylor-schechter-genizah-research-unit/fragm
ent-month/fotm-2021/fragment-o). It is reproduced here, slightly modified by the editors,
with permission from Mohamed Ahmed.

3 Editor’s note: On other Arabic folk tales in the Cairo Genizah, see in the present volume, ‘Qis-
sat al-Gumguma: An Arabic-script Version of ‘The Story of the Skull’ in the Cairo Genizah
Collections’ by Magdalen M. Connolly.

© MOHAMED AHMED, 2024 | DOI:10.1163/9789004712331_013
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ture—holds fragmentary works and numerous pieces of otherwise lost Arabic
literary texts, including Kalila wa-Dimna manuscripts from the same period
as BNF Arabe 3465. For instance, the well-known fragment T-s Ar.51.60 comes
from a magnificent, illustrated Arabic copy of Kalila wa-Dimna (Baker & Polli-
ack 2001, no. 7533 and plate 19), likely from the thirteenth or fourteenth century.
T-S Ar.40.9 is from a separate illustrated Arabic copy (Khan 1986, 60), which
likely predates T-s Ar.51.60.

In their catalogue of the T-s New Series, Shivtiel and Niessen (2006) spotted a
single bifolium of Kalila wa-Dimna in Judaeo-Arabic: T-S NS 97.16, copied prob-
ably in the 12th—-13th century. The newly identified Judaeo-Arabic manuscript
for this article is T-s Ar.6.32. Its discovery doubles the number of known copies
of the Kalila wa-Dimna that are written in Arabic in Hebrew characters in the
Genizah. A more extensive find, it consists of six leaves (three bifolia), including
headings of sections/chapters. This fragment was apparently part of a com-
plete copy of the book of Kalila wa-Dimna in Judaeo-Arabic, which is now lost.
Comparing the text in T-S Ar.6.32 to BNF Arabe 3465 reveals that the Genizah
fragment preserves text from the story of Ilad, Balad, and Irakt, story nine in
the Arabic Kalila wa-Dimna.

2 Judaeo-Arabic Excerpt

Reading the Judaeo-Arabic text, one can easily spot differences in comparison
to the oldest Arabic copy preserved in Paris. To give an example, I compare here
some lines from the two copies, first giving the Genizah fragment in its original

form alongside a transcription into Arabic script:

T-S Ar.6.32 P2f. 2 recto

Translation Arabic transcription Hebrew script Line
The king addresses Bmabrin: Q}J.L‘: Ju" S =tk 208y TomHR 13

“I was asleep on the back of my clothes d.\j\ B e et CiST mRINR N0 RHY RIRINID 14
until I heard six voices J A M . 58 N nynoa
coming from the ground. Then I con- (‘z Chaiub Olhel N U2, DR NP NORD NRIER 1PIR 15
tinued my sleep . .- L e napyRa NIy

and I had 8 dreams, which I told the ST BV N 8 el A 5R NP2 NOTND ORONR 1 16
Brahmin about. They interpreted them a5 ynd RMIaya pnnna

for me
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(cont.)

Translation Arabic transcription Hebrew script Line

and I am worried about this, and 1did ~ =a2| s L[J]s e qu't.ﬁlﬁ 5 NPAWRIT[D]T 10 PRI RINY 17

not wish to be extinct and to lose my g_.,.kéu__} clal o 0P IR IR
kingdom”. He told him about his dream, obs[y a]de by §La ARM[a AHY PR aon 18
and so Bmabriin interpreted it I s s 58pa RMDAA
for him: “You should not be sad, my A 5 LOA LY Ol ke s n[nn] 8 [12]803 19
Lord, for what you saw, syl R RS THPOR
and you should not let worries arise L e e & ez Yy RW RN TITR D 115N 89 20
in your heart because of this dream. . Y 4l 8D 7IRD

Because, there is nothing .
going to harm you or reach you. Asfor Ll &)l b Yy 09 Ke Sl TORDY KT AMAN TR 21
the two fishes ... ORI IRN2ND SR RANR

We find the same part of the story in the following pages of BNF Arabe 3465:
BNF MS. Arabe 3465, fol. 132r:

L}u,au\tﬁiexpu;f;;wu;
L o3l il pLLT (3 Ty Gl I 01 gsce 2151
BNF MS. Arabe 3465, fol. 132v:
G 2 1 lie 3 o gy OF s Uy 22001 e
s ST &t Y I i) b o b M J6 anar 2l s

BNF MS. Arabe 3465, fol. 133r:
e S ) s Lo e Y L/iY\

Although the main storyline remains the same in the two versions, the compar-
ison reveals considerable differences between the two texts. Personal names

4 This could be read as an abbreviation of 79258 XX &, meaning ‘my Lord".
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are among the main differentiators here. Take, for example, the name of the
wise man (al-Hakim), who was called Oy, Kbaryin in the BNF Arabic-script
Ms. He takes the name 1112803 Bmabran in the Genizah fragment 1-s Ar.6.32.
This is not the only name that is distinctive in the two versions. The main char-
acter in the story also holds two completely different names. In the Arabic
script, she is called &= ,) Irakt, but in the Hebrew script she is 8928 Ablad.
The second distinctive feature in the Judaeo-Arabic version is the incorpora-
tion of some Hebrew elements within the text. For instance, the writer used
Hebrew numbers in the text (D85 1 or ‘8 dreams’), which is common in
Judaeo-Arabic texts in general.

3 Conclusion

Hopefully, further investigation will reveal more distinctive features of the
Judaeo-Arabic text. The initial analysis suggests that the Judaeo-Arabic text
might have been copied from another Arabic-script copy, but it could be that it
was directly translated into Judaeo-Arabic from a text written in a non-Arabic
language. Allin all, the Judaeo-Arabic version opens new avenues for questions
about the original Kalila wa-Dimna text and the versions through which it was
transmitted during the Middle Ages.5
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CHAPTER 13

How Many Refutations Did Saadya Gaon Write
against Ibn Saqawayh?

Nadia Vidro

1 Introduction!

The bibliography of Saadya Gaon’s works is yet to be fully established. This is
especially true in the field of polemics, where many questions remain unre-
solved.? One bibliographical conundrum involves two treatises ascribed to
Saadya: The Refutation of Ibn Sagawayh (Kitab al-Radd ‘ala Ibn Sagawayh) and
The Refutation of the Unfair Attacker on the Mishnah and the Talmud (Kitab al-
Radd ‘ala al-Mutahamil ‘ala al-Mishnah wa-l-Talmud), neither of which have
hitherto been reconstructed. It is often assumed that both these works were
written against the same Qaraite scholar Ibn Saqawayh,? but the relationship
between them remains unclear. This article is an attempt to provide a solution
to this question.

Little is known about the identity of Ibn Saqawayh.* Ibn al-Hiti stated in the
Chronicle of Qaraite Doctors that Ibn Sagawayh argued against the Rabbanites
and Saadya on the calendar and festivals, forbidden fats, and the validity of the
rabbinic tradition.> Moses Ibn Ezra referred to Ibn al-Saqawayh in Magala al-

1 This article was written in the framework of the project “Saadya Gaon’s works on the Jewish
calendar: Near Eastern sources and transmission to the West” funded by the Fritz Thyssen
Foundation.

2 R.Brody, Sa‘adya Gaon, Oxford, Portland, Oregon: The Littman Library of Jewish Civilization,
2013, P. 147.

3 See below, near n. 15.

4 On Ibn Saqawayh, see S. Poznanski, The Karaite Literary Opponents of Saadiah Gaon, Lon-
don: Luzac & Co., 1908, pp. 4-8; M. Zawanowska, “Ibn Saqawayh’, in Encyclopedia of Jews
in the Islamic World, Executive Editor Norman A. Stillman. Consulted online on 14 August
2023, http://dx.doi.org/10.1163/1878-9781_ejiw_SIM_oomno70, and the literature cited there.
Assaf believed to have found a fragment of an anti-Saadyan polemic composed by Ibn
Saqawayh (published in S. Assaf, “Polemics of an Early Karaite Against Rabbinism’, Tarbiz
4 (1932), pp- 35-53, 193—206 [Hebrew]). This identification is highly conjectural (see below
n.16).

5 G. Margoliouth, “Ibn Al-Hiti’s Arabic Chronicle of Karaite Doctors’, The Jewish Quarterly
Review 9/3 (1897), pp. 429443, esp. pp. 435 (text), 442 (translation); L. Nemoy, Karaite Antho-
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Hadiga as the author of a work entitled Kitab al-Fada’ih (Book of Infamies).6 A
polemic against Kitab al-Fada’ih published by Harkavy describes it as a book
intended to demonstrate that the rabbinic tradition contradicts the Scripture
and that the rabbis of the Talmud deviated from the rabbis of the Mishnah.” The
book is said to have covered all standard matters of the Rabbanite-Qaraite dis-
pute, including the validity of the Oral Tradition, anthropomorphism, Sabbath
laws, laws of forbidden marriages, calendar and festivals, dietary laws (espe-
cially forbidden fats), and the laws of male and female ritual purity.

In the 19th century, both The Refutation of Ibn Sagawayh and The Refutation
of the Unfair Attacker were known only from short quotations and references
in later sources. On the basis of a small number of quotations in Rabbanite
works, Geiger postulated that they were one and the same treatise.® Poznanski,
whose familiarity with both works was also originally limited to quotations
albeit from a wider range of Qaraite and Rabbanite sources, rejected Geiger’s
hypothesis, believing that The Refutation of Ibn Sagawayh was chiefly on the
calendar and The Refutation of the Unfair Attacker on anthropomorphism.®
Poznanski appears to have viewed the books as entirely unrelated and even tar-
geting different persons.!? In 1901, Harkavy published a fragment of a polemic

logy: Excerpts from the Early Literature, Translated from Arabic, Aramaic and Hebrew
Sources, New Haven: Yale University Press, 1955, p. 234.

6 NLI Heb 8° 5701, pp. 46—47, 132 (translated into French in P. Fenton, Philosophie et Exégése
dans ‘Le Jardin de la Métaphore’ de Moise Ibn ‘Ezra, Philosophe et Poéte Andalou du x11e
Siécle, Leiden: Brill, 1997, pp. 289, 371).

7 RNL Evr Antonin B 204, fol. 2 (A. Harkavy, “Fragments of Anti-Karaite Writings of Saa-
diah in the Imperial Public Library at St. Petersburg”, Jewish Quarterly Review Old Series,
13 (1901), pp. 655668, esp. pp. 663 (text), 666 (translation)). On the identification of this
Genizah fragment see below, near n. 11. See also Poznanski, The Karaite Literary Opponents,
Pp- 4-5.

8 A. Geiger, Nit'e Na‘amanim (Sammlung aus Alten Manuscripten), Breslau: S.L. Heilberg,
1847, part 11, p. 46. Geiger’s theory (Nit'e Na‘amanim, part 11, pp. 46—47) that Ibn Saqawayh
was the Arabic name of Salmon b. Yeruham was refuted by subsequent scholars (J. Mann,
Texts and Studies in Jewish History and Literature, vol. I11: Karaitica, Philadelphia: Jewish
Publication Society of America, 1935, pp. 1469-1470; M. Zucker, “Two Anti-Karaite Frag-
ments’, Proceedings of the American Academy for Jewish Research 18 (1948-1949), pp. 1-24
[Hebrew], esp. pp. 3—4; see also Zawanowska “Ibn Sagawayh”).

9 S. Poznanski, “The Anti-Karaite Writings of Saadiah Gaon’, The Jewish Quarterly Review
10/2 (1898), pp. 238—276, esp. p. 254. The view that The Refutation of Ibn Sagawayh was
mainly on the calendar is repeated in M. Steinschneider, Die Arabische Literatur Der Juden:
Ein Beitrag Zur Literaturgeschichte Der Araber, Grossenteils Aus Handschriftlichen Quellen,
Frankfurt A.M.: ]. Kauffmann, 1902, p. 51 (para 31 no. 15). Poznanski abandoned this divi-
sion of subjects once manuscripts of The Refutation of Ibn Sagawayh were identified (see
n.13).

10  This is most clear in S. Poznanski, “Addenda and Corrigenda to My Essay on ‘The Anti-
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against Kitab al-Fada’ih, which he identified as The Refutation of Ibn Sagawayh
(RNL Evr Antonin B 204, fol. 2),! and two further fragments of this refutation
were published by Hirschfeld in 1903 (T-s 10Ka5 and 1-s 8Ka1o.1, the latter of
which overlaps with RNL Evr Antonin B 204, fol. 2).12 These publications made
it clear that The Refutation of Ibn Sagawayh was not merely on the calendar, but
also followed the contents of Kitab al-Fada’ih and addressed the full range of
topics in the Rabbanite-Qaraite debate.!® In 1905, Hirschfeld discovered a frag-
ment (T-s 8Ka10.6) that laid out rules for successfully refuting one’s opponent’s
views and discussed examples of bad practice of a certain “unfair attacker” (al-
mutahamil), which Hirschfeld identified as Saadya’s Refutation of the Unfair
Attacker.M* Hirschfeld adopted Poznanski’s theory that The Refutation of Ibn
Saqawayh and The Refutation of the Unfair Attacker were two separate works
but, noting certain similarities in Saadya’s treatment of his opponent, proposed
that both were written against the same person, and that The Refutation of
the Unfair Attacker was a second rejoinder against Ibn Saqawayh.1> This view
was accepted by many subsequent scholars.'® However, a careful look at the
codicological and textual features of the fragments published by Harkavy and
Hirschfeld, as well as at references to these works in later sources not previ-

Karaite Writings of Saadiah Gaon’ (].Q.R., X, 238—276)", The Jewish Quarterly Review 20/2
(1908), pp. 232—239, esp. p. 235, where Poznanski contrasts The Refutation of the Unfair
Attacker with “the polemical work against Ibn Saqaweihi”, suggesting that he viewed The
Refutation of the Unfair Attacker as directed at a different opponent.

11 Harkavy, “Fragments of Anti-Karaite Writings”, pp. 661-667.

12 H. Hirschfeld, “The Arabic Portion of the Cairo Genizah at Cambridge. (Third Article.):
Saadyah Fragments’, The Jewish Quarterly Review 16/1 (1903), pp. 98112, esp. pp. 99—112.
Hirschfeld correctly argued that RNL Evr Antonin B 204, fol. 1 also belongs to the same
work (p. 100).

13 Asalso acknowledged by Poznanski in his later publications (The Karaite Literary Oppon-
ents, pp. 6—7; “Addenda and Corrigenda’, p. 235).

14  H.Hirschfeld, “The Arabic Portion of the Cairo Genizah at Cambridge. (Eleventh Article.)’,
The Jewish Quarterly Review 18/11 (1905), pp. 113-120, esp. pp. 113-119.

15 Hirschfeld, “The Arabic Portion X1", p. 114.

16  S. Eppenstein, Beitrige zur Geschichte und Literatur im Geondischen Zeitalter, Berlin:
L. Lamm, 1913, p. 109; H. Malter, Saadia Gaon: His Life and Works, Philadelphia: Jewish
Publication Society of America, 1921, pp. 266, 384; Assaf, “Polemics of an Early Karaite”,
pp. 36—38; Zawanowska “Ibn Saqawayh”. Hirschfeld’s theory was further developed by
Assaf, who believed that Ibn Saqawayh’s Kitab al-Fad@’ih was refuted by Saadya in The
Refutation of Ibn Sagawayh, to which Ibn Sagawayh composed a rejoinder consequently
refuted by Saadya in The Refutation of the Unfair Attacker (Assaf, “Polemics of an Early
Karaite”, pp. 36—38). The core of this idea was proposed already by Eppenstein, Beitrdge,
p-109. Assaf’s theory was strongly doubted by Mann and refuted by Zucker (J. Mann, “Varia
on the Gaonic Period (Conclusion)’, Tarbiz 6/1 (1934), pp. 66—88 [Hebrew], esp. p. 67n.199.
Zucker, “Two Anti-Karaite Fragments’, pp. 4-5).
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ously discussed in research literature, calls for a re-evaluation of the relation-
ship between The Refutation of Ibn Saqgawayh and The Refutation of the Unfair
Attacker.

2 Re-Evaluating the Refutations
Consider the following three arguments, 2.1-2.3:

2.1 Codicology

In her catalogue description of T-s 8Kaio.1 (published by Hirschfeld as The
Refutation of Ibn Sagawayh) and T-s 8Ka10.6 (published by Hirschfeld as The
Refutation of the Unfair Attacker), Ayala Meyer Eliyahu (from the FGPp Philo-
sophy, Theology, and Polemics team) noted that these fragments were written
in a similar handwriting, employed the same graphic signs, had the same width
of the written area,'” and used identical expressions; for example, mwnHx
Tn5nH81 Ra0INORY. These similarities were entirely ignored in Hirschfeld’s pub-
lications of the fragments (as was generally the case for scholarship of that
period). On the basis of her observations, Ayala Meyer Eliyahu suggested that
the fragments originally belonged to the same manuscript. In support of her
conclusion, it can be added that the fragments have the same width and the
same line height.!®

2.2 Textual Parallels

Hirschfeld’s main argument against the identity of the works was the fact that
both RNL Evr Antonin B 204, fol. 2 (published by Harkavy as The Refutation of
Ibn Sagawayh) and T-s 8Ka10.6 (published by Hirschfeld as The Refutation of the
Unfair Attacker) invoke Prov. 25:8, a repetition which he regarded as improb-
able in one and the same treatise.!® This is not a strong argument, for nothing
prevents an author from quoting the same Biblical verse twice. More import-
antly, in RNL Evr Antonin B 204, Saadya does not simply quote Prov. 25:8, but
also refers to his earlier comment on this verse. Having pointed out a number of
faults with Ibn Saqawayh’s manner of criticising the rabbinic tradition, Saadya
writes:

17  13cm according to the FGP catalogue entry for T-s 8Ka10.6. I measure 11.5cm.

18  Width: 14.7 cm; line height 0.8 cm. The height of the fragments cannot be compared due
to the damage to T-s 8Ka1o.1.

19 Hirschfeld, “The Arabic Portion X1", p. 114.
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And, as I live, he was quite right when he gave to his book the title Book
of Infamies, for it is a book which sets forth his own infamies and his
own shame, as I explained in connection with “if your fellow puts you
to shame”.20

Prov. 25:8

It seems eminently possible that Saadya is referring here to the following pas-

sage in T-S 8Ka10.6, where a fuller version of Prov. 25:8 is adduced to support a

similar but a more general point, that if a person violates the rules for success-
fully refuting his opponent’s views,

then he himself will be abashed by that with which he intended to abash

and will be put to shame by that with which he desired to shame his

opponent. He will then wish he had not undertaken to refute him, since

his attack did not profit him, as it is said “Do not go hastily into a quarrel.

Otherwise, what will you do in the end if your fellow puts you to shame?”.21
Prov. 25:8

Instead of being an argument for assigning RNL Evr Antonin B 204 and T-
s 8Ka10.6 to two separate works, the quoted passages suggest that both frag-
ments belong to a single introductory section of one treatise,?2 with the follow-

20

21

22

RNL Evr Antonin B 204, fol. 2r:
P11 10 ATPRES RN IR MREAHR ARND NAKRND 70N D AREN TP MR ’173}7‘71
TV INR 09273 '8 NNNW RN DY
My edition and translation; see also Harkavy, “Fragments of Anti-Karaite Writings’,
pp- 663 (text), 665 (translation). My translation of Prov. 25:8 follows Saadya’s Arabic ver-
sion (]J. Kafih, Proverbs with R. Saadya Gaon’s Translation and Commentary, Jerusalem:
Akiva Yosef, 1976 [Hebrew], p. 197).
T-s 8Ka10.6, fol. 1v:
HR P 09 FIR NS AR T IR YRV RN T HRIIROR TP 110 10 Dida
AMPINRI AWYN A 18 900 29 R0 DR YR RN2TARRTOR AYaIn 8Y 02 Y TR
TV NN 093
My edition and translation; see also Hirschfeld, “The Arabic Portion X1", pp. 116 (text),
18 (translation). In his commentary on Prov. 25:8, Saadya interprets T3 Tn& 09972 (“if
your fellow puts you to shame”) as a warning to a litigant who concentrates on insult-
ing and defaming his opponent rather than on the disputed matter, or to a participant in
a scholarly disputation who frequently changes his arguments (al-tagallub fi i‘ta’ al-lla;
Kafih, Proverbs, pp.197-198).
See also Eppenstein Beitrdge, pp. 109-110nn.4, 5. Despite accepting Hirschfeld’s theory,
Eppenstein believed that such parallels between Harkavy’s fragment of The Refutation of
Ibn Sagawayh (RNL Evr Antonin B 204, fol. 2) and Hirschfeld’s fragment of The Refutation
of the Unfair Attacker (T-s 8Ka10.6) increase the likelihood that the two works are one and
the same.
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ing overall structure: 1. A set of ten general rules on how to successfully refute
one’s opponent’s views and the consequences of violating them (1-s 8Ka10.6,
fols 1r-2r, see second passage quoted above); 2. a presentation of a person
who attempted to criticise the rabbinic tradition; an assertion that “this unfair
attacker (hada al-mutahamil)” failed on account of “his ignorance ( jahluhu) of
the ten rules” (T-s 8Ka10.6, fol. 2r); 3. a listing of his violations of the various
rules (T-s 8Ka10.6, fol. 2r-2v and RNL Evr Antonin B 204, fol. 21, not continu-
ous), culminating with a play on the title of his work, Book of Infamies (RNL
Evr Antonin B 204, fol. 2r, see first passage quoted above); 4. a description of
the contents of the Book of Infamies and the structure of Saadya’s refutation of
“this ignoramus” (hada al-jahil) (RNL Evr Antonin B 204, fol. 2r-2v).23

The argument from textual parallels is further strengthened by the above
codicological argument. Indeed, sections 3 and 4 of the proposed introduc-
tion are also partially attested in T-s 8Kai10.1, which appears to have originally
belonged to the same manuscript as T-s 8Ka10.6. This supports the assumption
that all three fragments published by Harkavy (RNL Evr Antonin B 204) and
Hirschfeld (T-s 8Kaio.1, T-s 8Ka10.6) belong to the same work.

2.3 A Quotation from The Refutation of the Unfair Attacker

An important piece of evidence comes from an anonymous commentary on
Hilkhot Alfasi (Hullin) preserved in Ms Sassoon 1062 and published by Kafih.24
In a passage on the permissibility of eating the fat-tail (alya), the author of the
commentary remarks that Saadya dealt with this question in two of his works,
namely, in the Commentary on Leviticus and in The Refutation of the Unfair
Attacker.?> He then quotes a passage by Saadya on this topic.26 In what follows,

23 This introduction is followed in RNL Evr Antonin B 204, fol. 2v by a discussion of the first
point of contention: anthropomorphic passages in rabbinic literature.

24  MS Sassoon 1062, pp. 97-98 (ed. J. Kafih, Ha-Rif le-Massekhet Hullin, Jerusalem: Ha-Aguda
Le-Hatzalat Ginzei Teiman, 1960, pp. 63—-64. I thank the anonymous reviewer of this art-
icle for drawing my attention to Kafih’s edition). The importance of this manuscript in
the context of The Refutation of the Unfair Attacker was first pointed out by Mann, who
was familiar with it only from its description in David Sassoon’s catalogue Ohel Dawid
(Mann, “Varia”, p. 671n.199; D.S. Sassoon, Ohel Dawid: Descriptive Catalogue of the Hebrew
and Samaritan Manuscripts in the Sassoon Library, London, London: Oxford University
Press, H. Milford, 1932, vol. 2, pp. 1081-1084).

25  MsSassoon 106z, p.97 reads RIPM W00 PYRIN A THRT 1PN 0 TP 1A HANNR TR
bR mawnSR HY HRrNNNSR HY 7958 28N 1 “R. Saadya dealt with this matter
in two places: in the Commentary on Leviticus which is the book of The Refutation of the
Unfair Attacker on the Mishnah and the Talmud”. I accept Mann’s suggestion to read 23
‘and in’ instead of ¥ ‘which is’ (Mann, “Varia’, p. 67n.199). This reading was also adopted
by Kafih (Ha-Rif le-Massekhet Hullin, p. 63).

26 MS Sassoon 1062, p. 98, Kafih, Ha-Rif le-Massekhet Hullin, p. 64.
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I present a parallel edition of this quotation and of a passage in The Refuta-
tion of Ibn Saqawayh as published by Hirschfeld (the division into paragraphs

is mine).

The Refutation of Ibn Sagawayh®”

Quotation from The Refutation of the Unfair

Attacker or from Saadya’s Leviticus Commentary?8

PIW TR RA RN AR HY PRTRINOR REPR IR 1M
WK N 051 vpa WP 18 Rooxn oriYh b
AWK WTIR 1D 858D IRISH HYi TR [R]D RIM

TORMAN RS R NWTPINDR ARnabR 0 HRORE
WKW

WIPHR DIR 1 RPATAR TR ARt RADINR 10D
HRP RTIT.MN M AWK iR 10 3R5R V0] IHN
W3 OR g8 P Uwa 35nn An o [3]na N e
N3 ORY 92T 89 PHINHR nnabr va xRy
RH R TRTY . HIAOR KT 75T 98 IR 707 IR KON
oy

0 HRHM HRHR IR KM KD TINONOR 10 ORM
OR ()ANPARSR MARY 80D 4 1Y AR iPH bR
251152 8P R 2905y 5 AR oD M RTa
8nR1 30 Amwa mnwn 9271980 8D 1 WA WY
SI0NA 38 INWHY '8 NoY MOR ORI

i noR 21 ORPa

PIW TR RA RN PR HY PwTRNOR RIPR IR 1T
WK RI7 091 0P WP 118 RYIRA IRIHRY 127 IR
WR M WP 118 89IRN ORIHRS HYi TH KN XA
WP ORMAN RY 1 NWTRINOR nntnabr i rhrbre
WK

DIpHR PRI

112 OR NNPA RHR MaRD RO 37 HRP TPH RYRI
AW 351 52 8P AR THY 15 AR ()omn ATh
WHWa MW a7 1980 RS 11

Namely, the organs of a sacred animal are of two
types: it has been legislated about some of them that
they are to be consumed by the people, and they are
only a holy sacrifice but not an offering by fire. Oth-
ers were set to be consumed by the fire, and they are
a holy sacrifice and an offering by fire. The fat-tail of
a sacred animal is beyond any doubt a holy sacrifice
and an offering by fire.

He said, may God see his face:

Namely, the organs of a sacred animal are of two
types: it has been legislated about some of them that
they are to be consumed by the fire, and they are
only a holy sacrifice but not an offering by fire. Oth-
ers were set to be consumed by the people, and they
are a holy sacrifice and an offering by fire. The fat-
tail of a sacred animal is beyond any doubt a holy
sacrifice and an offering by fire,

My edition and translation of T-s 10Kas, fol. 61. See also Hirschfeld, “The Arabic Portion 111,

27
p. 1L

28 My edition and translation of Ms Sassoon 1062, p. 98. See also Kafih, Ha-Rif le-Massekhet
Hullin, p. 64. Only the beginning and the end of the discussion on the fat-tail in Ms Sas-
soon 1062 was published in Sassoon, Ohel Dawid, vol. 2, p. 1083, which did not include the
quotation presented here (republished in Mann, “Varia’, p. 67n.199).

29 Expected is '[”71]

30  mMWa1is perhaps an error for AWHW3 or for i3 Mwa.
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(cont.)

