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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 invest in the collection.A curator,HenryKnopf,was reassigned fromworking

onHebrew printedmaterial 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—fromMaimonides tomedical 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

https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/
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(Princeton Geniza Project). They share the fruits of Ashur’s efforts to search

CambridgeGenizah collections formanuscripts written byMosesMaimonides

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—asignedMaimonides

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 JoséMartínezDelgado andAmir 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 Judíos de Alandalús—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 JewishTheological 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, theGenizahBiblemanuscripts are a goldmine

for researchers: approximately 25,000 fragments, comprising leaves of grand

Masoretic Bibles and ancientTorah 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 himwrestle with one of themost fundamental and challen-
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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-Universität, Munich, has allowed us to print his ‘Frag-

ment of theMonth’ fromNovember 2009 on fragments of Saadya Gaon’s Tafsīr

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, foundmany 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 thegru’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.1 Over the years,

1 First in S.C. Reif (ed.), Published Material from the Genizah Collections: A Bibliography 1896–

1980 [1988] and thenR.J.W. Jefferson andE.Hunter (eds.), PublishedMaterial from theGenizah

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, currentlymaintained by Julia Krivoruchko.2

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-ArabicManuscripts in the CambridgeGenizahCol-

lections: Taylor-Schechter New Series (2006).

During her time as agru researcher, LeighChipman edited,with EfraimLev,

Medical Prescriptions in the Cambridge Genizah Collections: Practical Medicine

and Pharmacology inMedieval 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-Tilmīḏ. 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://cudl.lib.cam.ac.uk/bibliographies/genizah.

https://cudl.lib.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 Khanhas kindly allowedus 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-Universität, 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 Sāqawayh 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-

bridgeGenizah Studies Series anddeveloped adigital 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 atTel AvivUniversity, explores theKaraite 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 Ar.1a–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 1890s. 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 theUnit’s

early years.

BenOuthwaite took the helmas the gru’s seconddirector uponReif ’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.3 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 1981.4 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 FoundWorld 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, andGabriele Ferrario, can be found on the Audio andVideo page of the

gru’s website.5 This experience of writing for a general public audience proved

useful a few years later, and the major public exhibition Discarded History: The

Genizahof Medieval Cairobrought over 40,000visitors toCambridgeUniversity

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 filmmakerMichelle Paymar releasedher documentary film, ‘FromCairo to

the Cloud’, featuring interviewswith 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 Genizahmanuscripts attractmore 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.6 Since 2001, Sarah Sykes has managed the essential tasks of wrangling

3 CambridgeUniversity Digital Library (cudl): https://cudl.lib.cam.ac.uk/collections/genizah.

4 Fragment of theMonth: 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 andMelonie Schmierer-Lee, The Illustrated Cairo Genizah (Piscataway: Gorgias

Press, 2024).

https://cudl.lib.cam.ac.uk/collections/genizah
https://www.lib.cam.ac.uk/collections/departments/taylor-schechter-genizah-research-unit/fragment-month
https://www.lib.cam.ac.uk/collections/departments/taylor-schechter-genizah-research-unit/fragment-month
https://www.lib.cam.ac.uk/genizah-fragments
https://www.lib.cam.ac.uk/genizah-fragments
https://www.lib.cam.ac.uk/collections/departments/taylor-schechter-genizah-research-unit/audio-and-video
https://www.lib.cam.ac.uk/collections/departments/taylor-schechter-genizah-research-unit/audio-and-video
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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 andmachine learning technologies thatwill transformGenizah research

for generations to come. However, in thismoment in 2024, we only have people

to thank. Thank you to those who created the Unit, those who have served it

since 1974, and thosewhohave supported ourwork now for five decades. Thank

you to all who have been part of the gru story.
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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 discoveriesmade by Amir Ashur in his

focused search in the Cambridge Cairo Genizah collections. We also present a

Hebrew letter from the circle of Maimonides whichwas 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; 16.1×4.8cm) 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 ¾ 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 whichMaimonides was responsible for collecting donations

for ransoming captives are known. The earliest event took place around the

year 1170ce. The following eight documents are all thought to relate to this

event:1

1. jts ms 8254.7: An open call for collecting funds written by Mevoraḵ 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.

https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/
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2. cul t-s 16.9: An open call, also written by Mevoraḵ 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. cul t-s 12.238: A few opening lines in Hebrew from an epistle sent to the

villages of the Rīf sent by Maimonides and written by Mevoraḵ 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

Damīrah, Jūjar, Sammanūd, Damsīs, and Sunbāṭ.2 Edited and translated

in Maimonides, Epistles, pp. 69–70.

5. cul t-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 1170ce. The sum

is to be given to a carrier in al-Maḥalla. 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 Mevoraḵ b.

Natan to Peraḥyahu ha-Dayyan (b. Yosef ben Yijū)3 who was the judge in

al-Maḥalla. 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 Peraḥyahu 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 Research”,

pp. 164–166.

8. cul t-s 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, ii, no. 452. A third event took place in the year 1186ce or later.

This is attested in a letter by Yehudah ha-Kohen b. Ṭuviahu in which he

2 For the places mentioned here, see Golb, “Topography”.

3 On Peraḥya 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 hemade, 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 eleventhMaimonidean

document relating to the ransom of captives. Some of the people mentioned

here appear also in other Genizah documents from the period 1172–1193ce. 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.6

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.7

2.1 Edition and Translation

2.1.1 Verso8

9])?(למעתסמרה[אטלאובאךישלא1.