CHAPTER 13

The Refutation of Ibn Sagawayh

Quotation from The Refutation of the Unfair

Attacker or from Saadya’s Leviticus Commentary

He who consumes it deserves two punishments,

one on account of the lesser holy sacrifice, the

other on account of an offering by fire of pleasing
odour. Thus, they said in Torat Kohanim: “Just as fat
comes under two interdicts, so the fat-tail (of a sac-
red animal) comes under two interdicts”3! But with
regard to a non-sacred animal, there is no mention
of the fat-tail at all. Yet this person presumes that it is
included, and this is what they do not permit.

They explicitly said in the Talmud that the fat-tail of
anon-sacred animal is permitted, as it is said: “Rav
Papa said to Abaye: If that is so, the fat-tail should be
prohibited at this time. He said to him: With regard

and the rest of the statement.

Moreover, Rav Papa said to Abaye: “If that is so, the
fat-tail should be prohibited at this time. He said to
him: With regard to your (claim), the verse states:
“You shall eat no fat of ox, or sheep, or goat’ (Lev.

to your (claim), the verse states: ‘You shall eat no "33

fat of ox, or sheep, or goat’ (Lev. 7:23)—only what is
exactly the same”32 But as for the fat-tail, which is
not found in all three of them, it is not forbidden.

7:23)—only what is the same in all three of them.

The similarities between these two texts are obvious. The first paragraph is
identical verbatim, apart from the order of the phrases 87381 IRI985 ‘to be

Sifra Nedavah 19:2.

The closest passage in the printed Talmud is bT Keritot 4a: 72t 279 ™1 27 79 9K
MW 3T 1 2w MW 351 520 8P R THY Y 90K 000 POINT OKR Inyn XOKR
IMWHW3 (see also bT Hullin 117a), where this exchange is attributed to a different pair of
rabbis (R. Mari and R. Zevid instead of R. Papa and Abaye) and the reading "7 (‘of a
non-sacred animal’) appears in place of 117171212 (‘at this time’). Interestingly, the variant
reading 71171 1212 is also attested in Halakhot Gedolot para 64: 771 275 ™0 27 5 NN
15980 & 1 2w MW 351 53 KPR THY 175 0K 00N AT a1 OR Anpn 8OKR
19192 MWwn 937, suggesting that this reading may have been current in geonic period
Babylonia but was ‘corrected’ in later European manuscripts of the Talmud to 717
which is better fitting in contextual terms (see this passage on FGP, where the follow-
ing manuscripts are listed with the reading *5117: London, BL Add. 25717 (402, Ashkenazi
handwriting, 13th century); Munich, BsB Cod. Hebr. 95 (Ashkenazi handwriting, 1342 CE);
Vatican BAV Vat. ebr. n8-119 (Ashkenazi handwriting, 13th century), Vatican BAv Vat. ebr.
120121 (Ashkenazi handwriting, end 12th-beginning 13th century)). I thank Prof. Sacha
Stern (ucL) for discussing this quotation with me.

See n. 32.

31
32

33
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consumed by the fire’ and 85381 DRI9RY ‘to be consumed by the people, which
are swapped in the quotation. This is a simple scribal error. The second para-
graph in The Refutation of Ibn Sagawayh is not included in the quotation, the
omission indicated by 51p5& *pxa1 ‘and the rest of the statement.. In the third
paragraph, the same talmudic passage is adduced, with the same deviations
from the printed text.3* It is clear that the quotation from Saadya in the com-
mentary on Hilkhot Alfasi is a faithful, if shortened, representation of the text
as it appears in The Refutation of Ibn Sagawayh.

The author of the commentary on Hilkhot Alfasi did not specify whether he
quoted from The Refutation of the Unfair Attacker or from the Leviticus Com-
mentary.3® Importantly, the author stressed his reliance specifically on two
works by Saadya36 and did not list The Refutation of Ibn Sagawayh as one of
them. Since the text in the quotation is found in The Refutation of Ibn Sagawayh,
this book must be identical either with the commentary on Leviticus, which
cannot be the case, or with The Refutation of an Unfair Attacker.

On their own, none of the arguments 2.1-2.3 prove definitively that The
Refutation of Ibn Sagawayh and The Refutation of the Unfair Attacker are one
and the same work, and some can be explained by other factors. T-s 8Kai0.1
and T-s 8Ka10.6 could have been part of a miscellany that contained more than
one work by Saadya (argument 2.1). The author of the commentary on Hilkhot
Alfasi may not have been familiar with The Refutation of Ibn Sagawayh, and
hence spoke of only two sources rather than three (argument 2.3). However,
the only way to explain all of the arguments and still maintain the existence

34 Seen.32.

35  Saadya’s commentary on the relevant portions of Leviticus has not yet been fully recon-
structed, making it impossible to know whether the quotation in Ms Sassoon 1062 is
attested in the commentary. Dr. David Sklare, who together with Yehuda Seewald, is
currently preparing a critical edition of Saadya’s Leviticus Commentary, confirmed in a
private communication that the text under discussion is not attested in the fragments
of the commentary identified to date. Moreover, a commentary on Leviticus 7:23 by the
Qaraite David b. Bo‘az includes a lengthy polemic against Saadya on the permissibility of
the fat-tail, with quotations from Saadya’s commentary on Leviticus (RNL Evr Arab 1 4508,
quotations on fols. 1071-107v, 1091-109V, 541-54V, 113v-114V, 2141214V ). The text under dis-
cussion is not attested in these quotations.

36  MsSassoon1062, p. 97, Kafih, Ha-Rif le-Massekhet Hullin, p. 63: 1"p211 “two places” (see full
text in n. 25). MS Sassoon 1062, p. 98, Kafih, Ha-Rif le-Massekhet Hullin, p. 64: QRMINR RNDIRT
PRADIOR 11 °HY 18P ORISR P13 09 18D RT1 I am bringing this because not everyone
knows these two books” (for 1201 in the sense of “book’, see J. Blau, Dictionary of Medi-
evalJudaeo-Arabic Texts, Jerusalem: Academy of Hebrew Language, 2006 [Hebrew], p. 692;
see also H. Ben-Shammai, “Edition and Versions in Yephet b. Ali’s Bible Commentary”, Alei
Sefer: Studies in Bibliography and in the History of the Printed and the Digital Hebrew Book
2 (1976), pp. 17—32 [Hebrew], esp. pp. 18-19).
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of two separate refutations is to assume that all identified fragments belong to
one of the works, while the other is still unidentified.

The only consideration that requires such an assumption and prevents view-
ing these refutations as one and the same work are their different titles. Given
that Saadya did not refer to either title in his own books, it is useful to look at
how they occur in other sources. In Genizah book lists, the title The Refutation
of the Unfair Attacker is attested at least 10 times,37 whereas The Refutation of
Ibn Sagawayh does not appear at all. On the other hand, to the best of my know-
ledge, Qaraite authors never mention The Refutation of the Unfair Attacker,
while they do refer to and quote from The Refutation of Ibn Sagawayh on mul-
tiple occasions.3® Sometimes Qaraites mention the title in an indirect form:
“the book in which he refuted Ibn Sagawayh.”*® Among Rabbanite authors,
Mubashshir b. Nissi ha-Levi discusses an opinion expressed by Saadya in “the
book of his refutation of Ibn Sagawayh”.#? Moses Ibn Ezra, writing in Magala al-
Hadiga about the need to understand anthropomorphisms in a metaphorical
sense, says: “Saadya Gaon explained this in Kitab al-Tamyiz and in his refuta-
tion of Ibn Saqawayh, the author of The Book of His Own Infamies, and of others

37  ENA 2539.1 (N. Allony, The Jewish Library in the Middle Ages: Book Lists from the Cairo
Genizah (edited by M. Frenkel, H. Ben-Shammai, with the participation of M. Soko-
low), Jerusalem: Ben-Zvi Institute, 2006 [Hebrew], no. 97, p. 336, 1. 54); T-s 10K20.9, T-5
Misc.36.147 (Allony, The Jewish Library, no. 4, p. 16, 1l. 107-108); T-s 10K20.7 (Allony, The
Jewish Library, no. 16, p. 68, 1l. 7-8); T-s Ar.52.213 (Allony, The Jewish Library, no. 17, p. 70,
1l. 7-8, 16-17); T-s Misc.36.150 (Allony, The Jewish Library, no. 30, pp. 110, 112, ll. 19, 45);
ENA1290.5 (Allony, The Jewish Library, no. 39, p. 153, 1. 24); T-s 13K1 (Allony, The Jewish Lib-
rary, no. 73, p. 279, 1. 16, erroneously listed as T-s 10K131). Allony also reconstructs this title
in Manchester, Rylands Genizah fragment 47, a 10th-century list that contains exclusively
Saadya’s works (Allony, The Jewish Library, no. 84, p. 311, 1. 1-2). However, this reconstruc-
tion does not fit well with the remaining letters and with the word np5 “jurisprudence” at
the end of the entry.

38 E.g. Yefet b. Eli, Commentary on Exodus, RNL Evr Arab 1 43, fol. 147v and Commentary on
Deuteronomy, RNL Evr Arab 119, fol. 8ov; Sahl b. Masliah, Book of Commandments, RNL
Evr Arab 1 819, fol. 31; Jeshua b. Judah, Tafsir Tora Siwwa Lanu, RNL Evr Arab 1 551, fol. 88v;
Anonymous, Refutation of Kitab al-Tamyiz, RNL Evr Arab 1 865, fol. 51; a quotation from
Salmon b. Yeruham(?) in a Rabbanite polemical work, T-s Ar.51.38, recto left-verso right.

39 Yefet b. Eli, Commentary on Exodus, RNL Evr Arab I 41, fol. 148r: BY 7 T TOR ARNIOR
TMPRD 13; Anonymous(?), Commentary on Leviticus 23:24, BL Or. 2518, fol. 73r: 72aRN2
AMPRD 1R 9P 112 T 7THX (this passage was described by Poznanski, “The Anti-Karaite
Writings”, p. 253 as the second recension of Yefet b. Eli’s commentary on Leviticus 23:5, a
view challenged by Ben-Shammai, “Edition and Versions”, pp. 17-18).

40  ]. Blau, Y. Yahalom, Rav Sa‘adya Ga'on in the Focus of Controversies in Baghdad: Sa‘adya’s
Sefer Ha-Galuy and Mevasser’s Two Books of Critiques on Him: A Critical Edition, Jerusalem:
Ben Zvi Institute, 2019 [Hebrew], p. 324, 1. 15: TMPRD 1AR Y 779 aRNA.
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who unfairly attack the religious law and those who uphold it"# Nissim b.
Jacob states that Saadya dealt with the topic of anthropomorphism in “the book
of The Refutation of the Objector (Heb. 1y1on 5v nawni), known in Arabic as
Kitab al-Radd ‘ala al-Mutahamil.#? Finally, the above-mentioned commentary
on Hilkhot Alfasi mentions The Refutation of the Unfair Attacker on the Mishnah
and the Talmud in the context of forbidden fats.43

A number of observations can be made. No sources known to me refer to
both titles. While Moses Ibn Ezra mentions both Ibn Sagawayh and “others who
unfairly attack the religious law”, the use of the singular form raddihi (“his refut-
ation”) seems to imply that there was one refutation that addressed both Ibn
Sagawayh and other unfair attackers rather than two separate ones. As such,
it does not constitute strong evidence for the existence of two separate refut-
ations, one against Ibn Sagawayh and another against other unfair attackers.
Interestingly, authors who opposed Saadya (the Qaraites and Mubashshir b.
Nissi ha-Levi) mentioned only The Refutation of Ibn Sagawayh, whereas those
who accepted his opinions (Nissim b. Jacob, Moses Ibn Ezra, and the comment-
ator on Hilkhot Alfasi) kept the reference to unfair attacker(s). The absence of
the title The Refutation of Ibn Sagawayh from book lists and its occasional use
in an indirect form suggest that it is not properly a title but a description of the
book’s purpose. It is probable that the title The Refutation of the Unfair Attacker
was avoided by Saadya’s opponents due to its excessively belligerent nature,
and was substituted by the more neutral and descriptive The Refutation of Ibn
Saqawayh. If so, the titles, too, supply no convincing evidence in favour of the
existence of two separate works against Ibn Sagawayh.

41 NLIHeb 8°5701, pp. 46-47: 12 °59 77701 ANYKR I8ND %0 5781 IR 7MY 130 12 TP
RTOARM AP IWHR Y PORRANADR 17 177 51 7oa1h mReabR ARND ANRY PR
(see also Poznanski, “The Anti-Karaite Writings’, p. 245n3; Harkavy, “Fragments of Anti-
Karaite Writings”, p. 661; Fenton, Philosophie et Exégese, p. 289). For the translation of
10015 MPRYE9R ARND as The Book of His Own Infamies, compare Fenton, Philosophie et
Exégeése, p. 371. Harkavy’s emendation “refutation of Ibn Sakaveihi, the author of the 28N2
M"R%a5, [where the Gaon] controverted the latter himself” seems unnecessary.

42 Poznanski, “The Anti-Karaite Writings”, p. 254; A. Jellinek, Quntres Taryag, Vienna: Broth-
ers Winter, 1878, p. 46; S. Emanuel, “A New Fragment of Megillat Setarim by R. Nissim
Gaon”, M. Bar-Asher (ed.) Rabbi Mordechai Breuer Festschrift: Collected Papers in Jew-
ish Studies, Jerusalem: Academon, 1992, vol. 2, pp. 535-551 [Hebrew], esp. p. 547 (the
Arabic title is somewhat garbled in Nissim b. Jacob’s text; see details in the provided
references). I thank the anonymous reviewer for drawing my attention to Emanuel’s pub-
lication.

43 Ms Sassoon 1062, p. 97 (Mann, “Varia’, p. 67n.199; Kafih, Ha-Rif le-Massekhet Hullin, p. 63).



202 CHAPTER 13
3 Conclusions

This article addresses a longstanding bibliographical problem concerning two
hitherto unreconstructed polemical works by Saadya Gaon: The Refutation of
Ibn Sagawayh and The Refutation of the Unfair Attacker on the Mishnah and the
Talmud. In 1905, H. Hirschfeld suggested that these were two separate works
against a single 10th-century Qaraite scholar, Ibn Saqawayh. Hirschfeld’s theory
was based on scanty evidence and disregarded important features of identified
Genizah fragments. Despite this, it is still cautiously accepted in research lit-
erature. In this article, I considered codicological and textual features of the
fragments, as well as quotations from and references to The Refutation of Ibn
Saqawayh and The Refutation of the Unfair Attacker in Rabbanite and Qaraite
sources and Genizah book lists, and argued that they must be regarded as
one and the same polemical treatise (a view originally put forward by Gei-
ger, albeit for the wrong reasons). The fact that the title The Refutation of Ibn
Sagawayh is not attested in book lists and was only used by authors critical of
Saadya Gaon suggests that the title of the polemic was The Refutation of the
Unfair Attacker on the Mishnah and the Talmud, whereas The Refutation of Ibn
Saqawayh was a descriptive moniker intended to tone down the title’s belliger-
ence.
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CHAPTER 14

Representations of a New ‘Mental Time’ in Karaite
Exegetical Sources

Meira Polliack

1 Introduction

By the tenth century CE, Arabic culture was intensely literate. Genres with
strong oral roots such as Arabic poetry and Tradition (Hadit) were committed
to writing and circulated as fully written texts. The dogma of (jaz al-qurin,
which cemented the Qur’an’s status as an exemplar of Arabic literature in its
finest (heavenly-endowed) form, was in place, as was the understanding that
all fields of science, especially, linguistics and rational philosophy serve as aux-
iliary genres in the study of the Quran and its exegesis. The Arabisation of
the near-eastern Jews (and Christians), namely, their adoption of the Arabic
language and culture was completed by the tenth century ck. This is appar-
ent in the standard Judeo-Arabic script in which many genizah documents
are penned. In other words, whereas the Jews spoke and wrote Arabic in vari-
ous forms long before the tenth century CE, it was during this century that
they adopted a standard measure for writing classical Arabic in Hebrew let-
ters.!

The historian Jacques Le Goff (1924—2014CE), in his book Pour an autre
Moyen Age: temps, travail at culture en Occident (1977; English version: Time,
Work and Culture in the Middle Ages; 1982) introduced ethnology to the study of
the European Middle Ages. Among his various contributions Le Goff developed
the concept of mental time (deriving from collective psychology and beha-
vior) as a time out of joint with other (chronological or material) historical
time scales. In other words, he showed how historical thinking, in the sense
of thinking about the past, is not necessarily linear. We can be living physic-
ally in one time yet thinking of ourselves, or experiencing life, in the context

1 On this orthographical stabilisation and further bibliography see M. Polliack “Arabic Bible
translations in the Cairo Genizah collections”, in Jewish Studies in a New Europe: Proceed-
ings of the Fifth Congress of Jewish studies in Copenhagen 1994, under the auspices of the
European Association for Jewish studies. Haxen, U., Trautner-Kromann, H. and Goldschmidt
Salamon, K.L. (eds.). Copenhagen: C.A. Reitzel, 1998, pp. 595-620.
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of another (much earlier) time. This is especially true of medieval societies
(and by extension, perhaps, more traditional societies). Le Goff illuminated
how, in the medieval Christian west, history and memory, past and present,
ancient, and contemporary did not constitute binary oppositions. They only
gradually drifted apart, thus enabling a prolonged mental experience of the
past, as in some way merging with the present.? Though Le Goff concen-
trated on the experience of time in western European historical thinking, his
concept of mental time is universal, and in my view at least, one may apply
it loosely to non-European, Near Eastern medieval sources, as a fruitful theor-
etical concept. In these sources, we find a similar process of gradual distan-
cing from the past through growing awareness of its distinctiveness from the
present. Still, the past is not altogether binary to the present in the writings
of Jewish and Muslim medieval thinkers, as would be typical in many of their
modern views of history. The Karaite Bible exegetes lived mainly in Jerusalem
of the tenth—twelfth centuries CE, yet they also lived, mentally, in biblical times,
and though they thought biblical times were different to theirs, they still ten-
ded to see their lives as issuing naturally from ancient forms of thinking and
experience.3

In this short contribution in honour of the Cairo Genizah Research Unit’s
fiftieth anniversary, I have chosen to point out three instances of mental time
as reflected in medieval Karaite sources. These instances also underlie, in my
view, how the rise of literacy in the everyday life and mentality of the Jews of

2 For further discussion of Le Goff’s understanding of medieval historical thinking in
contradistinction to the modern, see Patrick H. Hutton, History and Theory, 33/1 (1994):
95107 (review of History and Memory by Jacques Le Goff). Hutton emphasizes how in
Le Goff’s view “historical thinking emerged historically out of a rising awareness of differ-
ences between past and present realities” (p. 98) and how distancing the past and gaining
a critical view of it was an extremely gradual process which began only in the late Middle
Ages yet cementing only in modern historical thinking. The medieval sense of history is
partly evoked by the French term longue durée (literally, “long duration”), introduced by
the historian Fernand Braudel, as a standard term of reference in the work of the Annales
School of historians which influenced Le Goff. “The term longue durée is used to indicate
a perspective on history that extends further into the past than both human memory and
the archaeological record, so as to incorporate climatology, demography, geology, and ocean-
ology, and chart the effects of events that occur so slowly as to be imperceptible to those
who experience them, such as the changing nature of the planet, or the steady increase
in population in a particular area” (from ‘Longue Durée’ in Ian Buchanan, A Diction-
ary of Critical Theory. Oxford: University Press: 2010. https://www.oxfordreference.com/displa
y/10.1093/0i/authority.20110803100114325;jsessionid=64EDSDDBo8D CF2FEE9974 CA6BD16C
8EA, accessed 1 February 2024).

3 Karaite historical thinking has been specifically discussed in the following work: M. Polliack,


https://www.oxfordreference.com/display/10.1093/oi/authority.20110803100114325;jsessionid=64ED8DDB08DCF2FEE9974CA6BD16C8EA
https://www.oxfordreference.com/display/10.1093/oi/authority.20110803100114325;jsessionid=64ED8DDB08DCF2FEE9974CA6BD16C8EA
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the Islamic world, affected the development of new conceptions of Scripture,
primarily amongst the Karaites, but also among Rabbanites. In my view, Karaite
Judaism, which emerged and became consolidated in the Near East during the
ninth—eleventh centuries CE, was in part a mental response to the challenge of
literacy, to a large extent, though not of course, as its singular motivation. The
Cairo Genizah sources further teach us that this challenge, primarily posed by
the ideals of Islamic society and Arabic culture, was one with which the learned
Jewish elites clearly identified, as when producing, exchanging, and owning
books.#

In several works, I have argued that the conceptualisation of the Hebrew
Bible as a product of written (as opposed to) oral communication is basic to
the Karaite-Rabbanite polemic. It reflects a society that identifies oral commu-
nication with uneducated social strata and written or literate communication
with the educated man of letters. This type of identification was not part of
the pre-Islamic Rabbinic world. The ancient Jewish Sages were undoubtedly
educated in Jewish sources, and highly literate in Hebrew and Aramaic (some
of them also knew Greek). Their mental world was as sophisticated as that of
their medieval counterparts, yet their mentality was not one of literacy; they
considered oral communication no less important and worthwhile than writ-
ten communication. Jewish Rabbinic tradition, which crystallized during the
first century BCE to the sixth century CE, did not deem oral communication
to be a sign of illiteracy, even when engulfed by a highly literate Greco-Roman
and Christian culture. During the Islamic period and certainly from the tenth
century CE onwards a mental shift takes place, as we find in genizah docu-
ments and other sources; there is a growing identification of oral communic-
ation with illiteracy and a clear preference for written communication. This
development explains the critical Karaite stance towards Oral Law (torah Se-
be-‘al peh). It also explains why “normative” Judaism, namely, traditional Rab-

“Historicizing Prophetic Literature: Yefet ben ‘Eli’'s commentary on Hosea and its relationship
to al-QuamisT’s ‘Pitron’”, in Pesher Nahum: Texts and studies in Jewish History and Literature
from Antiquity through the Middle Ages Presented to Norman (Nahum) Golb. Kraemer, J.L.,
Wechsler, M.G. and Golb, N. (eds.), Chicago, Illinois: Oriental Institute of the University of
Chicago, 2012, pp. 149-186. Also cf. the more recent works of M. Zawanoska, “Reconstructing
the Past and Conceptualizing the Jewish ‘Other’: How the Babylonian Geonim Contributed
to the Creation of the Founding Myth of Karaism.” History of Religions, 62/1 (2022): 73-108;
and J.H. Andruss, Jewish Piety in Islamic Jerusalem: The Lamentations Commentary of Salmon
Ben Yeruhim. Oxford University Press, 2023.

4 For adetailed discussion see M. Polliack, “The Karaite Inversion of “Written” and “Oral” Torah
in Relation to the Islamic Arch-Models of Qur'an and Hadith’, Jewish Studies Quarterly, 22/3

(2015): 243—302.
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binic Judaism, which continued to base itself on modes of oral learning and to
uphold them, also, though more gradually and more reluctantly, began to adopt
new modes of writing on the Hebrew Bible. These modes included linguistic-
contextual exegesis, as apparent in the works of Saadya Gaon and the Spanish
Judaeo-Arabic exegetes. Hence, in tune with the Karaite interpreters, Rabbanite
commentators also found themselves asking questions about the “textuality”
of Hebrew scripture.’ In doing so, Karaites and Rabbanites formulated their
ideas, for the first time in the history of Jewish exegesis, around the concept of
written language, and the understanding that the Hebrew Bible was a literary
product.

The Karaites were the ones who gave the new mentality the most open or
free expression, as already pointed out in the seminal work of Rina Drory, who
claimed they spearheaded this development.® Hence, we find a keen interest in
the literary and linguistic aspects of the biblical text expressed in the writings
of Karaites such as Aba Yasuf Ya‘qub al-Qirqisani (d. 960 CcE) and Yefet ben ‘Eli
(d. c. 1009 CE), in terms which remind us of modern “textual theory” or “text
criticism”. Drory pointed out three types of queries in this respect, namely:

(1) What is the connection between the biblical text and the “real” world?
In other words, is the Hebrew Bible describing real events or “inventing”
them?

(2) What kind of narrative techniques are employed in the Hebrew Bible?

(3) How does the biblical text build up meaning?

Though the Karaite exegetes did not formulate these questions in the above lit-

erary jargon, they were clearly engaging with them, and tried to answer them

(and other related questions as well). Their mental time became thus distin-

guished from traditional modes of thinking on the Hebrew Bible as the revealed

“Word of God” to be interpreted through open-ended midrasic exegesis, preval-

ent amongst their Rabbanite counterparts. This was the result of their early

embracing of a literate consciousness ushered in by Islam. Let me add to

Drory’s insights by exemplifying these three queries in the following:

5 See my article (above) and further cf. M. Polliack, “Deconstructing the Dual Torah: A Jewish
response to the Muslim model of Scripture’, in Interpreting Scriptures in Judaism, Christianity
and Islam: Overlapping Inquiries. Cohen, M.Z. and Berlin, A. (eds.), Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 2016, pp. 113-130.

6 See R. Drory, The Emergence of Jewish-Arabic Literary Contacts at the Beginning of the Tenth
Century, Tel-Aviv: Publications of Porter Institute of Poetics and Semiotics, Tel-Aviv University
[Hebrew], 1988.
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2 Three Aspects of Karaite Text Criticism

2.1 Is the Hebrew Bible Describing “Real” Events or “Inventing” Them
and Does It Offer a “Reliable” Depiction of the Reality of Biblical
Times?

In the introduction to his commentary on Genesis, al-Qirgisani offers 37 her-
meneutic rules, some of which are clearly concerned with the question of
whether the Bible contains a “reliable” depiction or transmission of the real-
ity of biblical times. He asks, for instance, whether the Hebrew Bible, upon
describing foreign or non-Israelite nations, cites their words in the original lan-
guage (suggesting these nations might have spoken Hebrew) or translates their
tongues into Hebrew; are there signs in the text, asks al-Qirqisani, as to whether
their words were transmitted in the original? (Principle 6.)

Al-Qirgisani further asserts that the Bible mentions place names according
to how these were known in the time of the Bible’s composition or writing
down (which took place, according to al-Qirqisani, in Moses’s time), and not
according to how they were known in earlier historical times when some of
the events occurred (Principle 11). Al-Qirgisani further attempts to distinguish
between fictive and non-fictive elements in the text (Principle 5). All these
questions derive from a unique mental time that accentuates the difference
between reality and the words used to describe it. The Karaite writers appear
to deliberate a great deal over the reliable or unreliable depiction of reality in
the biblical text, as if they are concerned to ward off criticism in this respect.
Naturally, Islamic claims as to the Jews’ distortion of God’s Word fueled this
concern. Yet, it would not have arisen had not a new kind of literary and his-
torical consciousness emerged among the Karaite elite, regardless of Muslim
polemic against the Jews.”

2.2 Narrative Techniques

The Karaites intensely engaged in deciphering biblical techniques in fashion-
ing discourse and narrative. They envisaged a person or persons responsible
for employing these techniques, whom they referred to by the Arabic term
mudawwin, in other words, an authorial-narrator-editor of the biblical text.8
This served them as a wide and flexible theoretical concept. The differentiation

7 For a discussion of al-Qirgisant’s principles, see L. Nemoy, Karaite Anthology: Excerpts from
the earliest literature. New Haven: Yale University Press, 1952, 421f,; cf. M. Zucker, “Towards
Solving the Problem of the Thirty-two Middot and the “Mishnah” of Rabbi Eliezer”, Proceed-
ings of the American Academy of Jewish Research 23 (1954): 1-39 [Hebrew].

8 See further on this concept M. Polliack “The “voice” of the narrator and the “voice” of the
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between the mudawwin’s voice and that of the characters is common in Yefet
ben ‘Eli’s works, in particular. Here, I suffice with two examples. First, in com-
menting on Esther 1:1, Yefet explains the intention of the mudawwin’s wording:

By the statement “Now it came to pass in the days of Ahasuerus” he (the
mudawwin) is referring to all that which the scroll contains, the purpose
of which is the recounting of what happened to Israel during his time, for
all that which it mentions is connected with them—that is today, since it
was the intention of the mudawwin to inform us of the matter on account
of which Israel enjoined upon themselves (the continual observance of)
the two days of Purim, it was inevitable that he should recount that which
took place of their affairs (during the reign of Ahasuerus), from their first
to their last [...] He then continues to link the report together (silsilat al-
gawl), in order to point out that the king prescribed that which Esther
and Mordechai had in mind concerning the matter of the annihilation of
Israel’s worst enemies, and also (to show) what they received as a religious
obligation on account of these two days.?

Yefet further suggests the mudawwin of Esther, whomever he might have been,
finalized the text of the Book originally written by Esther, albeit containing all
the essential episodes or scenes of the affair. The implication, therefore, is that
the mudawwin added or subtracted, and perhaps, to a certain extent, refash-
ioned, Esther’s “Urtext” into a canonical book which explains the events behind
the festival of Purim.

According to Michael G. Wechsler, “it is in the same vein apparently that
Yefet implicitly identifies Esther 9:23—28 as a summarizing statement of the
mudawwin rather than that of Esther when he writes ad g:25: ‘The mudawwin
indicates that the Jews found rest from their enemies (only) when Haman as
well as his sons had been impaled.’ "0

Often throughout his commentary on the Torah too, Yefet systematically
distinguishes between the “voice” (gawl, literally: ‘saying, utterance’) of the

characters in the Bible commentaries of Yefet ben ‘Eli”, in Birkat Shalom: Studies in the
Bible, Ancient Near Eastern Literature, and Postbiblical Judaism presented to Shalom M.
Paul on the occasion of his seventieth birthday. Cohen, C. (ed.), Winona Lake: Penn State
University Press, Vol. 2, 2008, pp. 891-915.

9 Michael G. Wechsler, The Arabic Translation and Commentary of Yefet ben ‘Eli the Karaite
on the Book of Esther, Leiden: Brill, 2008, pp. 167-169. See Wechsler’s further discussion on
the semantics of mudawwin in this work pp. 30-34.

10  Ibid, p. 303.
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mudawwin and the direct speech of the characters in the story. A case in point
concerns Sarah’s words to Abraham, in which she explains her request that he
should beget children from her Egyptian maid, Hagar, by admitting that “the
Lord has prevented me from bearing children” (Gen 16:2). In his comment on
this verse, Yefet compares Sarah’s awareness of God’s role in her predicament
with similar interpretations of barrenness in the cases of Rachel (Gen 30:2) and
Hannah (1Sam 1:6), as follows:!

Similarly to this statement, Jacob, may he rest in peace, said (to Rachel):
‘(Am I in place of God), who withheld from you the fruit of the womb?’
(Gen 30:2), and the authorial-narrator-editor [emphasis added] said
(wa-q%la al-mudawwin; Gen 30:22): ‘(and God remembered Rachel and
heard her) and opened her womb’ He (= the narrator) attributed the
opening of the womb to Him (= to God) just as he referred its preven-
tion from conception to Him. As he said concerning Hannah (1Sam 1:6):
‘because the Lord had closed her womb’. And God, the exalted and lofty,
included both aspects in one saying (Isa 66:9): ‘Shall I, who cause to bring
forth, shut the womb?’.

In this comment, Yefet clearly distinguishes between three types of voices in
the biblical text: Firstly, the voice of the characters in the story, such as Jacob,
which is related in the first-person direct speech form (“Am I in place of God,
who withheld from you the fruit of the womb?”). Secondly, the voice of the
mudawwin, who relates certain data concerning the characters, in the third
person form (“and God remembered Rachel and heard her and opened her
womb”). Thirdly, the voice of God speaking, in first person direct speech (‘Shall
I, who cause to bring forth, shut the womb?’).

The writing process behind the transition of voices in the narrative span
is not discussed by Yefet, nor does he make evident whether the narrator is
responsible for quoting the actual words of the human characters, or God, or
whether he “merges” in some way with the characters, subsuming their voice.
Yefet’s primary purpose in applying the distinction between voices remains
exegetical in that he alerts the reader to the transition, in order to elucid-
ate a textual feature in the narrative span. Certain sections of text are thus
openly marked off as issuing from the mudawwin, representing his words, while
other sections represent the words of the characters. Why is this so import-
ant to Yefet? The answer seems to lie, in my view, in his mental time. Yefet is

11 MS Cambridge, Trinity College (= cTC) 24 (folios not numbered).
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troubled by the lack of smoothness or consistency in the Bible’s “reportage” or
“textualisation” of historical events, real events, real people, or real situations,
due to his new sensibility to such matters. In explaining the textual mechan-
ism behind these transitions, he wishes to show there is a logical explanation
for the perplexing textual features of the Bible’s way in relating “authentic”
materials. Yefet’s concern with the historical cohesion of the biblical text arises
from common Islamic polemic against the Jews, namely, the claim that they
distorted (tahrif) God’s message, and hence their texts have been abrogated
(nask), as impaired or inauthentic, by the Qur’an. Though he does not mention
this openly, Yefet is in fact engaging with this claim. He appears sensitized to
what may be criticized as the Hebrew Bible’s lack of textual cohesion. This is a
clear sign of his mental time, namely, a state of mind, which has shifted from
the rabbinic-midrasic traditional reading of the Hebrew Bible as intrinsically
multi-significant, regardless of its textual cohesion.1?

2.3 The Build-up of Meaning in the Biblical Text

A major concept in the Karaite understanding of the build-up of meaning is
that of the discourse gaps employed by the mudawwin. The Karaite grammarian
Ya‘qub Yasuf ibn Nith used the term ‘iktisar in designating the ‘elision of let-
ters in the morphological derivation of a word and the elision of words from
a verse’!3 Ibn Nil's terminology is almost identical to Yefet’s, namely, kalimah
muktasirah al-tadwin refers to words that ‘exist implicitly in the structure of the
text but have been omitted in the explicit written form (uktusira fi [-tadwin).
The implicit presence of such words in the structure of the text is posited only
if some structural feature in the text requires this!* Yefet extended Ibn Nuh's
grammatical theory to the literary sphere and further developed it, using the
notion of elision to reconstruct wider textual units, i.e., as a form of discourse
analysis. Thus ’iktisar, in Yefet's usage, explains the narration process in which
certain elements of a narrative span (or a prophetic utterance) are omitted or
abridged from the explicit written form of the story (or prophecy), but remain
implicitin its literary structure or pattern. It is as if this abstracted structure pre-
serves the contours of an ideal or complete literary form, which was in the mind

12 Forfurther examples of Yefet’s identification of narrative technique in prophetic literature
and other genres see M. Polliack, “The Unseen Joints of the Text: On the medieval Judaeo-
Arabic concept of elision (iAtisar) and its gap-filling functions in biblical interpretations’,
in Words, Ideas, Worlds: Biblical essays in honour of Yairah Amit. Brenner, A. and Polak, F.H.
(eds.). Sheffield: Sheffield Phoenix Press, 2012, pp. 179—205.

13 See G. Khan, The Early Karaite Tradition of Hebrew Grammatical Thought, Leiden: Brill,
2000, . 147.

14  Ibid, p.133; and further on pp. 134-135, 150.
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of the author or compiler-editor of the biblical text. Yet, its explicit expression
in the written text could never be complete, since its realisation in the text is
partial, due to narration and rhetorical considerations, as well as limitations of
space.’® The Bible translator and interpreter is able, nevertheless, to reconstruct
this full structure by comparing between its different realisations in the written
text, within the same text-type or genre (i.e., comparisons between different
texts within the prophetic, historiographic or narrative genres). In this man-
ner, the interpreter may arrive at the specific significance or accurate meaning
of the text as intimated by the expression of the abstract structure within the
written form of the text. Al-Qirgisani too discussed the linear structure of the
biblical text and its interruption in several of his principles of interpretations
(nos. 7-10), including gaps and their usage, and textual foreshadowing.!6

3 Conclusion

In sum, the above examples demonstrate how Karaite exegetical sources came
to reflect a unique mental time, namely, a form of historical thinking, which
is beginning to dissociate itself, due to the encounter with Arabic literacy,
from the ancient Rabbinic blurring between present and past. Judaeo-Arabic
sources from the Cairo Genizah collections reflect how biblical exegetes in
the High Middle Ages in the Near East distanced themselves from the ahistor-
ical approach of ancient Rabbinic exegesis.'” They asked questions about the
possible connection between the biblical text and the “real” world. Especially,
whether the Hebrew Bible included fictive elements that one can differenti-
ate from non-fictive, historical events. This lead inevitably to the discovery of
narrative techniques employed by the Bible’s various authors-editors and to lit-
erary reflection on the ways the biblical text built up meaning. Though imbued
with a biblical world view, and wanting to revive a biblical past, the Karaite
exegetes understood this was not possible in practice since the biblical text

15  See further in Polliack, “The Unseen Joints of the Text” (note 12 above) and cf. Khan, The
Early Karaite Tradition (note 13 above), p. 134.

16  See above note 7.

17 On the Rabbinic Sages’ disinclination towards historical realism in biblical interpretation,
see M.D. Herr, “The Conception of History among the Sages’, Proceedings of the World
Congress of Jewish Studies, Jerusalem, 1973, pp. 129-142 [Hebrew]. On the Sages’ views on
the “historicity” of the stories found in midrashic literature, see C.J. Milikowsky, “Midrash
as Fiction and Midrash as History: What Did the Rabbis Mean?” in Ancient Fiction: The
Matrix of Early Christian and Jewish Narrative, edited by Jo-Ann Brant et al., Atlanta: Soci-
ety of Biblical Literature, 2005, pp. 117-127.
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had to be interpreted in new ways that suited their present. They tried to focus
on grammatical meaning and the literal sense as a way of regaining confid-
ence in the biblical message, yet they did not engage in midrasic gap-filling,
which often deliberately merged the present and past. Rather, they engaged
in such questions as formulated above, and tried to answer them (and other
related questions as well). Their mental time had become transformed, when
compared with the traditional modes of thinking on the Hebrew Bible pre-
valent amongst the Rabbinic Sages and their Rabbanite counterparts. In this
respect Karaism was the beginning-of-the end of the drawn-out, elastic mental
time of ancient Rabbinic exegesis. In the next five hundred years Jewish bib-
lical exegesis would experience further critical breaks from this longue durée,
such as taken by Abraham Ibn ‘Ezra or Baruch Spinoza. The transition in Jewish
mental time, at least on the hermeneutic level, resulted from the Karaites’ early
embrace of a new literate consciousness, due to their encounter with medieval
Arabic thought and literature.
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CHAPTER 15

“To Hire Tents and Camels and Take the Desert
Route by Way of Gaza”: Margaret Gibson’s 1896
Expedition from Cairo to Jerusalem

Catherine Ansorge

1 Introduction

In early 1896, the remarkable twin sisters Margaret Dunlop Gibson (1843-1920)
and Agnes Smith Lewis (1843-1926) set out from their home in Cambridge on
an expedition to visit Cairo and Jerusalem, searching for manuscripts which
they had been informed were on sale in the local markets. The sisters were
already well-known at the time, both for their scholarship and their language
skills, especially in Arabic and Syriac, and for their manuscript discoveries and
decipherment skills. They were also seasoned travellers, having already made
several visits to Egypt, Sinai, and Jerusalem. In 1898, Agnes published In the
Shadow of Sinai, an account of her travels and research discoveries. Chapter
seven, A Leaf of Ecclesiasticus, is her description of the 1896 expedition, includ-
ing some details of the manuscripts they had found (Lewis, 1898, 142—158). A
more recent account of the expedition appeared as Keepers of Manuscripts,
chapter 24 of Sisters of Sinai, a biographical account of the sisters’ lives by Janet
Soskice (Soskice, 2010, 232—238).

Later perceptions of this expedition have been based on the narrative writ-
ten by Agnes. However, housed in the archives of Westminster College in Cam-
bridge are two vivid and surprisingly personal narratives of the 1896 expedition
written by the other sister, Margaret Gibson. She was the less outspoken of
the two women, and these accounts have remained unpublished, though men-
tioned and quoted by Stefan Reif in his 2004 account of the Cambridge scholars
involved in the discovery of the Cambridge Genizah collection (Reif, 2004, 332—
346). The aim of the present paper is to give a fresh account to the sisters’ 1896
journey from Margaret’s point of view.

Margaret's first account, Cairo to Jerusalem by Land, describes her journey
overland from the Suez Canal, eastwards via Gaza, to Jerusalem.! The second
account, Jerusalem in 1896, describes her subsequent month-long stay in the

1 “Cairo to Jerusalem by Land” by Margaret Dunlop Gibson, wGL6/2/2, Archive Collections,
Westminster College, Cambridge, UK (cited in the text as Cairo, folio number). Unpublished.
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city.2 These two narratives describe Margaret’s daily experiences and observa-
tions both in greater detail and in a more thoughtful style than in the briefer
account by Agnes. They also record in some detail her own personal reac-
tions and experiences as the expedition progressed. I became aware of these
travelogues in 2016, after a visit to Westminster College when first working in
the Genizah Research Unit, and I subsequently made a complete transcription
of the two narratives which provided such a lively and colourful account of
Margaret’s experiences.

2 The Documents and the Archive

The sisters, originally from Ayrshire in Scotland, had decided to settle perman-
ently in Cambridge by 1890. The home they built—Castle-brae, in Chester-
ton Lane—provided the centre of their activities and contacts with the Uni-
versity’s academic community. After the deaths of Margaret in 1920 and then
Agnes in 1926, a number of their papers and manuscripts were transferred
from their home to nearby Westminster College (Soskice, 2010, 302), where
they form an archive with other personal belongings.? Margaret’s original doc-
uments are unremarkable in appearance, written on plain paper without illus-
tration, in a neat and consistent style looking rather like two school essays.* She
recounts her activities and surroundings in refreshing detail, giving the impres-
sion these accounts were written close to the events described, possibly during
the expedition itself, on the journey home, or immediately on her return to
Cambridge.

Few other examples of the sisters’ original writing have survived, as much
of it was destroyed after their deaths, but there is an extensive photographic
collection which provides a unique record of their work and travels. They are
among the earliest photographic records made by European travellers in the
Middle East and North Africa. The sisters used photography primarily to make

2 “Jerusalem in 1896” by Margaret Dunlop Gibson, wGL6/2/1, Archive Collections,
Westminster College, Cambridge. UK (cited in the text as Jerusalem, folio number). Un-
published.

3 Westminster College in Cambridge was founded as a theological training college serving the
Presbyterian Church. Formerly the English Presbyterian College, founded in London in 1844,
it was moved to Cambridge in 1899 and renamed after the 1647 Westminster Confession of
Faith. The sisters were among the chief benefactors to the Cambridge foundation, also secur-
ing the site of the building from St John’s College.

4 The first narrative is written on fourteen loose pages of lined paper, measuring 28.5x 22.5cm.
The second, consisting of twenty-four loose pages, has leaves of slightly different sizes.
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copies of the manuscripts they discovered, but they also photographed land-
scapes, excavations, local inhabitants and travelling companions. They cer-
tainly carried a camera with them on their 1896 expedition; Margaret refers
to this specifically in her second narrative (Jerusalem, 8). Although the photo-
graphs are mostly without original captions, it is likely that some were taken on
the journey Margaret describes and those included in this chapter have been
chosen specifically to illustrate the narrative.

3 The Context of Margaret’s Travel Accounts

Margaret and Agnes (née Smith) were the daughters of a wealthy Presbyterian
lawyer who ensured that they received a high standard of education, especially
inlanguages. A notable local Scottish minister, William Bruce Robertson (1820—
1886), became their mentor, supporting their academic pursuits and desire to
travel. A significant inheritance received on their father’s death gave the sis-
ters freedom to pursue their own interests and they visited Greece, Turkey, and
Egypt. In 1869, they made their first trip to Palestine, including Jerusalem. Both
sisters later married, Agnes to a Fellow of Corpus Christi College in Cambridge,
but both their husbands died within a few years and neither of them had chil-
dren.

In Cambridge, the sisters studied Arabic, Syriac, and Persian, and took pri-
vate tuition with the Hebrew scholar Robert Kennett (1864-1932). They atten-
ded palaeography classes with the biblical scholar James Rendel Harris (1852—
1941), who became a close friend. Their Scottish Presbyterian beliefs continued
to be a powerful influence and fired their interest in the transmission of bib-
lical texts traced through early manuscript sources. Despite being marginalised
from the Cambridge academic community on grounds of their sex, the sisters
achieved scholarly success. They continued to travel, and between the years
1892 and 1906, made five expeditions to the monastery of St Catherine in Sinai,
as well as visits to Syria and the Coptic monasteries on the Nile (Soskice, 2010,
124187 and 272—276).

Margaret and Agnes can be included in the long tradition of European
women travellers to the Middle East, but they were far from being the first.
Until the end of the eighteenth-century, European travel in the region had
been largely a male experience. Opportunities for women to visit there, except

5 The collection can be viewed in the Cambridge Digital Library at: http://cudllib.cam.ac.uk/
collections/westminster/1.
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FIGURE 15.1  Sketch map of Margaret’s journey to Jerusalem showing overnight stops; those between Bir
Nuss and El Arish are approximate.

as pilgrims, or later as wives of diplomats or missionaries, were rare. In 1798,
Napoleon’s conquest of Egypt brought about greater accessibility for European
travellers and explorers, including the possibility for women to travel more
widely. A further, rapid expansion of organised tourism in the late nineteenth
century made travel both easier and safer for women (Melman, 1992, 8-18).

But the twins did not travel as tourists. They organised the 1896 expedition
themselves, just as they had their previous expeditions. They hired a dragoman
(local guide and interpreter) and servants but brought no other companions.
Their original plan had been to take the sea route from Alexandria to Jaffa, but
the opening lines of Margaret’s first narrative explains how their plans changed
quite suddenly and in a way beyond their control:

In February of this year, my sister Mrs Lewis and I were in Egypt, and
intended to go to Jerusalem, but unsuspected difficulties came in our
way. Five days of quarantine was put on at all the Syrian ports against
Alexandria, where cholera had only just begun to appear ... we there-
fore resolved, rather rashly perhaps, to hire tents and camels and take the
desert route by way of Gaza.

Cairo, 1. Final words also quoted in the article title

The arduous journey took eleven days, and a sketch map of the route is shown
in Fig. 1.
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4 Cairo to Jerusalem by Land—Margaret’s First Travel Account

Margaret’s narrative begins on gth March, after the sisters had taken the train
from Cairo to Kawa Zara, a small station on the Suez Canal where they camped
overnight. They were so close the water’s edge they could see the huge, brightly-
lit ships passing close by. A string of camels to carry their tents and provisions
was assembled on the canal bank at Al Qantarah with their dragoman, a young
man named Joseph, whom they knew well, as he had accompanied them to
Sinai the previous year. With all the arrangements in place they were ready to
set out, and Margaret joked “on the morning of Tuesday the 10th of March, I
mounted the tallest camel I have ever rode upon, my feet when he was stand-
ing, being higher than a man’s head, and felt not a little elated at looking down
on my sister for the first time.” (Cairo, 3).

As the sisters progressed along the desert route, Margaret describes the animal
and plant life they saw; goats, mice, tortoises, beetles, and a variety of grasses
and daisies. They followed a route north to El Arish, then parallel to the Medi-
terranean coast to Rafah and Gaza, the route of the ancient Via Maris. The first
night was spent at the small settlement of Bir Nuss, and it then took a further
ten days of arduous riding to complete their journey. A scene with the sisters
mounted on camels is shown in Fig. 2.

Margaret’s account dwells on the arduous nature of this first half of the trek
across the desert to Rafah. It took five days of hard riding, mostly over deep
sand, but sometimes on ground as hard as asphalt. By contrast, Agnes covers
the first half of the journey very briefly in her account. As the sisters ride along,
Margaret’s observations are not all about the everyday world. She reflects in
her vivid imagination, on her deeply held Christian beliefs, and their journey
in the context of the biblical narrative. She muses that this same route might
have been taken by the Holy Family on the Flight into Egypt, in primitive con-
ditions of much greater privation:

What did the Virgin mother ride while bearing the infant Saviour along
this road? Doubtless a camel. An ass would have much difficulty getting
over such deep sand and with a rider on its back. How did she fare? She
had not, like us, biscuits and jam and St Galmier water but perhaps dates
and goat's milk, for we twice passed a flock of these.

Cairo, 3

The sisters rode by day, pausing for lunch which they ate in a small square
luncheon tent that always accompanied them. This is shown with the sisters
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FIGURE 15.2  The sisters mounted on camels with Margaret in the foreground. This slide
is not labelled, but a print of this image in the sisters’ album (WGL1/26) is
labelled ‘Mrs Gibson 1892’ and so slightly predates their 1896 expedition.

inside in Fig. 3. At night, larger tents were set up to prepare a larger meal and
forsleeping. The main tent is shown in Fig. 4. The main tents and baggage some-
times travelled on ahead to allow the sisters more time to explore.

Margaret observed how sometimes their progress was influenced by local
customs:

our Mohammedan escort were all fasting, as it was the last week of
Ramadan. They must not let anything pass their lips, not even a drop of
water or a pipe between daybreak and sunset. Consequently, they did not
make our daily journey longer than they could help. They take a good meal
at 7pM, and go on smoking, eating and talking until 1 am.

Cairo, 4



222 CHAPTER 15

FIGURE 15.3  The kitchen tent with the sisters standing inside.

On Sunday, March 15th, which was the last day of Ramadan, they reached El
Arish after an arduous ride “over large and bare sand hills for six hours” (Cairo,
5). Perhaps they were expecting difficulties here with the authorities, but Mar-
garet records that after all the “custom-house officers did not trouble us. They
contented themselves with taking a cup of coffee in our kitchen tent.” (Cairo,

5)-

The next day, March 16th, they had an unexpectedly long ride and left Egypt,
crossing into Palestine, known at the time as Southern Syria (the Syria Vilayet,
founded in 1841). Margaret writes:
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FIGURE 15.4  Tents in an encampment. It is uncertain on what expedition this photograph
was taken.

our Bedouins fast, having now terminated, having got their heart’s desire
in having spent the last day of Ramadan with their friends at El Arish,
were in good humour for travelling. Consequently, our baggage camels
went too far and darkness overtook us long before we got to them.

Cairo, 5-6

And

It was 8 PM when a man met us with a paper lantern and we soon found
ourselves under the welcome shelter of our tents. Mrs Lewis’s little camel
having repeatedly gone down on its knees to protest against a day’s ride
of eleven hours. In the morning we found that we were literally in a field
of clover, and that our tents were between the boundary-stones of Egypt
and Syria.

Cairo, 6.

The next day they passed the village of Khan Jenga and reached the outskirts
of Gaza, where one startling event did give them cause for alarm. As Margaret
reports, they were attacked by a group of men: “one of them ... threw a stone
at my camel-herder which struck him on the head. The others were using bad
language and calling us ‘infidel Christians” (Cairo, 7-8)
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FIGURE 15.5  Turkish soldier on horseback.

When Agnes judged that one of the pursuers was about to pull out a pistol, she
reacted by laughing and they managed to escape shaken but unscathed. Here
Joseph averted a possible disaster, the first of several occasions on this exped-
ition where he succeeded in saving the day. At his request, the local Governor
sent two Turkish cavalry soldiers to guard the party. The presence of Turkish
authorities prevented any further trouble for the travellers, a matter especially
significant for unaccompanied women. One of the guards, named Mohammed,
accompanied them the rest of the way to Jerusalem and became an indispens-
able member of the party. A photograph of a Turkish soldier is shown in Fig. 5.

Margaret’s accounts contain several descriptions of officers from the Otto-
man administration, military personnel, or Turkish officials, which places her
narrative into the wider political context. The sisters were travelling not far
from where the Cambridge Professor of Arabic, Edward Henry Palmer (1840—
1882) had been shot dead in the desert of El Tih in 1882. Yet the sisters seemed
undeterred by danger, and although the contemporary Baedeker’s guide ad-
vised carrying weapons except on major routes, they carried none with them
(Baedeker, 1894). Others in their party may well have been armed, but this is
not mentioned.
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After Gaza, their route left the Via Maris and twisted inland over firmer,
more undulating terrain, but the sisters decided to press on with their camels
rather than exchanging them for horses. This was a decision they later came
to regret. On this second part of the journey, Margaret and Agnes were keen
to visit nearby archaeological sites. With assistance from local guides, they loc-
ated the site of Tell el-Hesy. Excavated in 189o by Flinders Petrie, this was the
first archaeological site in Palestine to be scientifically excavated and was iden-
tified by him as the site of Lachish. In 1891-1892, this work was continued under
the sponsorship of the Palestine Exploration Fund (PEF) by Petrie’s American
student, Frederick Bliss, whom the sisters were to meet in Jerusalem a few days
later (Hallote, 2006, 99—118).

On 19th March, they rode to the village of Beit Givrin. A little higher than the
village, they passed the site of Eleutheropolis, the ancient Roman city, which
had been identified in 1838 by the American biblical scholar Edward Robin-
son (1794-1863). This was a hilly region where, according to the Book of Kings,
Hezekiah had once faced the Assyrian army (2Kings: 17.3). Joseph enquired the
way to the caves of El Adullam, where, by tradition, David hid from King Saul
(1Samuel 23:13—29). But after climbing some steep hillsides to three natural
caves they were unable to identify these caves precisely. How much Margaret
already knew of archaeology is unclear, but her interest in exploring ruins and
making connections with the biblical narrative is obvious. She continues to ref-
erence biblical characters and stories, indicating that her imaginative contacts
with a previous era continued as an inner dialogue.

On the same day, after riding across the Vale of Elah to the village of Beit
Nassif, they sent their tents on ahead and slowed their pace to provide more
time to explore. They then failed to catch up with them before darkness fell.
Mohammed, the soldier, called for help but a local shepherd had been unable
to direct them, and they had to admit that they were lost. Agnes’s clothes had
become wet while being ferried over boggy ground by Joseph, but their camp-
fire failed to dry the thick fabric. Margaret makes no comment in her narrative
about the clothing choices for their expedition, but the sisters continued to
wear European dress with bodices and skirts made from fabrics unsuitable
for such a climate and mode of transport. As their experiences in their over-
land journey demonstrated, this ensured neither their safety nor their com-
fort. It is Margaret’s account that provides more domestic details of the situ-
ation:

Our little luncheon tent was put up. A rug was spread on the grass below,
wet with rain and heavy dew. With the help of two red cotton quilts, we
made ourselves a bed, using our hold-alls for pillows. Our Bedouin made
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a bright fire of brushwood in front of this tent, round which they sat, with
Joseph, Mohammad and my sister drying her skirts.

Cairo, 13

The following morning, they decided to abandon their trek and to catch the
train at nearby Battir, the final stop on the recently opened Jaffa-Jerusalem rail-
way. The camels had proved unsuitable for the rocky terrain and the wet stones
were too slippery underfoot. Riding over the mountains to where the Church
of the Ascension on the Mount of Olives could be seen in the distance, Mar-
garet remarks “we were now tired of so much hard climbing, so we gave it up,
sent on our baggage with the camels, and ourselves rested for five hours under
the olive trees, till the afternoon train took us in twenty minutes to Jerusalem.”
(Cairo, 14). Here the first travelogue ends, and Margaret seems relieved that
such a wearisome journey was over. But there was no delay in recording her
subsequent adventures, and her second travelogue proves to be of a very differ-
ent character.

5 Jerusalem in 1896—Margaret’s Second Travel Account

Margaret’s second narrative begins with a reference to her previous visit to Jer-
usalem in 1868, nearly 30 years earlier. Then a young woman, now she and her
sister were revisiting places with a more mature experience. Reaching Jerus-
alem after their brief train journey, they were relieved to be reunited with the
rest of their party whom they had missed the previous night near Beit Nas-
sif. They camped for a further three nights close to the Pool of Gihon, then
moved nearer to the Jaffa Gate, guarded again by Turkish soldiers. On their final
night under canvas, on 22nd March, another disaster occurred when they were
drenched by a violent storm, which soaked their beds and turned the floor of
their tent into a pool. Early the following morning they moved, with great relief,
to the Grand New Hotel just inside the Jaffa Gate. The recently opened hotel
provided modern accommodation and the sisters remained there for the rest
of their stay (Gibson et al., 2013). A contemporary photograph of the Jaffa Gate
is shown in Fig. 6.

Once established in Jerusalem, Margaret’s focus shifts towards the archae-
ology and history of the city and its religious communities, about which she
provides many vivid descriptions. Here she met Frederick Bliss, the colleague of
her Cambridge friend James Rendel Harris, who himself had travelled to Sinai
with Bliss in 1889 and accompanied the sisters on their 1893 Sinai expedition.
Bliss became a key figure for the sisters in Jerusalem, acting as unofficial guide
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FIGURE 15.6  The Jaffa Gate around the time of the sisters’ visit. Also published in Shadow of
Sinai, 161.

to archaeological sites and at meetings with church dignitaries. Their reputa-
tion as linguists and academics facilitated their contacts with religious dignit-
aries and European residents in the city, expanding their breadth of experience
and possibilities far beyond those of the average tourist.

In Jerusalem, Margaret’s very first visit proved to be of a deeply personal
nature. She walked to the so-called “green hill” outside the Damascus Gate,
thought by many Protestant Christians to be the true site of Calvary. The sis-
ters visited the rock-cut tombs here, known as the Garden Tombs, believed to
be the site of the burial of Jesus.® Margaret ponders this deeply, and remarks:

6 In1894-1898, the London-based Garden Tomb Association was in the process of purchasing
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I, at least, was convinced that I stood on the meeting place between
heaven and earth and felt repaid for my ten days’ toilsome tramping
through the wilderness ... whether this is the real site or not, it is the one
that appeals to the imagination and satisfies the heart.

Jerusalem, 4

Since the fourth century, the belief held by Orthodox Christian and Roman
Catholic traditions was that the true site of the crucifixion and burial was
within the Holy Sepulchre Church. These variant beliefs caused continual con-
troversy throughout the ages with debates centred around the historical vari-
ations in the location of the city’s walls. As the biblical narrative states that the
crucifixion took place “without the city walls”, whether the Church stood inside
or outside the city walls at the time was therefore crucial and was the focus of
Frederick Bliss’s excavations in Jerusalem, begun in 1894 after his work at Tel
el-Hesy.” This controversy on the location of Calvary formed the subject of a
lecture that Bliss gave one evening and which the sisters attended. The differ-
ent opinions on the history of the city walls were hotly debated:

One evening we had a lecture in our hotel from Dr Frederick Bliss, on the
walls of Jerusalem. Partisans of both the disputed sides were present, and
the lecturer felt as if he were stepping on a tightrope. Not that evening
only, but during all the time of our stay, we had to discuss the subject with
residents and visitors alike.

Jerusalem, 45

Margaret also mentions that this topic remained a focus of conversation
throughout her stay in Jerusalem and she takes a very particular interest in the
matter. Agnes, in her account, passes quite briskly over the walk to the green hill
and the city walls, but Margaret describes both in detail. More than three pages
of her narrative are devoted to this subject as she absorbs and comments on the
sites of mounds, gateways, and towers and the implications of this information
for the history of the city. It appears to have been a matter of significant spir-
itual importance to her, beyond just an everyday walk.

this site from the Ottomans with the aim of developing it as a focus of pilgrimage (Kark and
Frantzman, 2010, 199—216).

7 Frederick Bliss (1859-1937) was born in Mount Lebanon where his father was a missionary
and subsequently president of the Syrian Protestant College, later the American University
in Beirut. At the time of Margaret’s travelogue, Bliss was employed by the PEF to excavate in
Jerusalem. (Hallote, 2006, 85-96, and 121-132).
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5.1 Visits to Religious Sites and Ceremonies

In 1896, the Easter festivities of the Greek and Roman churches, which fre-
quently fell on different dates, coincided, and were celebrated on the 5th to 8th
of April. Margaret and her sister were much involved in these, and on Maundy
Thursday they visited the Armenian Church to observe the ceremony of the
washing of the feet. Deeply impressed by the splendid vestments, Margaret
commented “when the blue curtain was raised, the prelate and twelve other
Archbishops in gorgeous robes stood revealed, the former glittering with gold
cloth and diamonds.” (Jerusalem, 9—10).

Margaret frequently remarks on the sumptuousness of the vestments she
saw. Possibly this offended her Scottish Presbyterian beliefs, but the sisters had
their own personal appreciation of fine clothes and fabrics which was well
known in Cambridge, so perhaps these reactions were genuine. As wealthy
women, they were always able to indulge themselves with clothing of the best
quality. Margaret ended Maundy Thursday with a visit to the communion ser-
vice in the English Church on Mount Zion, followed by a walk around the city,
crossing the Brook Kidron and the site of Gethsemane.? Attending a service
there touched her deeply and this is obviously where, as regards her own per-
sonal beliefs, she felt most at home. She remarks “to have taken part in this is a
memory of a lifetime.” (Jerusalem, 11).

On Easter Saturday, Margaret and Agnes paid a visit to the Church of the
Holy Sepulchre. There they witnessed the ancient tradition of the Holy Fire,
in which a flame is believed to erupt spontaneously from the site of the tomb
of Christ, thought to be situated within the church (Montefiore, 2011, 270). A
photograph of the Church is shown in Fig. 7.

The Easter celebrations drew large numbers of Christian pilgrims who vis-
ited Jerusalem to witness the ceremony, but the sisters had already seen it on
their 1869 visit. As Margaret explains “we did not intend to see the Holy Fire,
having done so on our previous visit, but the Greek Patriarch kindly sent us tick-
ets, and we wended our way on Saturday at 11 o’clock to the upper gallery of the
church, just under the dome.” (Jerusalem, 12). Inside, they found that the large
crowds, kept in check by Turkish soldiers, had descended into raucous beha-
viour, and after an altercation with an Arab girl and her mother who blocked
their line of sight, the sisters made an early exit.

Many people, from both religious and secular backgrounds, some of whom
Margaret spoke with in Jerusalem at the time, regarded the Holy Fire as fraudu-
lent and controversies rumbled on regarding the ceremony throughout history.

8 Margaret refers here to Christ Church, situated inside the Jaffa Gate, the oldest Protestant
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FIGURE 15.7  The doorway of the Holy Sepulchre Church.

Margaret records her own belief that such ceremonies had no basis in common
reality. With celebrants from so many Christian faiths, the Turkish authorities

church in the Middle East. Founded in 1849, it remained the seat of the Anglican Bishop of
Jerusalem until the establishment of St. George’s Cathedral in 1899.
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were very afraid of unrest. Margaret comments how members of the different
religions and sects often held one another in mutual antipathy, and a small
spark could easily lead to a major conflict. She observed such situations closely
and was rarely critical, but on one occasion, she lost her usual restraint and
remarked somewhat tartly:

to our colder Northern natures, pomp and display when carried so far,
make devotional feelings well-nigh impossible. The more gorgeous a
Bishop's robes and the more homage he receives, the less he becomes like
a follower of the meek and lowly Saviour whose minister he is.

Jerusalem, 16

On Easter Monday, the sisters visited the Greek Patriarch in his palace where he
was presenting each of a line of Russian pilgrims with a painted egg. The sisters
conversed with him in fluent Greek, marking them as no ordinary tourists, but
as established scholars, opening doors for them to other influential people in
the city.

Margaret also found that her friendship with Bliss provided opportunities
to meet with other European residents in Jerusalem. The sisters visited the
German archaeologist Conrad Schick (1822—1901), who had worked for the PEF
and constructed a notable series of wooden models of the Second Temple and
Temple Mount, which the sisters went to see (Rubin, 2006, 43-63). They also
met Dr Percy Wheeler (1859-1944), a well-known medical missionary from the
Society for Promoting Christianity amongst the Jews (founded in 1836) whose
dedication had improved medical provision for the Jewish population within
the framework of furthering Christian missionary efforts (Yaron and Lev, 2006).
Wheeler took the sisters on other visits, including one to visit synagogues, and
another to meet the Bishop of the Syriac Church, who happened to be his
patient. Agnes omits these visits from her account, finishing her description
of their activities after the ceremony of the Holy Fire. In contrast, Margaret
describes the different people they met and the circle of friends they estab-
lished.

Margaret appears, superficially at least, to tolerate the diversity of Christian
traditions surrounding her, and to observe them without criticism; but there is
also a sense of her unease towards the Eastern Christian traditions where they
contradict her own beliefs. She hardly refers to Jewish traditions at all, as the sis-
ters only briefly visited some synagogues. They did have some familiarity with
Muslim religious practices, as in the brief mention of Ramadan on the way to
Gaza, but despite Muslims forming a significant minority of the local popula-
tion of Jerusalem at the time, Margaret rarely mentions them in the narratives.
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5.2 Visits to Archaeological Sites

Archaeological visits formed a significant focus for Margaret during her time
in Jerusalem. Excavations had been carried out in the city as far back as the
time of the American biblical scholar Edward Robinson (1794-1863), known
not only for his identification of Eleutheropolis, but also the eponymous Robin-
son’s arch on the south-western flank of the Temple Mount. Further excava-
tions began in the later nineteenth century, such as those of Charles Wilson
(1836-1905), who, with members of the Corps of the Royal Engineers, carried
out projects to improve the city’s water supply system. In 1864-1865, he also
directed the Ordnance Survey of Jerusalem project, producing the first profes-
sional maps of the region. These initiatives provided an impetus towards the
founding of the PEF in 1865, crucial to the further archaeological developments.
In 1867, Charles Warren (1840-1927) had been recruited by the PEF to conduct
an initial survey of biblical Palestine. His first excavations, carried out in Jer-
usalem in 1867-1870, included the discovery of the water shaft running under
the Temple Mount, known as Warren’s shaft (Ben-Arieh, 1984, 153). Some of this
work would have been contemporary at the time of the sisters’ 1869 visit, but
Agnes makes no mention of it in Eastern Pilgrims, the travel account published
a year later describing this visit, so perhaps they were not aware of its signific-
ance.

By the time of Margaret’s visit in 1896, Wilson and Warren were of a past gen-
eration, but could claim major achievements in excavations and cartography
(Gibson, 2011, 22—57). Frederick Bliss, appointed by the PEF in 1891 to work both
at Tell el-Hesy and Jerusalem, was a natural successor to this work and had
excavated both the fortified walls dating from the age of the second Temple and
the Siloam Pool (Reich 2019, 61-80). The excavations of the walls were ongo-
ing at the time of the sisters’ visit (Hallote, 2006, 121-135). Margaret recounts
how Bliss took them for a walk to view his work along the southern wall of the
ancient city, as far as the Pool of Siloam towards the site of Warren’s shaft. Mar-
garet appears to have a genuine interest in these historical associations and the
religious connotations they hold (Jerusalem, 17-18).

5.3 The Visit Comes to an End

The sisters did not venture far outside the city during their visit, except for
one expedition to Jericho and Bethany, where they photographed a “Mahom-
medan” woman and her newly married daughter-in-law at the door of a cave-
dwelling, one of very few mentions of local inhabitants which Margaret recor-
ded. She makes no mention of any women they met in Jerusalem, apart from
those viewing the Holy Fire ceremony, nor does she remark on the daily lives
of the local female population.
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Towards the end of their visit, the sisters paid a brief visit to Bethlehem, but
were horrified at being pursued by vendors of rosaries and noted other signs
of increased commercialisation of the town. They ended this excursion with a
walk to the Mount of Olives and from the summit, Margaret surmises:

there are more extensive views to be found in the world, than that from
the top of Olivet but none can excel it in interest. The blue mountains of
Moab and Gilead in the distance, the windings of the Jordan, the Dead
Sea, and nearer still, the Rock Rimmon, and other sites too numerous to
mention bewilder the mind with their historic associations.

Jerusalem, 20

On the final day of their stay in Jerusalem, Margaret records that Frederick Bliss
invited her and her sister to lunch at the Palestine Exploration Society’s tents,
but that the occasion was brought to an abrupt end by the news of the death of
Ibrahim Effendi, the dig’s Turkish inspector of works, causing Bliss to halt the
day’s work (Hallote, 2006, 131). Ibrahim had been Bliss’s loyal foreman both at
Tell el-Hesy and in Jerusalem, so his death must have been keenly felt. Margaret
brings her narrative to an end here as if her train of thought was suddenly inter-
rupted by these unexpected events. She says no more of the visit to Jerusalem
but concludes with a brief account of the carriage ride to Jaffa on April 17th,
which initiated their journey home to Cambridge.

5.4 Libraries and Manuscript Collecting

Margaret makes very few mentions of visits to libraries, but on one occasion,
Dr Wheeler took the sisters to see the Syriac Bishop, and they managed to pho-
tograph some manuscripts in the Syriac Convent. During the visit on Maundy
Thursday with Bliss to see the Greek Patriarch, they were also given permission
to work in the Library of the Greek Monastery. These promises turned out not
to be quite so generous as they seemed, as Margaret recounts:

here, on the other hand, after we had gone on for a week, working for two
hours at a stretch when Father Justinian [the Librarian] was at leisure, he
suddenly told us on Saturday, after the dinner bell had rung and his soup
was getting cold, that the library was to be shut for a fortnight.

Jerusalem, 8

It appears that at least a modest amount of photography work had been suc-
cessful, and presumably, this was the primary reason for taking their camera
with them on the expedition.
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Despite manuscript collecting being the declared aim of the expedition,
Margaret makes no mention of this until the final page of her second narrative,
declaring that the results of their expedition had been worth all their hardships.
The manuscripts they had bought in Cairo, before the start of the first narrat-
ive, had been sent by sea to Beirut, then Jaffa, and were to be collected on their
return home, so the sisters had carried no manuscripts with them on their over-
land trek. No details are given as to the source of the manuscripts acquired in
Jerusalem, but it is likely that Solomon Wertheimer, a manuscript and book col-
lector, may have been resident in the city at the time. He was a known dealer in
Genizah manuscripts and had already supplied the Cambridge University Lib-
rary with a number of fragments during the 18gos. Agnes also mentions that
manuscripts had been purchased on their way back to Jaffa from “a dealer on
the Plain of Sharon.” Rebecca Jefferson gives a more detailed description of pos-
sible sources of these manuscripts in her recent publication on the provenance
of the Genizah collection (Jefferson, 2022, 17-119).

On arrival in Jaffa and ready to embark on their way home, Margaret re-
counts how the quick thinking of Joseph rescued their manuscripts from con-
fiscation by the customs officials. The problems the sisters encountered here
indicate that the export of antiquities and manuscripts, formerly carried out
by European collectors without question, was now being challenged, and new
restrictions introduced (Donkow, 2004). Both consignments of manuscripts,
those from Cairo and those from Jerusalem, the sisters donated to Westminster
College in Cambridge.®

5.5 Return to Cambridge

Margaret and Agnes reached home in Cambridge on 3rd May and immediately
began sorting through their manuscript haul. In the final ten lines of her nar-
rative, Margaret comments on one particularly significant acquisition:

One of them, since our return to Cambridge, has been identified by Mr
Schechter as a portion of Ecclesiasticus, unknown to the learned world
since the days of Jerome. Is this not emblematical of the impressions we
carry away from the journey in the East? We are not always conscious of
their value at the time, but they come up and prove helpful for years after-
wards, nor is their worth to be measured by any scales at our command.

Jerusalem, 23

9 The collection, now known as the Lewis-Gibson Collection, bought by the Bodleian Library
and CcUL in 2013, can be viewed in the Cambridge Digital Library at: http://cudl.lib.cam.ac.uk/
collections/lewisgibson/1.
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As well as a fitting end to her narrative, Margaret’s closing words also proved to
be prophetic. It was this manuscript leaf which instigated the expedition that
Solomon Schechter, the Cambridge Reader in Rabbinics, made by to Cairo later
the same year, resulting in his acquisition of the Cairo Genizah Collection now
held in Cambridge University Library.1°

6 Conclusion: Margaret’s Pilgrimage Text

This reference to the identification by Schechter of the Ecclesiasticus manu-
script makes clear that Margaret’s narratives were completed after her return
home, yet her intentions behind them remain unclear. Where they a per-
sonal diary, possibly never intended for publication? Not all travel accounts
by women writers were intended for publication at the time of writing, and
perhaps this was so in Margaret’s case (Bassnett, 2002). Or possibly their pub-
lication was abandoned due to her involvement in other work, or she was pre-
empted by Agnes producing her own version of the journey.

The 1896 expedition made by Margaret and her sister has much in common
with others made by European explorers and collectors of the eighteenth and
nineteenth centuries. Margaret was writing at a time when the tradition of the
individual explorer was already declining, but when organised travel by middle
class Europeans to Jerusalem and Palestine was developing rapidly. For those
who could afford to pay, the means of travel and standard of accommodation
was much improved compared to those endured by pilgrims in hospices and
monasteries in earlier centuries. In 1869, Thomas Cook’s Tours (Cook, 1876)
first established guided visits to Palestine—providing a dragoman, camels, and
tents—and such travel tours boomed in the 18g0s (Kark, 2001).

The initial and unexpected upset to their plans which caused the sisters to
take the land route from Al Qantarah had resulted in a longer and more dan-
gerous journey, suffering some obvious privations. Possibly, they had intended
to remain in their tents for the whole expedition, but one wet night too many
outside the Jaffa Gate had changed their minds. It was almost as if, from the
time they abandoned the tents and moved the Grand New Hotel, they made a
shift from the explorer tradition to the tourist tradition, with all the comforts
and security that brought with it. Yet interwoven within the everyday narrat-
ive there is the clear thread of Margaret’s own inner personal itinerary. Agnes

10 The collection, now known as the Taylor-Schechter Collection, can be viewed in the Cam-
bridge Digital Library at: http://cudl.lib.cam.ac.uk/collections/genizah/1.
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had written of this expedition with a broad brush, but all the detail of their
experiences is to be found in Margaret’s account. Her narratives follow her own
spiritual journey while providing an on-the-spot social account of Palestine
and Jerusalem at this specific time in history.

Throughout her narratives, Margaret echoes beliefs and reactions common
in Christian pilgrimage accounts and mentions many well-known pilgrimage
sites. She comments on the route of the Holy Family across the desert, while
in Jerusalem she mentions the Green Hill, the Garden Tomb, and the Holy Sep-
ulchre Church. Later, she visits Bethany, Bethlehem, and the Mount of Olives,
all of which echo associations with the Bible text and the life and death of Jesus,
which had, over time, become sacred spaces (Ridinger, 2021). Despite her own
Presbyterian faith and belief that worship could take place anywhere, Margaret
became involved in a pilgrimage narrative in places with deep Christian con-
nection, recounting her own religious experience in parallel to her day-to-day
activities.

This tradition of pilgrimage had continued through the centuries and the
writing of pilgrimage accounts was already long-established before Margaret
(Frankopan, 2001). Among the earliest surviving pilgrimage narratives is that
of St Silvia of Aquitaine (515-592CE), whose original text was rediscovered
and published in 1887 by G.F. Gamurrini. St Silvia’s pilgrimage was known to
the sisters and Margaret had already written an account of her life from notes
by Agnes, as a chapter of How the Codex was Found (Lewis, 1893, 108-124).1!
Margaret would have had a solid background in Bible stories and missionary
tales dating as far back as her Scottish childhood, but perhaps it was St Silvia’s
account which provided the steady foundation for her narrative and a focus for
her thoughts—an important aspect of her own spiritual and scholarly pilgrim-
age.
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CHAPTER 16

Ernest James Worman and the Victorian Genizah: A
Salt-Miner’s Tale of Romance, Tax Evasion, and
Sudden Death

Nick Posegay

1 Introduction!

In1898 CE, Solomon Schechter and Charles Taylor agreed to donate their ‘hoard’
of Cairo Genizah manuscripts to the Cambridge University Library (CUL). cUL
in turn provided a modest fund to catalogue the new Taylor-Schechter Collec-
tion. Under Schechter’s leadership, this project was estimated to last ten years.?
Four years later, Schechter was living in New York and no one in Cambridge
was working on the collection full-time. This was a problem, as Schechter’s suc-
cessor, Israel Abrahams, would later explain, “It must be remembered that the
gift to the University, and through it the nation, of the great Taylor-Schechter
Collection was conditional on a certain amount of work being done on the col-
lection within a stated period.” Someone had to catalogue the collection, and
they had to do it soon. That someone turned out to be Ernest James Worman

1 Thank you to Catherine Ansorge, Ben Outhwaite, Sarah Sykes, Melonie Schmierer-Lee, Jill
Whitelock, Suzanne Paul, Menachem Butler, and the cuL special collections teams for their
assistance in accessing records for this project. Thank you to Rebecca Jefferson and Liam Sims
for their comments on an earlier version of this article. Special thanks to Liam Sims for offer-
ing his expertise on cUL history and for providing me with additional sources by Worman’s
contemporaries.

2 Adina Hoffman and Peter Cole, Sacred Trash: The Lost and Found World of the Cairo Gen-
iza (New York: Nextbook, Schocken, 2011), 82; see also, Rebecca J.W. Jefferson, ‘The Historical
Significance of the Cambridge Genizah Inventory Project, in Language, Culture, Computa-
tion. Computing of the Humanities, Law, and Narratives, ed. Nachum Dershowitz and Ephraim
Nissan, vol. 8002, Lecture Notes in Computer Science (Berlin: Springer, 2014), 10, n. 5 and 11,
n. 10. Here we are, 126 years later. Some scholars refer to this as the long nineteenth cen-

)

tury’.

3 Israel Abrahams, ‘Work at the University Library’, in Ernest Worman (1871-1909) (Cambridge:
Jonathan Palmer, 1910), 19. For Abrahams’ role in Cambridge, see Nicholas De Lange, ‘Books
and Bookmen: The Cambridge Teachers of Rabbinics 18661971, Jewish Historical Studies 44
(2012):139-163.
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(1871-1909), a Baptist bookseller and Sunday-school teacher who would be paid
just two shillings an hour for the work.#

Worman was the first scholar to experience what many of us have come to
recognise as the ‘salt-mine’ of the Genizah.5 Already seven decades before the
founding of the Genizah Research Unit (GRU), he toiled away in the depths of
the cuL, documenting fragment after fragment that, for the most part, did not
move the needle of history one way or the other. Many of his greatest successes
were secondary, research performed on behalf of other scholars who needed
a librarian’s assistance in their own career-defining projects. He died tragically
young, but his history is still entangled with that of the Gru and cuL. That
said, Worman himself may have preferred to be remembered for his activities
outside of academia. He was a devout Christian, a talented musician, an avid
boater, and a committed activist for the wellbeing of young men. This article
documents his life spent in service to the Cambridge community and the leg-
acy he left behind for modern Genizah scholars.

2 Life of a Prominent Baptist

Ernest James Worman was born in Cambridge in 1871CE. His father, James
(d. 1888), was a coach driver while his mother, Harriet (d. 1900), cared for his
older siblings, Elizabeth (b. 1849), Henry (b.1857), and Laura (b. 1859). The fam-
ily lived at 41 Norwich Street, just north of the Cambridge Botanic Gardens.5
R. Brimley Johnson, an early schoolmate of Ernest, recalled that he was bril-
liant, generous, and kind, but had few close friends and even less ambition.
Work came easily to him, as Johnson wrote after his death:

The boy was no typical student; he did not talk much of books or shew any
particularly love for work. He had, apparently, little conscious ambition,
and I often wondered at his feeling no particular desire for a University
career ... The fact is it was always natural in him to do his best without

4 Equivalent to about £9.60 as of 2022. Based on hourly logs in Worman’s notebooks, signed off
by the cUL Secretary, Harry Gidney Aldis (1863-1919). Thank you to H.D. Miller for calculating
Worman'’s pay rate and Arnold Hunt for identifying Aldis’ initials.

5 A metaphor coined by Gerson D. Cohen, ‘Introduction, in Texts and Studies in Jewish His-
tory and Literature (New York: Ktav Publishing House, 1972). Hoffman and Cole also used the
phrase to describe Worman'’s work; Sacred Trash, 126, 263.

6 Claire Martinsen, ‘Clara Worman; Ernest James Worman, in Mill Road Cemetery, accessed
16 January 2023, https://millroadcemetery.org.uk/worman-clara/.
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effort; and he could always get in front of us all at the last moment. There
was not any striking power in one subject: it was all done well and easily—
very well, with remarkable ease.”

Though somewhat directionless, already Worman could excel in many
disciplines, an ability that would eventually serve him well in his library career.
Before that, however, he found his first genuine passions outside of school.
When he was 15, he joined the Baptist congregation at St. Andrew’s
Street Chapel,® a place where he would spend much of his non-working time
for the rest of his life. As his minister, Reverend Charles Joseph, would later
write:

He threw himself into the spiritual activities of the church and congreg-
ation, and was the brother and servant, the helper and friend of every
member of the community. In earlier days he was for a time the vol-
untary organist of the church, when its only musical instrument was a
simple harmonium. When it was decided to build an organ Mr. Worman
took lessons in anticipation of the more exacting duties that seemed to
be awaiting him.?

Worman only became the backup organist, but his commitment to the con-
gregation never faltered. For years afterward, he and his brother-in-law, Oswin
Smith, took over teaching for the Young Men’s Bible Class at St. Andrew’s.
This position led Worman to co-found the Cambridge Men’s Brotherhood, help
organise a Cambridge Boys’ Life Brigade, and join both the Cambridge Young
Men'’s Christian Association (YMcA) and the Robert Hall Society.!® He also

7 R. Brimley Johnson, ‘School Days), in Ernest Worman (1871-1909) (Cambridge: Jonathan
Palmer, 1910), 8.

8 Henry Thomas Francis and F.J.H. Jenkinson, ‘Recollections’, in Ernest Worman (1871-1909)
(Cambridge: Jonathan Palmer, 1910), 17. This piece was originally published in the Cam-
bridge Review, 480—481 on17 June 1909. It appears next to an article about the congregation
where Charles Darwin’s son received an honorary doctorate.

9 C. Joseph, ‘Work at the St. Andrew’s Street Baptist Church’, in Ernest Worman (1871-1909)
(Cambridge: Jonathan Palmer, 1910), 21. Worman'’s older sister, Laura, was a music teacher
and still lived at their family home.

10  Cambridge Independent Press, “Men’s Brotherhood Formed,” 8 issued 27 Oct. 1905; CIP,
“Robert Hall Society,” 5 issued 14 Nov. 1902; Joseph, ‘Work at the St. Andrew’s Street Baptist
Church, 20; Francis and Jenkinson, ‘Recollections’, 17; Cambridge v.Mm.c.A. Committee,
‘Extract from the Annual Report of the Cambridge v.M.C.A.,1909), in Ernest Worman (1871-
1909) (Cambridge: Jonathan Palmer, 1910), 24.
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sang in the church choir and gave solo performances. Particularly popular was
his rendition of Remember Now Thy Creator, reportedly performed in “capital
style.”!1 In1901, the congregation elected him deacon and appointed him secret-
ary of the church.!? From then on, he kept meticulous minutes—probably not
unlike his later manuscript catalogues—of each church meeting. Worman was
thus instrumental to one of the congregation’s greatest accomplishments: the
construction of a new chapel for St. Andrew’s in 1903. As a fundraiser, he helped
put on a three-day historical re-enactment of an “old English town” inside the
Cambridge Guildhall. This event reportedly raised over £430 in the first two
days alone (about £ 41,600 in 2023). Charles Joseph was ill on the day of the
new chapel’s dedication ceremony, but the deacons, not wanting him to miss
out, acquired a cutting-edge ‘electrophone’ to broadcast the proceedings to his
home.!®In a strange act of “passive resistance” that contradicts Worman'’s usual
generosity, in at least four years (1904, 1905, 1907, 1908), he also joined a few
dozen Baptists who refused to pay the public education portion of their income
tax. This decision was in protest of their tax money paying for schools of other
denominations.!#

In 1886, the same year he joined St. Andrew’s, Worman began his first job in
the bookshop of Macmillan & Bowes. There he developed the deep interest in
books and bookmaking that he would later parlay into employment at the Cam-
bridge University Library. In fact, the shop’s location at 1 Trinity Street (now the
Cambridge University Press bookshop) is situated almost directly opposite the
0ld Schools, which was the site of UL prior to 1934. It was also where Worman
met GJ. Gray, another employee who became one of his closest friends. For the
next decade, he applied his keen eye for detail to assist Gray in acquiring and
selling books. Six months after Worman’s death, Gray wrote of their first year
together:

11 cIP, “Chesterton Baptist Chapel,” 5 issued 25 Jan. 1889; c1p, “St. Andrew’s Street Young
Men’s Bible Class: The Annual Soirée,” 5 issued 30 Nov. 1889.

12 Alist of Baptist deacons in Cambridgeshire, including Worman and Smith, appearsin c1p,
“Baptist Motor Tour in Cambridgeshire,” 6 issued 20 July 1906.

13 cIp, “Death of a Prominent Baptist,” 8 issued 11 June 1909; c1p, “New Baptist Chapel at
Cambridge,” 8 issued 29 Jan. 1904; cIP, “St. Andrew’s Street Chapel: Laying the Foundation
Stone of the New Structure,” 8 issued 8 May 1903; CIP, “Puritan Bazaar at Cambridge,” 9
issued 13 Nov. 1903. This last report mentions the re-enactment of “Ye Olde English Tea
Gardens” where Ernest’s wife, Clara, served refreshments.

14  cIP,“Passive Resistance in Cambridge: To-Day’s Police Court Proceedings,” 8 issued 21 Feb.
1908; cIp, “Condemnations by Baptist Union,” 7 issued 2 May 1902. See Martinsen, ‘Clara
Worman; Ernest James Worman.
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I remember that I had then just commenced my Index to Hazlitt's Bibli-
ographical Collections and Notes ... Many difficulties had to be solved to
avoid mistakes in such a work, consisting of 841 pages printed in double
columns, each column consisting of fifty lines. There must have been over
10,000 references, and all were verified before being finally printed; and
I must confess to being weary of the work again and again. But Worman
was with me, and kept me at it by encouragement and help. I cannot say
exactly what he did, but I know he read through all the proofs, and that
alone was a great undertaking.!>

Gray was also responsible for introducing Worman to the academic side of
book history, nominating him to the newly-formed Bibliographical Society and
encouraging him to publish his own works. As he later recalled, “Many a hunt
have we had together, following up new facts concerning persons and books;
we seemed to form a kind of research committee consisting of only our two
selves.6 In 1892, Worman anonymously published his first academic work,
a pamphlet titled The newly-discovered fragment of the Gospel attributed to
St. Peter, Translated from the version of Prof. Swete and compared with that of
M. Bourriant. A local Cambridge printer, Metcalfe & Son, issued 150 copies
that (incredibly) turned a profit for Worman. By 1910, Gray remarked that the
pamphlet was out of print and exceedingly difficult to acquire.'” I have loc-
ated only one copy still in Cambridge, which Trinity College lists (although
they do not identify Worman) with an acquisition note from 1904: “Donation;
Burn."8

Worman'’s employment at Macmillan & Bowes ended in March of 1895 when
cuLhired him as a Library Assistant. Gray recalled that he would often return to
the bookshop after the library closed to spend time with the remaining staff.1

15  GJ. Gray, ‘Recollections, in Ernest Worman (1871-1909) (Cambridge: Jonathan Palmer,
1910), 10.

16 Gray, ‘Recollections’, 11.

17 Gray, ‘Recollections’, 12-13.

18  Trinity College Cambridge Library, ‘289.c.85.39[11] (The Newly Discovered Fragment of
the Gospel Attributed to St. Peter: Translated from the Version of Prof. Swete and Com-
pared with That of M. Bourriant)’, in Trinity College Library Catalogue (Cambridge: Trinity
College), accessed 22 November 2022, https://idiscover.lib.cam.ac.uk/permalink/f/tggok8/
44CAM_CON_TRImigioooo0123312. Other copies survive at the British Library, the National
Library of Wales, the National Library of Scotland, and Trinity College Dublin. Thank you
to Liam Sims for identifying these copies.

19 Gray, ‘Recollections’, 11—12.


https://idiscover.lib.cam.ac.uk/permalink/f/t9gok8/44CAM_CON_TRImig10000123312
https://idiscover.lib.cam.ac.uk/permalink/f/t9gok8/44CAM_CON_TRImig10000123312
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In contrast to his lack of school friendships, Worman remained uncharacterist-
ically close with Gray up until his death. Gray seemed to know this as, finally,
he wrote:

I suppose I am one of the very few who knew his many-sided character.
Those who knew him in connection with his work at the University Lib-
rary knew not of his work with the St. Andrew’s Street Chapel, and his
colleagues at the Chapel knew nothing of his other work. I knew of most
things in connection with him, and many a quiet talk have we had on sub-
jects not of business, and it will be long before I forget his kindness to me
when in trouble and distress.2°

Worman began his cuL work mainly as a copyist, called upon by scholars
around the world to transcribe manuscripts that were otherwise inaccessible to
them. He had a knack for learning languages, and even for languages he did not
know, he could often accurately transcribe their scripts.?! The result was that
Worman spent much of his time corresponding with foreign scholars and send-
ing his notes on manuscripts abroad. For instance, cUL holds a letter that one
E. Gordon Duff sent to Worman in September 1903. Writing from Wales, Duff
thanks him for providing notes about the English Stationers’ Register and some
sixteenth-century letters sent between London, Cambridge, and Antwerp. He
promises to return the notes soon.??

Shortly after arriving at the library, in part to help with his cataloguing work,
Worman enrolled at the University of Cambridge as a bachelor’s student in
Semitic languages. He received a BA degree in December 1898 as a rare ‘unaffili-
ated’ graduate, not associated with any college, and accepted an MA in January
1902 as a member of Christ's College.23 This second degree would have been

20  Gray, Recollections), 13.

21 Hoffman and Cole, Sacred Trash, 127-128; Abrahams, ‘Work at the University Library’, 18.
By 1909, Worman was at least somewhat proficient in reading English (including Middle
English), French, German, Hebrew, Aramaic, Arabic, Latin, Greek, Persian, Turkish, Urdu,
Pali, Syriac, and Chinese. His colleagues reckoned he could catalogue books in 20 lan-
guages; Francis and Jenkinson, ‘Recollections’, 15-16. See also, Israel Abrahams, ‘An Eighth-
Century Genizah Document, Jewish Quarterly Review 17 (1905): 430.

22 CULMS Add. 7339/74 (“E. Gordon Duff to Ernest Worman, 1903”).

23 cIp, “University Herald Cambridge: Congregation” issued 16 Dec. 1898, 8; cIp, “University
Herald Cambridge: Congregation” issued 17 Jan. 1902, 8. Curious readers may wish to
know what else the Cambridge Independent Press reported on these days. During Ern-
est’s first graduation, Chesterton resident Albert Charles Porcher (described as a “delin-
quent cyclist”) had just pled guilty to cycling without a light while the Beehive Football
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the MA that Cambridge awards to any BA student who survives for several
years after graduation.?* Newly equipped with Hebrew and Arabic, Worman
was among the most qualified cUL employees to assist Solomon Schechter in
sorting the Cairo Genizah collection from 1897 to 1902.25 It was then that Wor-
man also worked alongside University Librarian Francis Jenkinson,6 a close
colleague who would later help write his obituary. Worman’s reputation for
generosity and expertise only grew during his tenure at cUL, with one reader
saying, “Worman could nearly always tell you what you wanted to know, or
at least he could put you on the right track for discovering it yourself27 He
would remain at the library for more than 13 years, taking over stewardship of
the Taylor-Schechter Collection in 1906 and rising to the position of Oriental
Curator in 1908.28

On August 4th, 1898, three years into his cUL term, Worman married Clara
Smith (1853-1931) at St. Andrew’s Street Chapel. She was the daughter of a
farmer and worked as a housekeeper for her brothers in Cambridge. She was
also already 45 years old—17 years Ernest’s senior—on the day of their wed-
ding.?® Their coupling may have been a lavender’ marriage, meant to provide

Club delivered their historic two-nil victory over the Cambridge YMcA. At Ernest’s second
graduation, the city was gripped by the thrilling saga of Dr. Sinclair Rowland, an appar-
ently fake doctor who, alongside his wife and niece, was arrested for “conspiring to print,
sell, and publish obscene books, pictures, and pamphlets to the common nuisance of his
Majesty’s subjects.” The arrest involved at least one disguise, two hidden doors, multiple
aliases, an extremely heavy laundry hamper, a “quantity of literature in German,” and
definitely no opium poisoning. Actual doctor Thomas Lucas, whom the police called to
examine Rowland when the alleged criminal died mere minutes after entering their police
station, specifically testified to this last item in court. Rowland’s death was ruled “natural
causes.”

24  Perhaps a greater achievement in 1902 than it is in 2024.

25  Mathilde Schechter singled out Worman for providing her husband with the most “actual
help” when sorting the Genizah material; Hoffman and Cole, Sacred Trash, 127. On others
who assisted Schechter and sorted Genizah fragments before 1902, see Jefferson, ‘Histor-
ical Significance’, 1-12.

26  Worman introduced Jenkinson to what was, at the time, a novel invention—the stapler;
Stefan C. Reif, Jenkinson and Schechter at Cambridge: An Expanded and Updated Assess-
ment, Transactions of the Jewish Historical Society of England 32 (1992): 306, n. 110.

27 Francis and Jenkinson, ‘Recollections), 16.

28  The cuL Syndicate appointed Worman Oriental Curator for 1908 on November 23rd, 1907;
cUL MS Add.4251/1525 (“Ernest James Worman: Letter to H.T. Francis, 1907”).

29  Marriage Certificate of Ernest James Worman and Clara Smith (part of the latter’s applica-
tion for financial support from the Royal Literary Fund in 1909). Thank you to Menachem
Butler for sending me a copy of this application. For Clara’s biography, see Martinsen,
‘Clara Worman; Ernest James Worman'.
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social and legal cover for queer individuals in the conservative climate of Vic-
torian England. The two never had any children, and a few pieces of evidence
suggest that Ernest (at least) had separate romantic relationships. One of them
is a letter that he wrote when he learned of his appointment as Oriental Cur-
ator:30

19, Warkworth Street,3!
Cambridge
Nov. 23/07

Dear Mr. Francis,
I know you will be pleased to hear that the Syndicate has appointed me
Oriental Curator for 1908. I did not know until after one o’clock. This
enables them to keep me on at the Taylor-Schechter collection “over-time”
and will not take me away from you; therefore please don’t run away from

me.

Yours Sincerely,
Ernest Worman

This “Mr. Francis” is Henry Thomas Francis (1837-1924), a British scholar of
South Asian studies who became a cuL Under-Librarian in 1877.32 We have
no other details about this relationship with Francis, but at least in Worman’s
mind, it seems they were more than colleagues. More generally, Worman was
acquainted with a broader community of queer men in Cambridge. In addi-
tion to Francis, he worked alongside cuL librarians Augustus Theodore Bartho-
lomew and Charles Sayle, both of whom maintained somewhat discreet homo-
sexual relationships. The pair attended his funeral together.33 Worman was also

30  CULMS Add.4251/1525 (“Ernest James Worman: Letter to H.T. Francis, 1907”).

31 19 Warkworth (sometimes Warkwork) Street was Ernest and Clara’s home address. Prior
to that they had lived at 5 Montague Road (until at least 1901). Thank you to Catherine
Ansorge for tracking down their census records.

32 J.A. Venn, Alumni Cantabrigienses: A Biographical List of All Known Students, Gradu-
ates and Holders of Office at the University of Cambridge, Part 11 (1752-1900), Volume 11
(Chalmers-Fytche) (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1944), 563.

33 See Sayle’s diary (CUL Ms Add. 8508) for 11 June 1909 (p. 150). Thank you to Liam Sims
for copying the relevant passages for me. On Sayle and Bartholomew, see Liam Sims,
‘“Simple and Exquisite Tastes” A.T. Bartholomew: A Life Through Books’, The Book Collector
Autumn (2016): 395-396; and Will T., ‘Love in the Library: Charles Sayle, A.T. Bartho-
lomew, and the Making of a Gay Bibliography’, Scene4o4: Uncreepy Magazine, 16 May 2005,
https://web.archive.org/web/20060222095607/https://scene4o4.com/articles/mag-lovein
thelibrary.php.


https://web.archive.org/web/20060222095607/https://scene404.com/articles/mag-loveinthelibrary.php
https://web.archive.org/web/20060222095607/https://scene404.com/articles/mag-loveinthelibrary.php
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alifelong member of the Cambridge Young Men’s Christian Association, part of
a wider YMcA network that often served as a social space for homosexual men
in the latter Victorian era.34

One evening, in mid-May of 1909, Worman entered St. Andrew’s Street
Chapel as he had almost every day of his adult life. He taught a music class
for children of the missionary society before joining his old friend, Reverend
Joseph, for a prayer meeting. The official organist was absent, and Worman
planned to play so Joseph would not have to preach without accompaniment.
But Worman was visibly ill, and the other members insisted he return home to
rest. It was the last time any of them would see him alive:

So it befell that his last services at St. Andrew’s Street chapel—the place
which he so loved and for which he laboured so ungrudgingly and cheer-
fully—were rendered to the missionary society and the prayer meeting.
We little thought as he left us that night that we should see his face no
more; that within a month his earthly life would be laid down.35

What little we know of Worman'’s last days is chronicled in A.T. Bartholomew’s
diary. He writes of an unseasonably cold Cambridge summer:

June 2 ... Worman, who has been ill and getting gradually worse for some
days, is today lying in a most critical state. The trouble is tubercular-but
awfully sudden and unaccountable ...

June 4 ... Horribly wet all day and cold ... Worman a shade better today.
Fires everywhere and winter clothes.

June 8 ... Worman died this morning. The Library could not have exper-
ienced a greater loss. I shall never forget his kindness to me all through

34  Cambridge v.M.c.A. Committee, ‘v.M.C.A. Annual Report) 24. On the history of the ymca
in Cambridge (founded in 1852 at St. Andrew’s Street Chapel), see Enid Porter, ‘The
Y.M.C.A. in Cambridge’, Cambridgeshire, Huntingdon & Peterborough Life, 1970. Incident-
ally, Robert Bowes, the co-owner of the bookshop where Worman worked, was a leading
member of the local YmMcA in 1889 (cIP, “Young Men'’s Christian Association,” 5 issued
25 Jan. 1889). On homoeroticism in the early ymca, see John Donald Gustav-Wrathall,
Take the Young Stranger by the Hand: Same-Sex Relations and the ymca (Chicago: Uni-
versity of Chicago Press, 1998); and David K. Johnson, ‘Review of Take the Stranger by the
Hand: Same-Sex Relations and the ymca by John Donald Gustav-Wrathall, Newsletter of
the Committee on Lesbian and Gay History 15, no. 2 (2001).

35  Joseph, ‘Work at the St. Andrew’s Street Baptist Church, 23.
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these g years and more, and particularly at the beginning and the benefit
I got from working with him and for him ...

June 11 ... Sayle to lunch and we went to Worman'’s funeral at the Baptist
Chapel. He was 38.36

The death certificate held at the Cambridgeshire Archives confirms Bartho-
lomew’s account: the cause of death was tuberculosis after four weeks of illness.
Worman died in his and Clara’s home at 19 Warkworth Street, witnessed by her
brother, Oswin Smith.37 Like many others who knew him, Bartholomew viewed
Worman’s death as shockingly sudden. Clara herself remarked: “My husband
was, comparatively, but a young man at the time of his sudden and unexpected
death, the cause being galloping consumption.”38

In the following months, friends from every side of Worman’s life rallied to
celebrate him. All three of his older siblings attended a funeral service at St.
Andrew’s Street Chapel where Charles Joseph gave a sermon in his honour.3?
The Cambridge Independent Press ran an anonymous obituary titled “Death of
a Prominent Baptist,” making special mention of his service to the congrega-
tion.*? Israel Abrahams and several other scholars wrote letters to the Royal
Literary Fund in support of Clara, who applied for financial assistance on “the
standing of [her] late husband as a literary man.” The fund agreed to pay her
three years of his salary.* Henry Thomas Francis and Francis Jenkinson co-

36  Thank you to Liam Sims for providing me with transcriptions of the relevant passages in
Bartholomew’s diary. The complete work is cUL Ms Add. 8786/1/1-14. For more on Bartho-
lomew, see Sims, ‘Simple and Exquisite Tastes"

37  “Deaths in the Sub-District of St. Andrew the Less in the Count of Cambridge (1909),
No. 481. Document copied by Cambridgeshire Registrations at the Cambridgeshire Arch-
ives in Ely, UK on 3 February 2022.

38  Clara Worman, “Letter to the Secretary of the Royal Literary Fund,” 12 November 1909. In
retrospect, Worman’s illness appears to have advanced with almost suspicious rapidity.
Even without modern antibiotic treatments, it can take a year or more for a patient to
die from active tuberculosis. It is possible that Worman was ill with milder symptoms for
much longer than reported on the Cambridgeshire death certificate.

39  Ernest’s siblings are listed as Mr. Harry [Henry] Worman, Mrs. [Elizabeth] Parsons [sic]
[née Worman], and Miss [Laura] Worman; cip, “The Late Mr. E.J. Worman: Funeral at
Cambridge,” 3 issued 18 June 1909. See Hugh Parson and Ian Bent, ‘Elizabeth Parson;
Henry James Parson; Mabel Gladys Parson; Merryn Ernest Parson’, in Mill Road Cemetery,
accessed 23 January 2023, https://millroadcemetery.org.uk/parson-elizabeth/.

40  Just above this obituary is an article about a conference of tuberculosis doctors taking
place in Cambridge the very week that Worman, ever the academic outsider, was dying of
tuberculosis. c1P, “Death of a Prominent Baptist,” 8 issued 11 June 1909.

41 Clara Worman, “Letter to the Secretary of the Royal Literary Fund,” 12 November 1909.


https://millroadcemetery.org.uk/parson-elizabeth/
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authored an obituary for the Cambridge Review and they, along with R. Brimley
Johnson, GJ. Gray, Israel Abrahams, and Charles Joseph, contributed to a short
memorial book for Worman in 1910. While this book was edited anonymously,
we can infer who initiated the project. The publisher, a local printer named
Jonathan Palmer, gives his location at Alexandra Street in Cambridge. Alexan-
dra Street no longer exists, but in 1909 it was the site of the Cambridge ymca
headquarters.#? I suspect the YMCcA commissioned Palmer to print the book for
their own reading room. The Association thus contributed a portion of their
1909 annual report to the volume:

Mr. E. Worman was a member for more than twenty years. He was one
of the founders of the Christian Union, its first secretary and a regular
attendant as long as its meetings lasted ... It was one of his characteristic
traits that he had no ambition for posts of honour, hence in all the work in
which he took part he did more than he was ever credited with. Your Com-
mittee are glad to place on record their high appreciation of his character
and services.*3

Facing the title page of this memorial book is a photograph of Worman taken in
1904. Two copies of this photograph are known. One is in the possession of cUL
(GBR/0265/UA/ULIB12/2/4). The other is presumably lost, but Jonathan Palmer
copied it in 1910 while printing the volume.** At the bottom of that picture is an

They paid £150 total, equivalent to £14,158 in 2023. Apparently, Ernest was not paid very
much, but it should be clear that Clara was not suffering any financial instability. He left
her £ 473, equivalent to £ 44,646 in 2023, as well as an undisclosed life insurance payment.
She still had £455 when she died 22 years later; Martinsen, ‘Clara Worman; Ernest James
Worman'. In her letter to the RLF Secretary, Clara’s exact words were: “This is totally inad-
equate to support me in the position to which I have become accustomed as the wife of a
scholar and MA of the University ... I am considerably older than my husband was; I have
no wealthy relatives or friends; and feel wholly unfit at the age of 56 to take up the battle
of life on my own account.” It was a different time.

42 Alexandra Street was demolished in the 1970s during modifications to the layout of Petty
Curry. The space formerly occupied by the ymca and Palmer’s print shop is now the
Lion Yard shopping centre. See Porter, ‘The Y.M.C.A. in Cambridge) 44; and Museum of
Cambridge, ‘Alexandra Street, Capturing Cambridge, accessed 25 January 2023, https://
capturingcambridge.org/museum-of-cambridge /museum-exhibit-stories/7-alexandra-st
reet/.

43  Cambridge v.M.c.A. Committee, ‘Y.M.C.A. Annual Report, 24—25. This report was origin-
ally published on page 4 of the Cambridge Independent Press on 8 October 1909.

44  Anonymous, ed., Ernest Worman (1871-1909) (Cambridge: Jonathan Palmer, 1910). A scan
of the page with the picture was used for the image in Hoffman and Cole, Sacred Trash,
127.


https://capturingcambridge.org/museum-of-cambridge/museum-exhibit-stories/7-alexandra-street/
https://capturingcambridge.org/museum-of-cambridge/museum-exhibit-stories/7-alexandra-street/
https://capturingcambridge.org/museum-of-cambridge/museum-exhibit-stories/7-alexandra-street/
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inscription in Worman's handwriting: “Yours ever, Ernest Worman.” We do not
know who Worman gave this picture to, although considering he signed it with
their shared surname, we might assume it was not Clara. Henry Thomas Francis
was among the authors who wrote for the book, so perhaps it was him. Altern-
atively, GJ. Gray—Worman’s friend from the bookshop—transcribed a letter
that Worman him sent shortly after marrying Clara. This letter was signed the
same as the photograph: “Yours ever, Ernest Worman.”#>

3 Genizah Research before the Genizah Research Unit

Worman's career in Cairo Genizah research began shortly after Schechter’s
‘hoard’ arrived in Cambridge, but his most substantial contributions came after
Schechter departed for New York in 1902. At this point, most of the Taylor-
Schechter Collection was still unconserved and nearly every text was uniden-
tified. Many were still in the wooden crates that Schechter used to ship them
from Egypt. Some of Worman'’s papers survive from his time in this salt mine,
but his sudden death left these records disorganised and incomplete. There are
four types of extant ‘Worman’ material at CUL: a set of five handwritten note-
books, an edited handlist, an ‘archive’ of miscellaneous items, and at least a
dozen manuscripts in the Taylor-Schechter Collection.

3.1 The Notebooks

Worman began his assignment to catalogue the Taylor-Schechter Collection in
early 1906. He recorded notes about the manuscripts in five notebooks labelled
according to the classmarks within: Glass Book 1, Glass Book 11, Bound Volumes,
10J1-9/13]13-26,*6 and 18]J1-18]2. The “Glass” titles refer to manuscripts that
were first conserved between plates of glass, while “Bound Volumes” referred
to fragments attached to paper stubs in bound cuL albums. These notebooks
include not just the essential conclusions that Worman reached when identify-
ing Genizah documents, but also his process while working towards those con-
clusions.*” Among them are numerous transcriptions and partial translations
of medieval documents that are not currently accessible to anyone outside of

45  Gray, ‘Recollections), 12. It is possible—I cannot tell for sure from the printed reproduc-
tion—that Palmer copied GBR/0265/UA/ULIB 12/2/4 itself and returned the photo to cuL
afterwards. The inscription could then be a reproduction of Worman’s signature from the
letter in G.J. Gray’s possession in 1910 (the original of this letter is now lost).

46 The inside cover of this notebook has no title and the label on the spine is lost.

47  See image and discussion of Worman’s work in Hoffman and Cole, Sacred Trash, 130-131.
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the GRuU. Various loose sheets of paper are also tucked between the pages of the
notebooks, including more manuscript descriptions, Worman'’s personal notes,
hourly time logs, and a draft report on his progress in the T-s Collection:

Novw. 28. 1906

Report on the Taylor-Schechter Collection

The progress of cataloguing these mMss. from Feb. 1906 to date is now as
follows:

Glass. Of T.S. 32, T.S. 28, T.S. 24, T.S. 20, and T.S.16 (1-150) full notes have
been taken, from which a hand-list can be compiled in a short time.

Of course the Mss. which Dr. Schechter still has in America are to be
excepted, only the information in the present skeleton list being avail-
able, and that of the briefest. This leaves to be dealt with, T.S. 16.151-353,
T.S. 12 (800 Mss.), T.S. 8 (267 Mss.) in all 1270 pieces.

About 450 are done, but these are the largest pieces, and the smaller
become easier to describe by their help.

Bound Volumes. About 150 Mss. have been noted in the same way
as those in glass; these are both Documents and Letters. Little time has
been spent on these at present but during the next few months more will
be as the count[?] of light in the mornings prevents the use of the lib-
rary.48

All names have been taken note of and probably the greater part of the
collection of Docs and Letters can ultimately be dated from these.

This report indicates that Worman learned to decipher Judaeo-Arabic texts
first by examining the largest, best-preserved manuscripts before moving on to
smaller fragments.*® The inside cover of the notebook “Glass 1" is inscribed with
the date February 1906, which appears to be the beginning of Worman’s official
work to catalogue the collection in Schechter’s absence. “Bound Volumes” has
a similar inscription from April 1906 and “Glass 11" has February 1907. These
notebooks do not currently have cCUL accession numbers. The notebook “18]1—
18]2,” which remains mostly empty, was the last one that Worman worked on
before he died. It is clear he intended to continue working on the T-s collec-
tion for the rest of 1909, and assuming he was re-appointed Oriental Curator
forigio, quite likely beyond.

48 I can confirm, writing in a bleak Cambridge December, that it remains dark until 8am.
49  Thank you to Rebecca Jeffferson for pointing this out to me. See Jefferson, ‘Historical Sig-
nificance), 12, n. 17.



252 CHAPTER 16

3.2 The Handlists

Some Genizah scholars will be familiar with the digitised ‘Worman’ handlists,
two volumes of handwritten descriptions that Worman compiled for approx-
imately 2,300 T-s manuscripts sorted between 1897 and 1909.5° The physical
lists are held at cuL as Mss Add.6404-6405. They contain the names, dates,
and measurements of most of the fragments in Worman’s notebooks. However,
he omitted many notes that he wrote for himself, including his (often flawed)
transcriptions and translations, so the handlists do not reflect the full volume
of work that he undertook.

Worman produced the handlists in phases only after examining subsections
of the T-s Collection. There are thus some manuscripts which he described in
his notebooks that never made it into the handlist. About eight months after
Worman's death, cuL Librarian Harry Aldis audited the notebooks to identify
these omissions. He observed, in the inside cover of “Bound Volumes,” that Mss
T-s13G1 and T-s 13G2 are in the notebook but not the handlist. In the unlabelled
notebook, T-s 13]25.15-13J16.24 and T-S 10J1.1-T-S 10]9.33 are likewise missing
from the handlist. Aldis further noted that all the manuscripts in Worman'’s
final notebook (T-s 18]1.1—-35 and T-s 18]2.1-13) were excluded, for obvious reas-
ons.

There is a curious note at the beginning of the second volume of the hand-
list, this one not in Worman’s hand. It reads:

Ernest J. Worman, M.A,, Christ’s College,

died 7 June 1909, aged 38.

He was Curator in Oriental Literature for 1908 and 1909.
CS.

8 June 1923

“C.S.” was Charles Sayle, one of the cuUL librarians who worked with Worman
and attended his funeral. The handwriting of the note matches that in Sayle’s
diaries.”! He was not a Hebrew scholar and had little connection with the
Taylor-Schechter Collection, yet for some reason, he was reading Worman'’s
handlist on the fourteenth anniversary of his death. He also wrote the incor-

50  Volume I: T-S 32.1-10, T-S 28.1-24, T-S 24.1-81, T-S 20.1-182, T-S 16.1-357, T-S 12.1-818, and T-
s 8.1-269. Volume I11: T-s 13]1.1-23, 13]2.1-25, 13] 3.1-27, 13]4.1-24, 13] 5.1-8, 13]6.1-33, 13 7.1-30,
13J8.1-31, 13J9.1-19, 13J10.1-16, 13]11.1-9, 13J12.1-5, 13]J13.1-30, 13J14.1-25, 13]15.1-25, 13]16.1—24,
13]17.1-24,13J18.1-30, 13J19.1-30, 13]20.1-30, 13] 21.1-36, 13]22.1-35, 13]23.1-23, 13] 24.1-29, and
13J25.1-14.

51 Thank you to Liam Sims for confirming this correspondence.
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rect date for that death (June 7th instead of June 8th). As we will see, this note
is not the only curious item among Worman'’s papers.

3.3 The Archive’

There is a box in the GRU office at cuL labelled “Worman Archive”
which contains many of Worman’s surviving papers. This box has also be-
come a receptacle for all sorts of historical GRU documents dating between
1897 and 1990. Sarah Sykes previously identified many of the items inside and
grouped them with labels on separate sheets of paper. Among other things,
these items include offprints of Schechter’s articles, old manuscript facsimiles,
lists of fragments sent to non-Cambridge scholars, correspondence of former
cuL employees, and accounting memos from Geoffrey Khan’s first job at the
GRU.

More relevant here are miscellaneous papers related to Worman'’s time as
a Genizah scholar, including some hand-corrected proofs and offprints but
mainly comprising notes about T-s manuscripts. A significant portion of these
notes is grouped separately in a large brown envelope containing loose sheets,
notecards, and even tickets to Cambridge Guildhall concerts that were repur-
posed to write manuscript descriptions. Sykes compiled a list of T-s classmarks
mentioned in these notes (which now resides in the envelope), although Wor-
man referred to some additional manuscripts using defunct classmark formats
like “Box K.3.” Another envelope is labelled “Notes to and From Naharai [b. Nis-
sim] in T-s Collection by E.J. Worman.” It holds more than 8o sheets of paper,
each corresponding to a single T-s manuscript that Worman identified relat-
ing to the eleventh-century merchant Naharai b. Nissim. Most of them are
blank besides a heading, but several include his transcriptions of entire let-
ters.

The archive box also contains a small booklet with Worman’s transcription
of T-s 32.5 (a ninth- or tenth-century copy of Sefer Yesirah). There is an anonym-
ous note in the back of this booklet addressing J.D. Pearson, a later cuL Under-
Librarian for the Oriental Section:52

For Mr. Pearson.
This book belonged to the late Mr. Worman. It was never the property of
the library, but as it contains the transcription of a T-s Ms., it had better
be in the possession of someone in contact with the library.

Oct. 22 1940.

52  ].D. Pearson, ‘Curiosities of Bygone Days’, Genizah Fragments 28, no. October (1994): 2.
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We do not know who Worman sent this transcription to or who returned it to
Pearson, but someone held onto it for at least three decades. It also took several
more decades after 1940 before other scholars would publish this manuscript
that Worman had already transcribed.>3

Finally, perhaps the most surprising discovery in the archive box was an
unconserved medieval letter written in Persian. Presumably, Worman was
working on this letter during one of his last days at cUL, and after his death the
remaining staff assumed it belonged with his notes. Whether this manuscript
originally came from the T-s collection or another cUL collection is not clear,
but it has now been accessioned as “T-s Worman 1.”

3.4 The 1-s Classmarks
Mirroring the medieval letter that slipped into Worman'’s personal papers, it
seems that someone at CUL may have mistaken Worman’s own notes for genu-
ine medieval manuscripts and added them to the T-s Collection. Whatever
happened, those notes are now officially part of the ‘Genizah’ collection, acces-
sioned as T-s Misc.31.35.

T-s Misc.31.35 consists of 35 pieces of paper, most which have writing in Wor-
man’s hand:

P1 Quotation of a work by Abraham Harkavy

P2—3 Notes and citations in German

P46 Transcription of an English document titled “Bridewell Orders”

P7—9g Grammatical notes comparing Arabic, Persian, Turkish, and Urdu

P1o Hebrew glossary and grammatical paradigms with notes on Arab-
ic and Persian

Pu-21 Almost 1200 lines of a Middle English text, collating three manu-
scripts

P22 Middle English poem “Patience”

P23-27,29 Pages from the October 1891 issue of The Indian Antiquarian

P28 Notes on Latin manuscripts at CUL

P31 Latin text mentioning Cambridge

P34 Unidentified

P35 Transcription of Syriac manuscript cuL Add.1982

Four more leaves from T-s Misc.31.35 are not in Worman'’s hand. P30 is a note-
card about ‘Moabite’ inscriptions that Dunbar Isidore Heath, a Cambridge rev-

53  See Nehemia Allony, ‘A Scroll of the “Book of Creation” in the Version of Saadia Gaon
from the Cairo Genizah', Temirin: Meqorot u-Mehqgerim ba-Qabbalah u-va-Hasidut, 1982,
9—29; and A. Peter Hayman, Sefer Yesira: Edition, Translation and Text-Critical Comment-
ary (Tibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2004).
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erend, copied in the early 1870s. He gives his name and a date (12 October
1872). These Moabite inscriptions, like most things in life, were forgeries con-
cocted by Moses Shapira, but in 1872 that was still up for debate. In 1873, Heath
published a paper about the inscriptions citing an epigraphic analysis per-
formed by J. Park Harrison.>* T-s Misc.31.35 P32 is a letter that Harrison sent to
Heath detailing that analysis, dated 24 January 1873. P33 and P36 are further
notes about the transcriptions that accompanied Harrison’s letter. All these
notes were written when Ernest Worman was less than two years old. How
he acquired them—if he did acquire them—and how they entered the Taylor-
Schechter Collection, we do not know.

4 Loss to the Library

Moabite forgeries notwithstanding, these papers offer us a glimpse into Wor-
man’s time as a student of Middle Eastern languages and widen our view
of his activities at cUL. Effectively abandoned by Schechter and without any
published catalogues, he investigated questions about the Cairo Genizah that
would not be asked again for decades. His work between 1906 and 1909 can
rightly be described as pioneering a new field of research, so to a modern
reader, it may be surprising how little Worman’s contemporaries mentioned his
Genizah activities. Back then, he was still more influential as a part-time librar-
ian and a member of the Cambridge Baptist community. Only the University’s
Reader in Rabbinics, Israel Abrahams, anticipated a future for his Genizah
work:

He determined to qualify himself for a task which he foresaw must be
undertaken by himself if it were to be undertaken at all. This task was
the preparation of a preliminary catalogue of the collection. With untir-
ing diligence and almost magical rapidity he made himself master of a
difficult language and an intricate literature, his success being rare in
the history of the self-taught.5> Death interrupted his work, but he had
already accomplished much, and had moreover made the continuation
of his labours far easier for a successor.>

54  Dunbar L. Heath, ‘The Moabite Jars), The Journal of the Anthropological Institute of Great
Britain and Ireland 2 (1873): 341. Harrison was basically a bad anthropologist.

55  Like many people who have written about Worman, Abrahams seems to forget that he had
a bachelor’s degree in Semitic languages.

56  Abrahams, ‘Work at the University Library’, 19. Editor’s note: On Israel Abrahams’ work
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But there was no successor. No one continued the cataloguing project, and
the majority of the Taylor-Schechter Collection went into CUL storage without
classmarks. To this day, Worman’s handlists have never been published. It
would not be until the 1950s, under Shelomo D. Goitein’s leadership, that sys-
tematic work to organise the collection would resume—work that contin-
ues at the GRU in 2024. One wonders what might be different now if Wor-
man had been able to work for two or three more decades. In the words
of Henry Francis and Francis Jenkinson: “The loss to the Library is irrepar-
able."57
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CHAPTER 17

Thirteen Fragments of the Passover Haggadah:
Tracing Their Exodus from Egypt to Cambridge

Rebecca J.W. Jefferson

1 The Taylor-Schechter Genizah Research Unit Bibliography Project:
A Preamble

The Bibliography Project was the first project undertaken by the Taylor-Schech-
ter Genizah Research Unit (GRU) when it was founded by Stefan C. Reif OBE 50
years ago. Reif quickly realised that the project was essential for helping future
scholars navigate their way through the vast collection of genizah fragments,
particularly as the contents of about one third of the collection were still
unidentified. The Bibliography also provided a tool for correctly identifying
missing or incorrectly cited fragment reference numbers. Citation errors were
a particular hazard in genizah scholarship prior to the great systemisation of
the Cambridge Genizah Collections undertaken by Reif, alongside the overall
advances made in librarianship to provide greater access to and discoverabil-
ity of collections. Early publications either provided no classification numbers
or, because the scholar did not think to include a pathway for others to check
on the original text, supplied only a vague or misleading reference. The suc-
cess of the GRU Bibliography Project led to the production of several published
volumes and one database, and it inspired the larger project undertaken by
the Friedberg Manuscript Society to identify and match fragments around the
world. The Gru Bibliography Project taught its researchers a range of skills as
they engaged in efforts to track down publications and bibliographical refer-
ences and match them with corresponding fragments. These included great
patience, tenacity, skim-reading abilities, close attention to detail, strong visual
memory, pattern recognition, inductive and deductive reasoning, lateral think-
ing, problem-solving skills, and a dedication to accuracy. Only by developing
skills such as these could a genizah researcher hope to discover that a published
reference to “Box 1.53” was in fact reference to Ms T-s J1.53 (Reif & Fenton, 1988,
92) or that “Geniza 4" was really T-s K1.68 (Jefferson & Hunter, 2004, 374). The
following article constitutes a paean to the now 50-year-old Bibliography Pro-
ject and its founder by a researcher who feels very fortunate indeed to have
been given the privilege of working on it.!
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2 Introduction

In October 1897, Israel Abrahams (1858-1925) published an article which de-
scribed and transcribed thirteen medieval fragments of the Haggadah. Six of
the fragments, he explained, were recently obtained from the Cairo Genizah by
Solomon Schechter; four had come from Cairo to Cambridge before Schechter’s
visit, and three fragments had been presented to Abrahams by Elkan Nathan
Adler. None of the fragments had been assigned call numbers, and thus Abra-
hams classified them as nos. 1—x111. The task of locating these pieces from
among the 193,000+ fragments in the Cambridge Genizah Collections was only
achieved over a hundred years later; even so, two of the fragments remain
unidentified. The following article will demonstrate how the challenge of iden-
tifying these 13 fragments, as well as the unestablished provenance of Abra-
hams’ own collection of 41 Mss, exemplifies the wider problems associated with
tracing the chain of ownership of Cairo Genizah fragments.

3 Israel Abrahams as a Collector

In the year before Solomon Schechter’s genizah discoveries, Abrahams was
busy lecturing in English, mathematics, and homiletics at Jews’ College Lon-
don. He had just published his opus magnum, Jewish Life in the Middle Ages
with Macmillan & Co., and he regularly contributed to The Jewish Chronicle
through his column, “Books and Bookmen” (Wright, 1927, xix—xlvi). He was
also the co-founder and co-editor of the jewish Quarterly Review beginning
in 1889 and a founder-member of the Jewish Historical Society of England in
1893. Abrahams was thus a consummate consumer and disseminator of Wis-
senschaft des Judentums scholarship. Apart from his posthumously published
Hebrew Ethical Wills, and his unpublished extensive study of the French litur-
gical rite, he did not engage extensively in textual criticism through the study of
Hebrew manuscripts (De Lange, 2012, 153-154). Perhaps for this reason, unlike
his friend Schechter, Abrahams did not actively engage in the pursuit of import-
ant manuscript witnesses to support his scholarship, nor did he voraciously
collect scraps of ancient Jewish writing to hoard in his home like his biblio-
phile friend, Elkan Adler. In fact, when it came to collecting, Abrahams largely
preferred new books: “For dusty old tomes, I go to the publiclibrary; but my own

1 I'would also like to acknowledge Dr. Nick Posegay’s kindness in helping me to obtain photo-
graphs of two of Abrahams’ manuscripts in order to resolve a query regarding the catalogue
description of these pieces.
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private books must be sweet and clean ... If my copy is to be soiled,  want to do
all the soiling myself” (Abrahams, 1912, 107). After his death, his 3,000-volume
library was divided between the Mocatta Library in University College London
and Christ’s College Cambridge (Adler, 1928-1931, ix). The books mostly com-
prised significant 19th century works of scholarship and only a relatively small
portion of them were early European-printed works from the 16th and 17th cen-
turies.

Despite his aversion to owning used books, Abrahams was not immune to
the romance and lure of manuscript discoveries. “Genizah-grimed fragments”
especially held a certain amount of charm for “when the dust of ages is re-
moved, these old-world relics renew their youth”, he mused in ‘The Solace of
Books’ (Abrahams, 1912, 110). Indeed, Abrahams was an early genizah enthu-
siast: just six days after Schechter’s Ben Sira discovery was announced in The
Athenaeum, he excitedly shared with his Jewish Chronicle readership the news
that: “Mr. Schechter has found out many things in his time, but his most recent
find exceeds them all.” (Abrahams, 18964, 15). Not long after Schechter retrieved
his giant hoard of genizah fragments from Cairo, Abrahams quickly informed
The Jewish Chronicle readers of the discovery, describing the fragments’ disin-
terment in somewhat hyperbolic terms: “and now the man has come to rescue
them from death, to restore them to their long-lost day.” (Abrahams, 18974, 20).
Curiously, Abrahams’ piece did not mention the Ben Ezra Synagogue, it only
referenced the ideal climate for preservation offered by Egypt: “In the cemetery
located on the edge of the desert, where to a European visitor respiration is dif-
ficult, the old treasures have been preserved better than had they lain on the
bookshelves of a Northern library.” (Abrahams, 1897a, 20).2 By October 1897, he
had produced his first scholarly article based on thirteen genizah fragments in
Cambridge and belonging to Elkan Adler. The article, entitled “Some Egyptian
Fragments of the Passover Hagada’, highlighted the texts’ “peculiar Egyptian
traits”, as well as the “clear traces of lost Midrashim” within them (Abrahams,
1897¢, 41-51).

His own close-up encounter with the “Geniza at Cairo” did not take place
until almost a year later, in March 1898. According to his daughter, Phyllis, the
main purpose of Abrahams’ Middle Eastern trip was to visit historical sites in
Palestine related to his recently contracted book on the history of Judas Mac-
cabeus. In addition, he also planned to tour schools in Palestine sponsored
by the Anglo-Jewish Association on whose committee he served. During the

2 Richard Gottheil also mentioned the cemetery in connection to Abrahams in a memorial trib-
ute article, stating that Abrahams “naturally had a great interest in the Genizah find made in
old Cairo (Fostat) and in the cemetery outside the new city.” (Gottheil, 1927, 249).
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outward-bound journey, Abrahams became acquainted with Samuel Raffa-
lovich who was returning home to Palestine after a successful trip selling
Cairo Genizah fragments in England. Raffalovich’s brother, Isaac, was a well-
established photographer in Jerusalem. He promised to connect Abrahams,
who had brought with him a camera for documentation purposes. Since tours
of Palestine usually included a stop at Egypt, Abrahams also took the opportun-
ity to visit Cairo. On Friday, March 18th, three days after his arrival, Abrahams
reported to his wife that he had spent the morning in Old Cairo and had seen
“the Geniza.” Again, he did not specifically mention the synagogue, which is
a little odd for a historian given the long and venerable history of the build-
ing. In fact, his only reference to the location of “the Geniza” was to observe
that “The ride is long and the place very dusty indeed.” (Abrahams, P., 1970,
9). As to the contents, Abrahams simply marveled at the amount of material
left and swore his wife to secrecy on the matter while he contemplated writ-
ing up a piece about it for The Jewish Chronicle. He also confided to her that
he might be permitted “to look through some of the residue on Sunday” A
second visit to “the Geniza” was thwarted by the unexpected unavailability of
the Chief Rabbi and Abrahams’ scheduled departure the next day (Jefferson,
2020, 302).3

Abrahams’ first-hand encounter with a genizah in Old Cairo was not publicly
known until after his daughter published his letters in 1970. Herbert Loewe’s
biography of Abrahams only referenced his tour of Palestine. Abrahams like-
wise never shared any information on how he acquired the small collection
of genizah fragments attributed to him. The only time he referenced owning
a fragment was in his publication of a Viddui (confession) fragment in 1924:
“It was, therefore, with some little pleasure that I came across a Viddui begin-
ning with those very words, in a Geniza fragment which I acquired in Cairo a
year or two after Schechter’s notable visit to Egypt.” (Abrahams, 1924, 379). The
statement provides no further insights into the site or method of acquisition, or
whether more than one fragment was involved. Abrahams concludes the article
with a note to inform readers that “The original Ms. is now in the library of the
Hebrew Union College”. The fragment was identified by Emanuel Friedberg, of
the Friedberg Manuscript Society, under the call number: HUC 403. Abrahams
visited Hebrew Union College (HUC) in 1912 as its first Lewisohn lecturer and

3 There may or may not be any significance to Abrahams’ non-reference to the synagogue
in Old Cairo; however, Jefferson’s account of Abraham’s visit to Cairo fell into the trap of
assuming that his reference to the genizah was a reference to the Ben Ezra Synagogue. This
article aims to show that such assumptions are one of the pitfalls of genizah provenance
research.
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was also awarded an honorary doctorate by that institution. In 1924, when this
article was published, and the fragment placed in HUuC, Abrahams was teaching
in America in connection to his role as co-founder and corresponding faculty
member of the Institute of Religion.

In his study of Jewish festivals published in 1906, Abrahams also revealed
that he had seen a genizah scroll of the Decalogue: “I hardly know what to infer
from the fact that the Ten Words seem in the early Middle Ages to have been
sometimes written on separate little scrolls. I saw one at Cairo, taken from the
Geniza, and reference is made to such scrolls in the Responses of the Gaonim.”
(Abrahams, 1906, 85). Nevertheless, apart from one mention of having seen a
genizah fragment in Cairo and one mention of actually owning one—a piece
which he gave to HUC, not Cambridge—there is no further written testimony
from Abrahams concerning his ownership of a genizah collection.

4 Abrahams’ Genizah Scholarship

Abrahams published 18 genizah fragments in six articles before 1902, when he
moved to Cambridge and was able to work with the collection more frequently.
The fragments contained liturgical texts, copies of the Haggadah, and copies of
the Scroll of Antiochus. None of the fragments were described with call num-
bers: they were cited either as Roman numerals or just as “a fragment”. For
example, his publication of a fragment of En Kelohenu failed to inform other
scholars where they could find this “fragment now at Cambridge” (Abrahams,
1900, 160). The piece remains unidentified.

While he devoted much time to examining and collating fragmentary copies
of certain texts in Cambridge and Oxford, thanks to the help of Schechter and
Neubauer alerting him to relevant fragments, some of his planned publications
were not realised. This was particularly true of the Scroll of Antiochus. In 1899,
after publishing “a geniza specimen” of the Aramaic version, he announced
that: “In a later number of the Jewish Quarterly Review I hope to describe the
many other Geniza fragments of this book, which (through the kindness of
Prof. Schechter and Dr. Neubauer) I have been able to examine and collate. I
shall then also offer some further conclusions regarding the date and origin of
the Scroll of the Hasmoneans.” (Abrahams, 1899, 299). This “specimen” is also
still unidentified.*

4 Editor’s note: See in the present volume, ‘Two Hitherto Unpublished Bilingual (Jewish Ara-
maic and Judaeo-Arabic) Genizah Fragments from the Scroll of Antiochus’ by Siam Bhayro.
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The following year, in an article dedicated to the memory of David Kauf-
mann, Abrahams shared that Kaufmann had privately urged him to “print the
collation which I had made of many Mss., complete and fragmentary, of the
Aramaic text”. However, it seems that the Aramaic fragments of the Scroll of
Antiochus that he'd collated up to that point had not yielded any surprises,
and while he felt that he might still resolve to print them, he also admitted
that “with the exception of the text which I have already printed in the J.Q.R.,
the new Mss. do not materially differ from that which Dr. Gaster used as the
basis of his edition.” The Arabic version he produced for Kaufmann’s memorial
volume, he explained, was “taken from the Cairo Geniza” and he had to “thank
Prof. Schechter for the privilege of printing it.” (Abrahams, 1900, 117). This frag-
ment was later identified for the Bibliography Project as Or. 2116. 19. 1 (Reif &
Fenton, 1988, 411).5 Thus, it seems to have never left Abrahams’ possession and
eventually became one of the pieces in the Israel Abrahams Collection.

Abrahams was able to have direct access to the genizah fragments after he
was appointed as the curator of Oriental literature in the University Library
in 1906. In this role, he spent a great deal of time examining manuscripts and
leaving with them “notes on slips of paper to help those who followed him.”
(Loewe, 1944, 97).6 Thanks to the bibliographical data available on the Fried-
berg Manuscript Society database, it’s possible to discover that Abrahams pub-
lished another 28 genizah fragments between 1903 and 1925. Unfortunately, 21
of these fragments were cited with missing or inaccurate call numbers. This was
in part because the fragments were still undergoing classification; for example,
Abrahams would not have realised that the manuscript he referenced in 1906 as
held in “Cambridge Library Collection, drawer 34” might not always be located
there even though, as the curator, he was probably the person who assigned it
to the drawer. In fact, the piece was later classified as Ms Or. 1080 J287 (Reif &

5 Hebrew manuscript numbers were designated by Cambridge University Library when they
were catalogued. Hebrew manuscripts catalogued in the early 20th century were given Or.
numbers. Manuscripts in the Or.1080-1081 series include genizah fragments acquired by
the Library before and after it received the Taylor-Schechter collection, but these fragments
were only catalogued in the 1950s. Or. numbers in the 2000 range were applied to Hebrew
manuscripts catalogued after 1960.

6 Itis possible, although at this point unconfirmed, that some of Abrahams’ “slips” survive in
the front of certain folders in the T-s Miscellaneous Collection at the Cambridge University
Library. The folders T-s Misc.14 and T-s Misc.19, for example, both begin with notecards appar-
ently written by Jacob Leib Teicher (thank you to Nick Posegay for pointing this out), the
Cambridge Reader in Rabbinics who took over from Herbert Loewe, who had himself suc-
ceded Israel Abrahams in the post. Handwriting comparisons with Abrahams’ letters could
confirm whether any notes in these folders belonged to him.
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Fenton, 1988, 409). Only five of the 46 genizah fragments published by Abra-
hams overall were in the collection purportedly owned by him and, as we shall
see, three of those five were previously owned by Elkan Adler.

5 The Abrahams Collection

After his death, Abrahams’ library was deposited in Christ’s College where he
had been a fellow for 23 years. His Anglo-Judaica collection was given to the
Mocatta Library at the University of London together with his photographic
slides (Loewe, 1944, 130-132). In 1953, the collection at Christ’s was sent on per-
manent loan to the Library of the Cambridge Faculty of Oriental Studies. Eight
years after that, while the Faculty of Oriental Studies Library retained Abra-
hams’ rare books, the forty manuscripts and fragments in his collection were
transferred to Cambridge University Library. Comprising various liturgical and
Rabbinical texts, apocryphal literature, and documents, the manuscripts were
assigned call numbers in the Or. 2116 series ranging from Or. 2116. 1-19.7.

According to the Hebrew Manuscripts at Cambridge University Library cata-
logue, nineteen items in Abrahams’ manuscript collection are not associated
with the Cairo Genizah. Two of them are manuscript codices comprising over
339 folios. Ten items are fragments of ten folios or less. Most of the pieces are
datable to periods within the 15th—19th centuries. Four have signatures of prior
ownership within the pages, and one of the documents, a collection of com-
munal decrees from the 17th—18th centuries (Or. 2116. 12), mostly concerns Jew-
ish emigres from Spain living in Morocco. Another manuscript (Or. 2116. 6) is a
37-folio copy of the last testament of a Rabbi Elijah b. Raphael Solomon ha-Levi
de Veali Saba of Alessandria, Italy, from the mid-18th century. A second copy of
this testament is held in the Bodleian Libraries (Ms. Oppenheim Add. 4° 190).
Two of the items not classified as genizah fragments are datable to within the
uth—-13th century: one is a letter of appeal addressed to Samuel ha-Nagid (Or.
2116.9) and the other comprises six folios of the Scroll of Antiochus. Aside from
these minimal provenance clues in the non-genizah portion of Abrahams’ col-
lection, no other information beyond his former ownership of them and their
transfer between Cambridge libraries is presently available.

Twenty-one pieces in Abrahams’ collection are attributed Cairo Genizah
provenance in the catalogue, and this provenance is described with varying
degrees of certainty ranging from “Probably from the Cairo Genizah” to “Pos-
sibly from the Cairo Genizah”. One of the pieces, the abovementioned Or.
2116.19.1, is firmly provenanced as “From the Cairo Genizah” no doubt because
Abrahams stated this in his publication. All the fragments accorded genizah
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provenance consist of one or two folios. Two pieces were placed at some point
under glass and are labelled with Roman numerals (Or. 2116.4 is MS 1V and Or.
2116. 10 is MS X). Most of the fragments are liturgical texts or copies of Rabbinic
literature; five of the items are parts of the Scroll of Antiochus. Four pieces are
fragments of Haggadabh. It is through Abrahams’ publication of these four Hag-
gadah fragments and nine others that we can gain some additional clues as to
how his collection of genizah fragments was formed.

6 Abrahams’ Thirteen Haggadah Fragments

In October 1887, Abrahams announced in his ‘Books and Bookmen’ column
that “Some new fragments of the Passover Hagada, unearthed at the Genizah
at Cairo, are edited by Mr. Israel Abrahams ...” (Abrahams, 1897b, 27). The
article was published in The Jewish Quarterly Review and provided selected
transcriptions from the thirteen fragments. None of the fragments had call
numbers, only Abrahams’ numbering system from 1—x111. In the opening para-
graph, Abrahams explained their provenance: “Among the many interesting
MsS. which Mr. S. Schechter has obtained from the Cairo Geniza are some
curious fragments of the Passover Hagada. The generosity of the courteous dis-
coverer has permitted me to inspect and collate them.” However, in the first
footnote, he further explained that the fragments numbered vI to 1x were
“acquired by the Cambridge University previous to Mr. Schechter’s visit to
Egypt” The last three fragments x-x111 he revealed “were brought from Cairo
by Mr. E.N. Adler” and Abrahams thanked him “for his kindness in presenting
them to me.” (Abrahams, 1897c¢, 41).

Two of the fragments were first identified by researchers working on the
second volume of the Taylor-Schechter Genizah Research Unit Bibliography
Project from the 1990s to 2004. These were Mss 1-11 which were found to be Mss
T-s H2.107 and T-s H2.108 respectively. The next set of identifications did not
take place until April 2022 when Jonathan Karni, a researcher using the Fried-
berg Genizah Project (FGP) database, identified Ms v as T-S Ns J506. Emanuel
Friedberg, Head of the FGP Bibliography C Team, began to track down the other
fragments, and he first succeeded in identifying Ms viII as Or1081.2.33. He
then informed Ezra Chwat, manuscript bibliographer in the National Library
of Israel, who pointed out it must have been one of the fragments Abrahams
claimed had arrived in Cambridge prior to Schechter’s trip to Egypt. He sup-
posed that it must have been sold to the Library by Solomon Aaron Wertheimer.

At this point, I was copied into their correspondence. Coincidentally, I was
compiling a database of Wertheimer’s manuscript sales which includes all the
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information that I've been able to gather from Wertheimer’s sales letters, a
handwritten inventory, and provenance clues on the manuscripts. I was able to
use my database to confirm that Abrahams’ Ms viI was Wertheimer’s Add.3366.
Hebrew manuscripts acquired by Cambridge University Library in the 189os,
including those purchased from Solomon Aaron Wertheimer, were designated
Add. numbers in the 3000 range. Sixty-eight manuscripts purchased from Wer-
theimer between 1893 and 1896 were placed in the Add. 3000 range, and they
appear to have been bound and catalogued within a few years of their acquisi-
tion. This particular fragment, Add.3366, however, was still uncatalogued at the
time Schechter showed it to Abrahams in 1897. At least 83 of the manuscripts
purchased from Wertheimer between 1894-1896 were put aside and later cata-
logued in the Or. 1080-1081 series.

On May 11 2022, Emanuel Friedberg announced that he had found another
five of Abrahams’ fragments: Ms vI1 (0r.1080.13.53), Ms 111 (Or.2116.19.8), MS X1
(Or.2116.19.9), Ms XII (Or.2116.19.10), MS X111 (Or.2116.19.11). Thus, the four in the
Or.2116 series were in Abrahams’ collection and the other one, in the Or1080
series, was also previously sold to Cambridge by Wertheimer. This discovery
prompted me to check the rest of the Wertheimer collection based on a sales
inventory compiled by Francis Jenkinson in 1894 (Or.1080.13). I then found that
the Haggadah text in Ms Or. 1081.2.83 was Abrahams’ M IX.

Ezra Chwat also pointed out that he had noticed “the numeral 28 inscribed
in pencil on fol. 1a” which he felt “could be a clue to a previous collection”. This
simple observation opened the key to the Wertheimer collection. I then realised
that the numbers on the Jenkinson inventory corresponded with the num-
bers supplied by Wertheimer in the letters and postcards he sent to Jenkinson
and Schechter offering fragments for sale. Most importantly, Wertheimer also
noted these numbers on the manuscripts themselves. This revelation enabled
me to see exactly what Wertheimer had offered to Cambridge, as well as what
was purchased and how much was paid in contrast to the asking price. Wer-
theimer’s method of marking his fragments with numbers also meant that it
was possible to finally trace which pieces within the Cambridge Genizah Or.
1080-1081 series had come through him. But with regard to tracking down the
fragments in Abrahams’ article, even though eleven Mss had now been found,
Mss Iv and X remain unidentified. The identification of the fragments with
their correct call numbers is listed in Appendix 2 below.

The work to trace the Haggadah fragments also revealed more about the
journeys undertaken by the fragments and the provenance of Abrahams’ own
collection. Two of the Haggadah fragments were classified after Abrahams had
written his article and while Schechter was still in Cambridge; they were placed
in the 1-s Collection in box T-s H. One fragment was put aside and ended
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up in a crate that was left for Goitein to rediscover in the 1950s, and which
eventually became the T-s NS J section (Jefferson, 2014, 22). Three pieces (Or.
1081.2.83, Or.1080.13.53, and Add.3366) were originally part of the collection
sold by Wertheimer in 1894. Even though they had been purchased two years
prior to Schechter’s trip to Egypt, two of them had also been left unclassified
until they were placed in the Or. series in the 1950s (Jefferson, 2014, 25—27).
Four of the pieces in the Or. 2116 series came to the Library as part of Abra-
hams’ collection in 1961 and yet three of them had originally belonged to Elkan
Adler. The other fragments were all attributed to Schechter, including one now
in Abrahams’ collection. The most likely scenario is that the fragments were
given to Abrahams on loan for him to collate and edit, although the ones that
Adler “presented” to him may have been a gift. Some of the fragments were
clearly returned, but some of them remained in his possession while he worked
on them or simply forgot about them. After his death, they were incorrectly
believed to be his own fragments.

7 Abrahams’ Genizah Collection: Chain of Ownership

As stated above, two of the fragments in Abrahams’ collection (Or. 2116.19.1 and
Or. 2116.19.8) were published by him with provenance statements. In the case of
Or. 2116.19.8, Solomon Schechter was credited as the person who had obtained
them “from the Cairo Genizah” (Abrahams, 1897, 41) and in the case of Or.
2116.19.1, Schechter was acknowledged as the person who had given Abrahams
the “privilege of printing it” (Abrahams, 1900, 118). Another three fragments
(Or. 2116.19.9-11) he stated were presented to him by Elkan Adler (Abrahams,
1897.41). All the other fragments that Abrahams published were part of the
Cambridge or Oxford collections. He did not publish any fragments from the
collection that was later identified as belonging to him (i.e., the Or. 2116.1-19.9
series). The only fragment for which he claimed personal ownership was the
fragment he gave to the Hebrew Union College library (HUC 403).

In an address to the Jewish Historical Society of England in 1914, Elkan Adler
stated that “Dr. I. Abrahams possesses a few Geniza fragments purchased by
him in Cairo.” (Adler, 1918, 15). Yet, Abrahams’ genizah collection as it came
to Cambridge University Library in 1961 was more than a “few”. Given that
the genizah fragments in his collection exactly represented the areas of his
research: Rabbinics, liturgy, Haggadah, Scroll of Antiochus (rather than the
mixed bag of materials typical of most genizah purchases), it seems reasonable
to suppose that they were selected. The first set, the four Haggadah fragments,
were clearly given to him on loan from Schechter and possibly as a gift from
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Adler in 1897. An unspecified “few”—if Adler was correct—were purchased by
Abrahams in Cairo in 1898 (although he only ever mentioned the fragment that
became HUC 403). Others, such as the four “genizah” fragments of the Scroll of
Antiochus and the one non-genizah fragment of Antiochus, were most likely
also pieces on loan, since he credited Schechter with at least one of them, and
Schechter and Neubauer with alerting him to the others.

At some point during Herbert Loewe’s time at Cambridge, he examined
and noted descriptions of eight of the manuscripts in Abrahams’ collection.
This could have taken place during his time as Curator of Oriental Literature
(1909—1911) or, most likely, while he attempted to create a series of catalogues
of Hebrew manuscript collections in Cambridge Colleges starting in the 1920s
(De Lange, 2012, 157-158). Loewe’s notes on and transcriptions of parts of the
Abrahams’ collection are now classified as Or. 2116. 124, 15, 19, which suggests
that they must have come with the collection when it was transferred from the
Oriental Faculty Library in 1961 (Reif, 1997, 542). This also supports the idea that
they were compiled before or while the collection was at Christ’s College, since
Loewe died in 1940 before the collection went over on loan to the Oriental Fac-
ulty Library. Another scholar who examined the collection before it moved per-
manently to Cambridge University Library was Shelomo Dov Goitein. Goitein
must have looked at it when he visited Cambridge in the late 1950s, as he
referred to two of Abrahams fragments in the first volume of A Mediterranean
Society (1967). One fragment (Or. 2116.9) was a letter of appeal from the 11th
century and the other (Or. 2116.10) was a letter concerning business from the
uth—12th centuries. Goitein cited them as “Christ College, Cambridge, Abra-
hams Collection” 1x and X respectively. Only the latter piece was accorded a
tentative genizah provenance in the Hebrew Manuscripts at Cambridge Uni-
versity Library catalogue.

8 Conclusion

Tracing the exodus of genizah fragments from Egypt to European and Amer-
ican institutions is a complicated process. The history of these collections was
sometimes further obscured by collectors loaning or gifting fragments to other
scholars. Abrahams was clearly the recipient of several loans and possible
gifts. In fact, as we have seen, the only reference to his ownership of a frag-
ment concerns a piece he gave to HUC, and the only outside reference to his
ownership of a “few” fragments came from Adler in 1914. In addition to such
chinks in the chain of ownership there were also problems of citation, through
either the lack of classification numbers or through misleading or incorrect
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citations. Abrahams’ publications prior to the 1920s did not provide any way
for other scholars to locate the materials he referenced. The work of tracking
down bibliographical references to published genizah fragments therefore not
only helps future scholars locate the fragments within the institutional collec-
tions and match them to others, it can also help with provenance, especially
since fragments often underwent several changes of hands and classification
schemes before reaching their final destination. Nevertheless, the process does
not always provide full and satisfactory answers. While eleven of the thirteen
Haggadah fragments have been identified, and four fragments in the Abrahams
Collection have been “joined” by FGP researchers to other fragments in the
Cambridge Collections (and one to the jTs Elkan Adler Collection), many of
the fragments in Abrahams’ Collection can still only be tentatively regarded as
“possibly” from the Cairo Genizah. In sum, this present article shows how relat-
ively little is still known about the way fragments circulated after they arrived
in Europe and America and how much we still assume—or take for granted—
concerning their provenance.
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Appendix 1: Israel Abrahams Collection in Call Number Order

Callno.  Reif catalogue no. Description Stated provenance
Or.2116.1 662 Collection of poems, 17-18¢, Sefardi ~ Part of the Israel Abrahams Collection;
(N. African?), 3421f.,, paper transferred in 1961 from the Library of the
Faculty of Oriental Studies
Or. 2116. 504 Collection of piyyutim, 17-18c, Sefardi Part of the Israel Abrahams Collection;
2-3 (N. African?) script, 142 ff,, paper transferred in 1961 from the Library of the
Faculty of Oriental Studies
Or.2116.4 490 Piyyutim for Sabbath and Festivals, Part of the Israel Abrahams Collection;
g-11¢, Oriental, 2 ff., vellum transferred in 1961 from the Library of the
Faculty of Oriental Studies
Or.2116.5 451 Prayers and blessings for special occa- Part of the Israel Abrahams Collection;
sions, 19¢, Ashkenazi square and transferred in 1961 from the Library of the
cursive, 20ff., vellum Faculty of Oriental Studies
Or.2116.6 960 Final Testament (Alessandria, Italy), Part of the Israel Abrahams Collection;
18¢, Ashkenazi (Italian?), 371, paper transferred in 1961 from the Library of the
Faculty of Oriental Studies
Or.2116.8 796 Yesirah and Sod ha-Temunah, 15-16¢, Part of the Israel Abrahams Collection;
Italian, 781f., paper, transferred in 1961 from the Library of the
Faculty of Oriental Studies
Or.2116.9 971 Letter of Appeal, 11¢, Oriental Part of the Israel Abrahams Collection;
(N. African?), 1f,, paper transferred in 1961 from the Library of the
Faculty of Oriental Studies
Or. 2116.10 968 Letter on business matter (Cairo?), Part of the Israel Abrahams Collection;
u-12¢, Oriental, 1f., paper transferred in 1961 from the Library of the
Faculty of Oriental Studies
Or.2116. 11 129 Homiletical commentaries on the Part of the Israel Abrahams Collection;
Five Megillot, 17¢, Sefardi hands, transferred in 1961 from the Library of the
3391f.,, paper Faculty of Oriental Studies.
Or.2116.12 299 Collection of communal decrees, 17—  Part of the Israel Abrahams Collection;
18c, Sefardi (N. African), 40ff,, paper  transferred in 1961 from the Library of the
Faculty of Oriental Studies.
Or. 2116. 910 Scroll of Antiochus, 12-13¢, Oriental ~ Part of the Israel Abrahams Collection;
12a.1 square, 6ff., paper transferred in 1961 from the Library of the
Faculty of Oriental Studies
Or. 2116. 509 Piyyutim for Penitential Use, 12—-13c,  Part of the Israel Abrahams Collection;
12a. 2 Oriental square, 2 ff,, paper transferred in 1961 from the Library of the
Faculty of Oriental Studies
Or. 2116. 401 Siddur of Sa’adyah Gaon, 11-12¢c, Ori-  Part of the Israel Abrahams Collection;
12a.3 ental square, 1f,, paper transferred in 1961 from the Library of the

Faculty of Oriental Studies
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Marks of former ownership ~ Genizah provenance Chain of ownership clues

Former owner names: Joseph

(f. 235v), Jacob (f. 293v),

Solomon Nahmias (f. 247r)

Former owner name: Solomon

Nahmias; some repairs; bound

in cloth with leather spine
Probably from the
Cairo Genizah

Owner (title page): Hayyim b.
Moses Schuster (?)

Probably from the
Cairo Genizah

Former owner: Samuel D1931R

Enclosed document dated 1509
involving rabbis of Jerusalem;

Possibly from the
Cairo Genizah

Possibly from the
Cairo Genizah

The manuscript was bound in leather. Described by
Loewe

Described by Loewe

Placed under glass. Described by Loewe

Described by Loewe

Described by Loewe

Described by Loewe

Placed under glass. Roman numeral labels mark line
count.

“Christ College, Cambridge, Abrahams Collection

no. 1X” (Goitein, 1967, 562)

Placed under glass. “Christ College, Cambridge, Abra-
hams Collection no. x” (Goitein, 1967, 429)

Bound in quarter brown Morocco, with vellum tips and
marbled paper sides by Gray of Cambridge.

Unbound, in envelope

“...Thope to describe the many other Geniza frag-
ments of this book, which (through the kindness of
Prof. Schechter and Dr. Neubauer) I have been able to
examine and collate.”
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(cont.)
Callno.  Reif catalogue no. Description Stated provenance
Or. 2116. 9qu Scroll of Antiochus, 12¢, Oriental, 2ff., Part of the Israel Abrahams Collection;
12a .4 paper transferred in 1961 from the Library of the
Faculty of Oriental Studies
Or. 2116. 912 Scroll of Antiochus, 11-13¢c, Oriental, ~ Part of the Israel Abrahams Collection;
12a. 5 2ff,, paper transferred in 1961 from the Library of the
Faculty of Oriental Studies
Or. 2116.13 580 Astrological tracts, 15-16¢, Italian Part of the Israel Abrahams Collection;
hands, 371f., paper transferred in 1961 from the Library of the
Faculty of Oriental Studies.
Or. 2116.14 184 pT Shabbat, g—11c, Oriental, 1f., vellum Part of the Israel Abrahams Collection;
transferred in 1961 from the Library of the
Faculty of Oriental Studies
Or. 2116.16 913 Scroll of Antiochus, 14¢, Oriental, 2ff., Part of the Israel Abrahams Collection;
paper transferred in 1961 from the Library of the
Faculty of Oriental Studies
Or. 2116.17. 301 Tract on the laws of Pe’ah, Oriental Part of the Israel Abrahams Collection;
1 square, 11-13¢, 1f. vellum transferred in 1961 from the Library of the
Faculty of Oriental Studies.
Or. 2116.17. 347 Selection of Responsa, 11-12¢, Ori- Part of the Israel Abrahams Collection;
2 ental, 2 ff., vellum transferred in 1961 from the Library of the
Faculty of Oriental Studies
Or. 2116.17. 233 Midrash on Exodus, 10¢, Oriental Part of the Israel Abrahams Collection;
3 square, 1f,, vellum transferred in 1961 from the Library of the
Faculty of Oriental Studies
Or. 2116.17. 183 Selections from BT Qiddushin, 1-12¢, Part of the Israel Abrahams Collection;
4 Oriental, 1f., vellum transferred in 1961 from the Library of the
Faculty of Oriental Studies
Or. 2116.18 216 Introduction to the Talmud, 11-13c, Part of the Israel Abrahams Collection;
Oriental (?) square, 2ff,, vellum transferred in 1961 from the Library of the
Faculty of Oriental Studies
Or. 2116.19. 914 Scroll of Antiochus, 1—12¢, Oriental ~ Part of the Israel Abrahams Collection;
1 square, 2ft., vellum transferred in 1961 from the Library of the
Faculty of Oriental Studies
Or. 2116.19. 915 Scroll of Antiochus, 1-12c, Oriental ~ Part of the Israel Abrahams Collection;
2 square and N. African cursive hands, transferred in 1961 from the Library of the
2ff,, paper Faculty of Oriental Studies
Or. 2116.19. 877 Homiletical and exegetical noteson  Part of the Israel Abrahams Collection;
3 Bemidar and other texts, 17-18¢, Ori-  transferred in 1961 from the Library of the

ental Sefardi hands, 10ff,, paper

Faculty of Oriental Studies.
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Marks of former ownership

Genizah provenance Chain of ownership clues

Possibly from the
Cairo Genizah

Possibly from the
Cairo Genizah

Possibly from the
Cairo Genizah

Possibly from the
Cairo Genizah

Possibly from the
Cairo Genizah

Possibly from the
Cairo Genizah

Possibly from the
Cairo Genizah

Possibly from the
Cairo Genizah

From the Cairo

Genizah

Probably from the
Cairo Genizah

“...Thope to describe the many other Geniza frag-
ments of this book, which (through the kindness of
Prof. Schechter and Dr. Neubauer) I have been able to
examine and collate.”

“... T hope to describe the many other Geniza frag-
ments of this book, which (through the kindness of
Prof. Schechter and Dr. Neubauer) I have been able to
examine and collate.”

Bound in cloth, with leather spine

“... Thope to describe the many other Geniza frag-
ments of this book, which (through the kindness of
Prof. Schechter and Dr. Neubauer) I have been able to
examine and collate.”

Unbound.

“The fragment is taken from the Cairo Geniza, and I
have to thank Prof. Schechter for the privilege of print-
ing it”

“...Thope to describe the many other Geniza frag-
ments of this book, which (through the kindness of
Prof. Schechter and Dr. Neubauer) I have been able to
examine and collate.”

Unbound
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(cont.)
Callno.  Reif catalogue no. Description Stated provenance
Or. 2116.19. 518 Supplicatory and penitential pray- Part of the Israel Abrahams Collection;
4 ers, 18¢, Oriental (N. African?), 46ff.,,  transferred in 1961 from the Library of the
paper Faculty of Oriental Studies.
Or. 2116.19. 945 Divorce Document Formulary, 1778,  Part of the Israel Abrahams Collection;
5 N. African square and cursive, 1f., transferred in 1961 from the Library of the
paper Faculty of Oriental Studies
Or. 2116.19. 300 Communal Decrees Regarding Unau- Part of the Israel Abrahams Collection;
6 thorised Acts of Marriage, 17-18c, transferred in 1961 from the Library of the
Oriental square, 1£,, paper Faculty of Oriental Studies
Or. 2116.19. 394 Additional prayers and readings for  Part of the Israel Abrahams Collection;
7 daily use, 16-17¢, Sefardi (N. African?), transferred in 1961 from the Library of the
1f,, paper Faculty of Oriental Studies.
Or. 2116.19 413 Pesah Haggadah, 12—13c, Oriental, 2ff., Part of the Israel Abrahams Collection;
.8 paper transferred in 1961 from the Library of the
Faculty of Oriental Studies
Or. 2116.19. 414 Pesah Haggadah, 11c, Oriental square, Part of the Israel Abrahams Collection;
9 2ff,, paper transferred in 1961 from the Library of the
Faculty of Oriental Studies
Or. 2116.19. 415 Pesah Haggadah, 12—13c, Oriental, 61f., Part of the Israel Abrahams Collection;
10 paper transferred in 1961 from the Library of the
Faculty of Oriental Studies
Or. 2116.19. 416 Pesah Haggadah, n—12c, Oriental, 2ff, Part of the Israel Abrahams Collection;
u paper transferred in 1961 from the Library of the
Faculty of Oriental Studies
Or. 2116.19. 915 Scroll of Antiochus, 1—12¢, Oriental ~ Part of the Israel Abrahams Collection;
12 square and N. African hands, 21f, transferred in 1961 from the Library of the
paper Faculty of Oriental Studies.
Or. 2116.19. 267 Collection of Halachic Discussions, Part of the Israel Abrahams Collection;
13 9-11¢, Oriental square, 2 ff,, vellum transferred in 1961 from the Library of the
Faculty of Oriental Studies
Or. 2116.19. 266 Halakhot Gedolot, 11c, Oriental, 2ff,,  Part of the Israel Abrahams Collection;
14 vellum transferred in 1961 from the Library of the
Faculty of Oriental Studies
Or. 2116.19. 215 Novellae on BT Baba Qama, 17-18c, Part of the Israel Abrahams Collection;
15 Sefardi (N. African?), 6ff,, paper transferred in 1961 from the Library of the
Faculty of Oriental Studies.
Or. 2116. 19. 106 Commentary on Genesis, 16¢, Sefardi, Part of the Israel Abrahams Collection;
16 4ft, paper transferred in 1961 from the Library of the
Faculty of Oriental Studies.
Or. 2116. 19. 109 Commentary on Exodus, 17-18c, Part of the Israel Abrahams Collection;
17 Sefardi (N. African?), 6ff,, paper transferred in 1961 from the Library of the

Faculty of Oriental Studies.

The data in this table is mostly taken from Reif’'s Hebrew Manuscripts in Cambridge University Library cata-
logue, with some data added in the final column based on additional bibliographical research.
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Marks of former ownership ~ Genizah provenance Chain of ownership clues

Unbound, but with the leaves sewn together
Dated in Marrakesh, 1778;
names Eli b. Shalom; unbound

Unbound

Unbound

Probably from the “Among the many interesting Mss. which Mr. S. Schech-

Cairo Genizah ter has obtained from the Cairo Geniza”

Probably from the “... brought from Cairo by Mr. E.N. Adler”
Cairo Genizah

Probably from the “... brought from Cairo by Mr. E.N. Adler”
Cairo Genizah

Probably from the “... brought from Cairo by Mr. E.N. Adler”
Cairo Genizah

Possibly from the
Cairo Genizah

Possibly from the
Cairo Genizah
Unbound, in envelope

Unbound, in envelope

Unbound, in envelope
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Appendix 2: “Some Egyptian Fragments of the Passover Hagada”

Abrahams Call Collection Donor/seller Date of dona- Date Ms Identification
Ms number number tion/sale classified
I T-S Taylor-Schechter ~ Charles Taylor 1897 1897-1902 Published
Hz2.107  Genizah Collection and Solomon Material, vol. 11,
Schechter p- 519
11 T-S Taylor-Schechter ~ Charles Taylor 1897 1897-1902 Published
H2.108 Genizah Collection and Solomon Material, vol. 11,
Schechter p- 519
111 Or.2116. Israel Abrahams Israel Abrahams 1925, 1953, 1961 1961 Emanuel Fried-
19.8 Collection berg
v Uniden- N/A N/A N/A N/A Unidentified
tified
v T-SNS  Taylor-Schechter  Charles Taylor 1897-1898 19508 Jonathan Karni
J506 Genizah Collection and Solomon
Schechter
A%t Orio80 Cambridge Uni- Solomon Aaron 1894 19508 Emanuel Fried-
13.53 versity Library Wertheimer berg (Ms)
Genizah Collection Rebecca Jef-
ferson (seller)
VII Add. Cambridge Uni- Solomon Aaron 1894 19508 Rebecca Jeffer-
3366 versity Library Wertheimer son
Genizah Collection
VIII Or.1081 Cambridge Uni- Solomon Aaron 1894 19508 Emanuel Fried-
2.33 versity Library Wertheimer berg (ms) Ezra
Genizah Collection Chwat and
Rebecca Jef-
ferson (seller)
IX Or.1081 Cambridge Uni- Solomon Aaron 1894 19508 Rebecca Jeffer-
2.83 versity Library Wertheimer son
Genizah Collection
X Uniden- N/A N/A N/A N/A Unidentified
tified
X1 Or. 2116 Israel Abrahams Israel Abra- 1925, 1953, 1961 1961 Emanuel Fried-
19.9 Collection hams (previously berg
owned by Elkan
Nathan Adler)
XI1 Or. 2116 Israel Abrahams Israel Abra- 1925, 1953, 1961 1961 Emanuel Fried-
19.10 Collection hams (previously berg
owned by Elkan
Nathan Adler)
XIII Or. 2116 Israel Abrahams Israel Abra- 1925, 1953, 1961 1961 Emanuel Fried-
19.11 Collection hams (previously berg
owned by Elkan

Nathan Adler)
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CHAPTER 18

Senior Assistance for a Junior Initiative:
S.D. Goitein and the Genizah Research Unit

19731985

Stefan C. Reif

1 Introduction

Those who are fortunate enough to survive relatively intact into their senior
years are at the same time unfortunate enough to witness the departure for
climes more eternal of family members, colleagues, and contemporaries. Per-
haps this is one of the reasons why interest in biographies and autobiograph-
ies appears to become more intense on the part of mature individuals than
among those of the younger generation. Concomitant with such an interest is
an enthusiasm for becoming acquainted not only with formal assessments of
those who are no longer with us but also with personal details, anecdotes and
impressions relating to them that are not always included—and indeed some-
times consciously omitted—from the official accounts. Such data are not always
available or have to be ferreted out of the personal or institutional under-
growth, but when they do make their appearance, they contribute to more
nuanced appreciations of individuals, their characteristics, and their achieve-
ments. In her study of the nature of biographical writing, Hermione Lee has
stressed how important it is to take into account that the readers of such
volumes have an insatiable appetite for stories and anecdotes, as well as per-
sonal details and allegiances.! I was privileged to be in regular contact, both
personally and by correspondence, with Professor Shelomo (Fritz) Dov Goitein,
a pioneer and ultimately the doyen of research into Genizah? documents from
1973 CE until his death in 1985. A file of our exchanges was maintained in the
Genizah Research Unit at Cambridge University Library, and it is on the basis

1 Lee 2005,1-3.

2 Cambridge University Library, from the time of the arrival and presentation of the Genizah
materials in 1897-1898, used the Hebrew transliteration of “Genizah” rather than the Arabic
one “geniza”. SDG used the latter and I have left his spelling, as he preferred it, when citing his
letters and publications.

© STEFAN C. REIF, 2024 | DOI:10.1163/9789004712331_019
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of such a file that I am now able to report on how he related to our work in
the Unit and to me as an individual during those dozen years of change and
creativity.3

To understand better such a report, it is necessary to devote a few remarks to
what is widely known about the man who generally referred to himself simply
as “S.D. Goitein, or “sDG”". Born and educated in an intellectual and observant
Jewish family in Bavaria, and later in Frankfurt-am-Main and Berlin, he was
in the best sense of the word a true “Yekke”, a cultured, learned and impec-
cably behaved German Jew. I never knew him to behave as a “prima donna” in
the manner that was characteristic of some of his scholarly contemporaries.
Indeed, that may have been one of the reasons why he moved from Jerus-
alem to the University of Pennsylvania in Philadelphia in 1957, and later to the
Institute for Advanced Study in Princeton in 1971. He wished for nothing more
than a quiet and friendly atmosphere in which he could research and write.
To see him sorting, identifying, and analysing small fragments of Genizah texts
was to witness a scholar who loved his work, enthused about his discoveries,
and was anxious to share the results with all who cared to listen or read. It is
undoubtedly true that he was almost obsessively industrious in his academic
work but at the same time, he always found time for his students and colleagues
and enjoyed socializing with them, often in a most charming fashion. He was
unfailingly honest and at times even somewhat direct, offering criticism as well
as praise when he thought they were warranted.*

Although expertly trained as an assiduous Semitic philologist and perfectly
capable of writing accurate and informative footnotes for his studies, he was
never of a mind to compile a page that offered two lines of text and the
remainder of lengthy and exaggerated documentation. Although he was per-
fectly capable of producing highly specialised studies, he saw himself, by per-
sonality, as well as by profession, as an educator and felt compelled to trans-
late such studies into a form of language and presentation that could be more
broadly appreciated. He was never dismissive of attempts to popularise schol-
arly discoveries; on the contrary he offered praise for such activity when it was
accurately done. He assisted his students and other scholars most generously
and shared information without hesitation. Especially in his monumental work
on the social and economic documents from the Cairo Genizah, he never lost
sight of the fact that there were invariably, behind such texts, real people,

3 Tam grateful to the Genizah Research Unit, headed by Dr Ben Outhwaite, for making this file
available to me once again after my retirement, and to Sarah Sykes (Unit Research Support &
Admin) for facilitating this.

4 For biographical details I am indebted to Udovitch 1987; Lassner 1999; and Wasserstrom 2007.
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with worries, ambitions and experiences and they, and not just their writings,
deserved the close attention of historians.5 There was no affected humility
about him; he had a sound sense of his own abilities and achievements and
was not inclined to shroud these in layers of mock modesty. Nor was he averse
to referring to his own life experiences if he could thereby clarify the academic
point he wished to make. He generally seemed aware when composing letters
for typing that he was consigning his comments to the historical record and
when he wished to make a confidential point he would do so in an additional
handwritten note in Hebrew.

2 Beginnings

Although sDG was, as an expert Semitic philologist, interested in the texts from
the Cairo Genizah, and au fait with what had been and was continuing to be
published, his intense involvement in Genizah research was motivated by a
number of factors and events in the mid-1950s. One of these is especially rel-
evant to his relationship with Cambridge and was reported by him in detail
during conferences sponsored by the Association for Jewish Studies in April
1973 and published a year or so later; it therefore warrants citation in this con-
text:®

Ayear later, on 7 October 1955, which happened to be Hosha‘na Rabba, Mr
Creswick, the Librarian, came down to the Anderson room for manuscript
reading and said to me: “I see you here every year working assiduously on
our Geniza [sic.] collections. I should like to show you something.” With
Susan Skilliter, then in charge of the Oriental Department, we went up to
the uppermost floor, just under the roof, and there I saw a crate of dimen-
sions I have never seen in my life. In huge letters the address Alexandria-
Liverpool was written on it, but also, in another script, of course, the word:
Rubbish. Some smaller crates were also around. The Librarian said: “We
have had this material for about sixty years and now must decide what to
do about it. Could you tell us whether it has any value?” One of the crates
was opened. The very first paper I fished out was a fragment of 55 lines of
a letter sent from Aden to India which now bears the mark Ts Ns J 1, that
is, Taylor-Schechter Collection, Documents, no. 1. I showed it to the lib-

5 Goitein 1967-1988.
6 Goitein 1974, 145-146.
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rarian and said: “This is a letter exactly like one of those which you keep
downstairs under glasses twenty inches long.”

This historical note by sDG is worthy of serious annotation. Firstly, it indic-
ates how significant he thought it was to report in such a personal way, for the
record, his involvement with the un-conserved Cambridge Genizah material
and with the establishment of the New Series. He also regarded it as import-
ant to mention precisely the personalities involved and the date of the event.”
What is more, ever the teacher, he not only cites the classmark later given to
the fragment but also explains what is indicated by the numeration. There is
also a touch of drama in the manner in which he presents the conversation
and his own assessment of the fragment drawn from one of the crates. If ever I
needed any justification for undertaking my present task of offering some per-
sonal data relating to sDG and Cambridge, it is surely to be found in his own
apparent enthusiasm, as a social historian, and not only a critical philologist,
for such data.

A few weeks before SDG’s presentation to the Association for Jewish Studies,
I had begun my own close relationship with the Cambridge Genizah Collec-
tions. I had been interviewed in Cambridge in February 1973 and offered an
appointment as the librarian responsible for those medieval literary and doc-
umentary treasures. I had explained that my interest and expertise in such
manuscripts was primarily in the literary items in general and in the liturgical
fragments in particular, and not in the Judaeo-Arabic documents, but that I was
obviously enthused by the idea of taking broad care of the needs of such a rich
source of Hebrew and Jewish history.® After the formal appointment, which
was to begin in the autumn of 1973, I determined that I should seek advice from
those with a close acquaintance with the Cambridge Genizah Collections in
those two areas of research. I would consult SDG with regard to the latter and
my own teacher, Professor Naphtali Wieder, with regard to the former. I thus
found myself, on a sunny Sunday in May of that year, on my way by train from
Philadelphia to Princeton to meet the hero of documentary Genizah research
and publication. SDG, as always, ensured that I, as his guest, was brought from
the station and well looked after. He had entrusted this task to Gershon Weiss,
who had completed a doctorate under his supervision,® and I was able to come
to sDG’s office, hear from him how he managed his extensive Genizah research,

7 For the fuller background, see Reif 2000, 245-246.

Further details are in Reif 2021, 161165,

Gershon Weiss, who taught at Temple University, sadly died in 1981 at the early age of 46; see
Goitein 19761988, vol. 4 (1983), xvii.

© @
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and discuss with him not only what I had achieved by that point in my career
but, more importantly, what plans I had for my work at Cambridge. The two
challenges that he regarded as especially critical, among the many thathe men-
tioned, were the sorting and conservation of the many thousands of fragments
in the remaining thirty-two crates and the preparation of a bibliography of all
published work on the items that had been available until that point. He did not
shy away from acknowledging his own personal interest in using such mater-
ial, as soon as it became available, for his multi-volume work A Mediterranean
Society. Talks with Naphtali Wieder were to follow in the summer and he offered
similar suggestions. SDG made it clear that he stood ready to assist and advise
me whenever that might prove necessary. I found that most reassuring. Not for
a moment did he give the impression that he was too important a scholar to
concern himself with the efforts of a young scholar attempting to climb a steep
mountain with a pack of problems weighing him down.

3 Cambridge Involvement

So began eleven years of correspondence and cooperation. I kept him informed
of developments and he unfailingly responded with comments and advice.
When I obtained the external funding that made it possible for Cambridge
University Library to create, in February 1974, the Genizah Research Unit that
I was destined to direct for thirty-two years, I requested the assistance of the
Hebrew University of Jerusalem and the Israel Academy in recruiting the neces-
sary specialists to identify material in the various areas of learning represen-
ted by the Cambridge Genizah Collections and in meeting a fair proportion
of the costs of sending them to Cambridge for that purpose. I also needed to
appoint two research assistants to work on aspects of the project that I had
planned and outlined. The two senior academics from Jerusalem with whom
I was involved were Professors Ephraim Urbach and Haim Beinart.!? spG was
keen to have Weiss appointed to one of those posts and pressed his case with
me and with Jerusalem.! I believe that there must have been some residual ten-
sions between sDG and the Jerusalem academic establishment because they
did not agree with his proposal as far as the assistantships were concerned and
they had in mind their own appointees for specialised work on the Cambridge
fragments.

10 Reif 2021, 200.
11 SDG to SCR, 28.06.74: “I do not see that the Hebrew University has anyone comparable to
Weiss.” There is also in the file a copy of his letter of 29.07.74 to Professor Urbach.



286 CHAPTER 18

Once the crates began to be emptied and the fragments conserved, three
of sDG’s academic protégés, Mordechai Friedman, Mark Cohen, and Gershon
Weiss came to work on the newly available material and to report back to
the master on their research and discoveries. He was in touch not only with
them but also with other, more senior figures: ‘I hear from both Dr. Fleis-
cher and Professor Mark Cohen how well you received them and I was very
happy about this."’2 s himself spent two weeks in Cambridge in July 1975
and spent his days working on the Arabic and Judaeo-Arabic material and
sorting it into nine boxes in the newly established Additional Series. It was
a great pleasure to watch him working on these items and to marvel at the
speed and erudition with which he was able to identify and describe item
after item. On one occasion he asked me to come into the closed areas known
as the Manuscripts Stacks, where I had set up a working corner for him, so
that he could share with me an exciting discovery. He pulled out a fragment
from what was to become box CUL T-s As 146 and swiftly and effortlessly
translated the contents, explaining that he saw it as a reference to Judah Ha-
Levi's departure from Alexandria in the early summer of 1141 on a voyage to
the Holy Land, where he apparently died some two months later. His relev-
ant article appeared in Tarbiz two years after the discovery and identifica-
tion.!3

sDG and I were in correspondence when I was searching for suitable research
assistants to work on the cataloguing of the biblical and Judaeo-Arabic frag-
ments. He had obviously experienced some poor appointments in some earlier
project and wished to share with me the lesson he had learned: “My general
advice would be to proceed with utmost circumspection. An appointment,
even a temporary one, of an unsuitable person, can have disastrous results. We
already have had such an experience.” He went on to describe the results of
that appointment as “worthless or outright faulty.# The fragments of the New
Series that had begun to undergo conservation a few years before my arrival
had been consigned to huge, bulky binders and there was much consternation
on the part of numerous scholars about their size and shape. About a year after
I took up my post, SDG expressed to me his view in no uncertain terms: “I was
sad to learn from Mr. Mark Cohen that the work of demolition of the Ts collec-
tion is being continued. In August 1970 I warned your predecessor, Mr. Knopf,
in the strongest terms that these big cases cannot be used for serious work ...

12 SDG to SCR, 29.07.74.
13 Goitein 1975.
14 SDG to SCR, 12.03.74.
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it is practically impossible to scrutinise the manuscripts exactly ... those who
use them will always be forced to lean over them with half their bodies.’> I
was able to assure him that my plans for smaller and more manageable binders
were already under way. SDG came again to Cambridge University Library in the
summer of 1979 while I was on study leave at the Oxford Centre for Hebrew and
Jewish Studies. He again contributed important descriptions to our records of
the documentary material, most of it, of course, in Judaeo-Arabic. He had plans
for a return visit in 1980 but these never materialised. Even in 1974 he had been
apprehensive about travelling to England “in view of the extremely unstable
state of western Europe.”6

4 Other Assistance

There were other ways in which sDG consistently assisted our efforts as well as
making good use of our presence in the Library to clarify some matter relat-
ing to his own work on A Mediterranean Society. The Unit was fortunate to
have on its staff, at various times, a number of outstanding Arabists and sbG
corresponded with them about mutually interesting matters. Simon Hopkins,
followed by Paul Fenton, and later Geoffrey Khan, fulfilled such a role and
SDG had high opinions of their abilities.'” It was inevitable that such schol-
ars would ultimately leave to further their careers but their absence, and the
discontinuation of their exchanges, obviously disappointed him to a degree,
as he specifically stated in connection with Fenton'’s departure (“I regret his
departure very much.”).!¥ When Khan’s first paper appeared, he read it “with
much interest”!® With regard to the Unit’s plans for a massive bibliography of
all published material relating to its Genizah holdings, he was concerned that
there should be no unnecessary duplication of effort: “I wonder whether you
plan to confine yourself to non-documentary materials or whether you also
intend to continue Shaked, which would include correcting his mistakes and
filling in his omissions. May I suggest you get in touch with Professor Morde-
chai Friedman of Tel Aviv University who seems to have similar plans and you
both decide about a reasonable division of labor [sic.].”?° Before he arrived at

15  SDG to SCR, 20.08.74.
16 SDG to SCR, 20.11.74.
17 Reif 2021, 201-203.
18 SDG to SCR, 28.09.82.
19 SDG to SCR, 21.12.84.
20 SDG to SCR, 26.04.74.
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the Library in 1975 he wished to ensure that the best use would be made of his
time: “I should like also to sit with you one or two mornings and go with you
over your A[dditional] S[eries] of documentary character. We then shall dis-
cuss what action should best be undertaken in connection with As. After all,
I, too, am a member of H[ebrew] U[niversity]”?! This last comment perhaps
indicated a little impatience with what he evidently saw as Jerusalem’s tend-
ency to exercise more control over the project than he thought necessary. Once
sDG knew that I might be taking on the responsibility for preparing a catalogue
of the Library’s Hebrew manuscripts, that is, all thousand codices and some
Genizah items, he generously offered to check for me the descriptions of those
latter items.22 Alas, many other duties and responsibilities occupied me at the
Library and I was unable to complete that task until 1997, some twelve years
after his death.23

Photographs of fragments were regularly sent to him and I met his request
for copies of the slides I used to illustrate my introductory lecture on the Cairo
Genizah. Many times (sometimes in confidence) he shared with me his plans
for publications, and in 1978 he wished to know more about the involvement of
the American Friends of Cambridge University, and its director, Gordon Wil-
liams, in the Unit’s fund-raising operations.2* Unlike some scholars, he was
always meticulous about giving credit for any assistance he had received and he
specifically checked with me, not only once, how precisely this should be done.
With regard to the use of Cambridge Genizah items in his A Mediterranean
Society, he wrote: “Since, while ordering them, I noted ‘for study and publica-
tion, I shall remark, as usual, ‘with the permission of the Syndics of the cuL),
but would like to add ‘and thanks to the Genizah Research Unit for their good
services’ Is this the proper form?".25 In the matter of citing Genizah fragments,
there was something of a confusion among scholars until I tried to regularise it
soon after my appointment. Obviously, sDG wished to follow the correct pro-
cedure but by that time he had published so many items that it was difficult for
him to change the systems. He therefore continued to use “Ts” instead of “T-s”
and to use “f” before the fragment number when it should simply have been
a full-stop followed by a running number.26 When the Unit obtained funds for
descriptions of the medical fragments, he made an excellent suggestion as to

21 SDG to SCR, 06.05.75.

22 SDG to SCR, 22.08.73.

23  Reif1997, 32.

24 SDG to SCR, 09.10.78.

25 SDG to SCR, 21.12.84.

26  See his explanation in SDG to SCR 11.08.78.
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who might be a suitable appointee: “It occurred to me that the Iraqi Jewish
physician who published Israeli’s Hummayat together with Derek Latham at
Manchester might be willing to have a look at the medical fragments, perhaps
to do the job himself"?” He was referring to Dr Haskell Isaacs who did in fact
come to Cambridge, spending a number of happy retirement years there and
completing the required volume shortly before he died.?8

In order to allow the senior researchers who came to the Library to work on
the sorting of the fragments, and to access the closed area of the Manuscripts
Stacks, the Library appointed them as temporary members of staff. This was
part of the more formal and better-administered procedures that had been
adopted with the establishment of the Genizah Research Unit and that were
intended to bring an end to the careless arrangements of earlier times that had
led to all manner of problems.

SDG, who had always been most correct in how he dealt with the Library
and its holdings, was a little surprised by this: “Eighteen times I have visited
and used ULC's treasures and have also contributed a little bit to their access-
ibility (Religion etc., pp. 145-146), but I have never heard such formal parlance
before.”?? When we applied, on an annual basis, for funding from the British
Academy, sDG kindly and regularly provided one of the necessary academic
references but, having done so for a number of years, he opted out after 1982
because “rubber-stamped recommendations make a poor impression.”> When
time was pressing for him, he regretted that he could not help, as with my
request for data in connection with the Unit’s major bibliographical project.3!
When asked in 1983 for a contribution to the Unit's newsletter Genizah Frag-
ments he expressed a preference for waiting until a future visit when he could
write an assessment of all the new developments of the 1970s and early 1980s:
“I still hope to do work in Cambridge and then to be able to appreciate the
tremendous changes made based on my own experience. During my visit in
1975, I was exclusively occupied with the As fragments, as you might remem-
ber, and had no opportunity to use the newly treated main section of the TS
Collection.”32

27 SDG to SCR, 28.09.82.

28 Isaacs 1994.

29 SDG to SCR, 19.03.75.

30 SDG to SCR, 15.03.82.

31  SDGt0SCR,19.02.81: “To convert my card indexes into [bibliographical] lists would require
much time and money, which I do not have.”

32 SDG to SCR, 02.06.83.
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5 Criticism and Praise

When copies of our publications were sent to SDG, he always replied with com-
ments, some of them critical and some adulatory. With regard to the booklet
A Guide to the Taylor-Schechter Genizah Collection, he welcomed it as my first
accomplishment and noted that scholars and students would be grateful. At the
same time, he drew attention to the importance of his own publications that
should have been mentioned in the brief bibliography and thought the com-
ments about the New Series “hazy”.33 Even the little pamphlet that we produced
in the context of our fund-raising campaign, and that was intended for popular
dissemination and not for specialist scholars, attracted his favourable com-
ment: “... let me congratulate you on the grant from the British Academy and,
even more, on Priceless Collection, which is a masterpiece of conciseness.”3*
He described Simon Hopkins's Miscellany35 as “beautiful and most useful’, a
publication for which “everyone in Geniza [sic.] research will be grateful” but
also pointed out that the attribution on p. 46 to Abraham b. Nathan was incor-
rect since the scribe was actually Abraham b. Yiju.36 Although he was glad to
see Malcolm Davis’s Hebrew Bible Manuscripts®? (“this new fruit of your initiat-
ive and resourcefulness”) he was disappointed with what he regarded as errors
in transcription and sent a long, hand-written list of suggested corrections.38 I
thanked him for all of these and explained or challenged only a few of them.
In August 1975, he made some unfavourable remarks about a few photostats
that he had received from the Library but a month later was gracious enough
to regret that he had used “too harsh language” in this connection.3° He obvi-
ously perused everything I sent him with a scholar’s eagle eye. Of a review of
mine he remarked that he was impressed and that it was “well balanced and
competent”.*® When he read a piece I had written for the Cambridge Review, he
remarked that I “should have mentioned Creswick who initiated the Ns Series”.
I responded that the topic was the conservation process and not the history of
the various sections of the Collections.*!

33  SDG to SCR, 11.02.74.

34 SDG to SCR, 27.06.78.

35  Hopkinsig78.

36 SDG to SCR, 09.10.78.

37  Davis1978.

38 SDG to SCR, 16.11.78.

39  SDG to SCR,19.08.75 and 22.09.75.

40 SDG to SCR, 22.08.73.

41 SDG to SCR, 15.03.82; SCR t0 SDG, 31.03.82.
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I was twenty-nine years old when I took charge of the Cambridge Genizah
Collections, with only five years of academic experience behind me. It was
therefore of great importance to me to have the support and encouragement of
such a major figure as sDG in the plans I was making for rectifying the Library’s
failure over a number of decades to meet the extensive needs of those many
thousands of precious Genizah items.*? Like another distinguished scholar,
Raphael Loewe, who saw the swift achievements of the Genizah Research Unit
as an indication “that the scales” had “at last fallen from the university’s eyes”,*3
sDG was much pleased by the developments within the Unit and was not averse
to expressing his approval in many of his letters. He was anxious for good
Arabists to remain in the Unit and for me to be promoted. In that latter con-
nection, he added handwritten notes in Hebrew inquiring about the progress
being made** and when it occurred, he wrote: “I congratulate you and all the
users of the uLc Collection on your important promotion. Please convey our
good wishes also to Mrs. Reif."#> He knew that the University Librarian, Eric
Ceadel, had been instrumental in approving and supporting the Unit’s plans
and was much saddened by his untimely death: “I was shocked to learn ... that
Mr. Ceadel has died. Such a nice, and comparatively young man!"46

Towards the end of 1974, I invited the Genizah master to deliver a lecture on
the Genizah'’s contribution to Jewish learning at a seminar being planned and
sponsored by the British Academy and the Jewish Historical Society of England
for the autumn of 1975. He replied that he could not commit himself to speak-
ing in London at that time but generously added the following comment: “It
is, however, my considered opinion that there is no better candidate for deliv-
ering a paper on the contribution of Geniza [sic.] research to general human
knowledge than Dr. Stefan. C. Reif. You are now in the midst of things and it
is my experience that a man like you, who is both outside and inside, is best
fit to provide a general survey of the state of the subject. A scholar, who like
myself, specialises in one compartment of the subject, is always inclined to be
one-sided. You will be able to give just appreciation of the entire work done.”#”
Gratified as I was by his remarks, I nevertheless felt that a more senior scholar
than Ishould undertake the task and prevailed upon Professor Shelomo Morag,
then on sabbatical at St John’s College, Cambridge, to give the required paper.

42 For details, see Reif 2021, 171-187.
43 Loewe 1979.

44  SDG to SCR, o1.12.75 and 09.06.76.
45 SDG to SCR, 22.06.76.

46 SDG to SCR, 10.10.80.

47 SDG to SCR, 12.10.74.
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What I did not appreciate when I wrote a piece for the Festschrift prepared
for him and published in 1981,*® was that spG had completed a dissertation
on the subject of Prayer in the Qurian almost sixty years earlier. Unsurpris-
ingly, therefore, he could relate closely to the liturgical topic with which I had
chosen to offer in his honour. He thanked me for what he kindly described as
an “intriguing and deep searching contribution” and made an important point
about fragments in this field: “... it is surprising how many variants are provided
by the Geniza [sic.] even for the most common prayers. One finds occasionally
copies of prayers on the reverse side of letters and mostly somewhat different
from the ‘official’ text (if there exists such a thing).”+?

6 Personal Remarks

sDG very much enjoyed Cambridge, which he once praised to me as “so civil-
ised” a place, and which he often described as the Mecca of Genizah scholar-
ship. He liked to take walks in and around the city. I accompanied him on one
of these and asked him what his plans were for future scholarly work. He gave
me a list of these that was bound to take many years to complete and this was
a remarkable statement on the part of a man who was already in his seven-
ties. His knowledge not only of ancient languages but also of modern ones was
deeply impressive, although I must confess to an inner amusement when he
assured me, in the delightful cadences of a true “Yekke”, that he spoke them all
without an accent. He would also often complete his oral comments on a frag-
ment he was examining with the German phrase “und so weiter” (= “and so on”).
My late wife, Shulie, and I entertained him to dinner at home and also arranged
there a sherry party at which he could meet a number of Cambridge scholars.
He thoughtfully thanked us afterwards for “the enjoyable hours I spent in your
hospitable home”>? and did not fail to “extend greetings” to all those who had
been present.5! What is more, he had met our children Tanya and Aryeh, and
made a point of sending regards to them and to Shulie in subsequent corres-
pondence. He not only pleased us by referring to them as “lovely children”>2
but also made use of learned sources to describe them. In one letter they were

48  Reif 1981

49 SDG to SCR, 25.03.81.
50  SDG to SCR, 28.07.75.
51 SDG to SCR, 19.08.75.
52 SDG to SCR, 21.03.79.
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the antn MmNy (as in Zechariah 4:12)53 and in another he asked us to “kiss for
me the eyes of your 010 (as we say in the Geniza [sic.]).”>*

When he heard that I was coming to New York in 1977, he expressed the
hope that we could meet again personally but it turned out that my time there
was limited and too full of other lecturing and fund-raising commitments to
make that possible.5> When his book Letters of Medieval Jewish Traders was
published,?¢ he told me which publications had been furnished with review
copies and suggested that I write one of the reviews.5” His concern for indi-
viduals was also manifest in some of his letters. Concerning Alexander Scheiber
in Budapest, he informed me: “I wrote him repeatedly and received no answer,
and I am disquieted”>® and he wrote of A.L. Motzkin: “He rarely answers letters,
even mine; so do not despair if you remain without answer.”>® He also inquired
whether I had “heard anything from Dr Lebedev of the Saltykov-Shchedrin Lib-
rary in Leningrad.”®° spG often shared with me his plans and his progress. In
1982 he wrote: “These days I am working day and night to ready vol. 1v of A
Medit. Soc. (900 pp.) for the U Cal. P. Vol v (and definitely the last!) is well pro-
gressed.”®! He poignantly stated a few months later: “My state of health forces
me to concentrate on my work and to cut back with my correspondence.”62 A
few weeks before he passed away, he wrote: “Yesterday I sent the ms of the fifth
and last volume of A Mediterranean Society to my publisher and am now free
to turn to my study of the Jewish India trade of the Middle Ages.”63 Alas, that
planned study was not destined to reach fruition.

7 Conclusion

What emerges from this brief examination of what probably represents only a
tiny part of his extensive sets of correspondence with friends and colleagues
worldwide is that SDG was not only an outstanding and innovative scholar

53 SDG to SCR, 01.05.76.
54 SDG to SCR, 27.11.77.
55  SDG to SCR, 25.02.77.
56 Goitein 1973.

57 SDG to SCR, 26.03.74.
58 SDG to SCR, 29.07.74.
59  SDG to SCR, 04.09.74.
60 SDG to SCR, 29.10.82.
61 SDG to SCR, 07.02.82.
62 SDG to SCR, 28.09.82.
63 SDG to SCR, 21.12.84.
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but also, to use the Yiddish expression, a true mensch, and one who cared
about people. He generously shared his time, his expertise, and his experi-
ence with colleagues, as well as supporting and encouraging younger schol-
ars to make progress with their plans and projects. He criticised construct-
ively and praised magnanimously. His suggestions about the future of Genizah
research and the directions to be taken by the Genizah Research Unit were
of inestimable value. There is no doubt that he deserves considerable credit
for standing with the Unit from the very outset, while others either took their
time in offering support or were sceptical and even at times less than helpful.
In this celebration of the fiftieth anniversary of the Unit’s establishment, we
should recall with gratitude the important part he played in ensuring its suc-
cess.
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