]ראני[דןאתכלא2.

היקבראמעןבתאכרִב3ִ.

ראניד4.

ביטןבתאכרב5.

ראניד6.

ףצנראטעלאאקב7.

למעתסמלאינמלאובא8.

ראניד9.

אקבךירשםראכמ10.

ראניד11.

למעתסמלאלצ̇פלאובא12.

5 cul t-s ns j 477. See Friedman, “Maimonidean Research”, p. 158, n. 301. Amir Ashur identified

the sender as Yehudah b. Ṭuviahu.

6 cul t-s Misc. 8.19, published by Ashur, “Autograph Instructions”.

7 For other examples of letters sent to him which he cut, see Friedman, “Maimonidean Re-

search”, p. 193, n. 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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ראניד13.

ריצנןברוצנמובא14.

ןיראניד15.

ףצנבויאןבלהסובא16.

עברוףצנתדמחלא17.

ףצנעאיבלאםלאס18.

ףצנהדאלואוגאבצלאהבה19.

(1) Al-šayḵ Abū al-Ṭā[hir the government agent charged with the sale of] (2)

flax10—one d[inar]. (3) Barakāt b. ʿAmmār11—the rest12 of (4) one dinar. (5)

Barakāt b. Ṭayyib13—(6) one dinar. (7) Baqā the perfumer14—one half. (8) Abū

al-Munā the government official15—(9) one dinar. (10) Makārim, Baqā’s part-

ner16—(11) one dinar. Abū al-Faḍl the government official—(13) one dinar. (14)

Abū Manṣūr b. Nuṣayr—(15) two dinars. (16) Abū Sahl b. Ayyūb17—one half.

(17) The ‘delight’18—one half and one quarter. (18) Sālim the seller19—one half.

(19) Hibah the dyer and his children—one half.20

10 If a flax seller was intended, we would expect to find the title ינאתכ , see Blau, Dictionary,

p. 589. For the translation, see ibid. p. 461 (citing Goitein, Med. Soc. i, p. 243). Goitein’s

index cards mention a few people bearing this title, but not Abū al-Ṭāhir.

11 Might be identical with b. ʿAmmār mentioned in another list of contributors, cul t-s 10

J 26.13, written by Samuel b. Saʿadyah ha-Levi. On the verso of this list a court record from

1172ce written under Maimonides’ authority.

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

the rest of the amount.

13 Barakāt b. Ṭayyib and his partner donated a sum of money in cul t-s K 15.6 from 1178ce.

14 He donated awayba of flour in cul t-s K 15.6, a list of donors written byMevoraḵ b. Natan

from 1178ce. A wayba is a measure of 10manns, weighing 12.618kg.

15 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.

ii, pp. 482–483.

16 Abū Makārim and his anonymous partner are mentioned in cul t-s 10 J 26.13 (see, n. 11

above).

17 Hemight be identical withAbū Sahl b. Yosef b. Ayyūbha-Levi; see, India Book iv/b, pp. 68–

69, n. 17.

18 This is an abbreviated form of the title ḥemdat ha-yešīvā (Heb. ‘delight of the Academy’).

He is alsomentioned in cul t-s 10 J 26.13 (see, n. 11, above). Hemight be identical with ‘al-

kohen al-ḥemdat’ mentioned in cul t-s 8 J 5.14, dated 1183ce, and Bodl. ms Heb. f.56/48,

from 1186ce (See Gil, Foundations, no. 96).

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

20 A man bearing the same name is mentioned in cul t-s K 6.54, a list of revenue of the

pious foundations dated 1191–1193ce (Gil, Foundations, no. 97).
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2.1.2 Recto21

اهتمعن[تماداهيماسبيهنتواهيدينيبضرالالبقت1.

سيلةريقفةكولعصةعطقنمةارمااهنا22اهيداعاتكـلهو2.

الا......اهل3.

(1) [The slave] kisses the ground before him23 and reports to his loftiness—may

his favour endure (2) and his enemies perish—that she is a cut-off woman,24

indigent, poor, who has no (3) [one but God and him ….].

3 cul t-s 6 J 11.3 recto25

This document is also in the handwriting of Maimonides himself. Here he is

giving an order to a certain Abū al-Mufaḍḍal to pay to the bearer of this let-

ter, named Yaʿaqov, who serves as a proxy for two notables—al-šayḵ al-Asʿad

and al-šayḵ al-Ṯiqah—whatever amount of money he requires. Maimonides

will compensate the addressee.

Who was this al-šayḵ al-Ṯiqah? During Maimonides’ lifetime, two people

bearing this title are known. One was Maimonides’ father-in-law Mišaʾel

b. Yišaʿyahu he-Ḥasid. The other one, probably the one intended here, was

Yehudah ha-Kohen b. Elʿazar, a government secretary (kātib) in Minyat Zifta.26

3.1 Edition and Translation

תמא1.

לצ̇פמלאיבאךישלא2.

לצוי׳צ׳שדימלתה3.

לילג̇לאןקזלאאהלצומל4.

ילאומלאליכובוקעימ5̇.

לג̇אלאךישלאאלג̇אלא6.

הקתלאךישלאודעסאלא7.

21 Our thanks to NaïmVanthieghem for assistancewith the edition and identification of this

text.

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

23 As is customary, the writer refers to the recipient with the third-person feminine pronom-

inal suffix, because ḥaḍra, the Arabic for ‘excellency’, is a feminine noun.

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

25 On verso 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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הבלטאמהמוצ̅ש̅י8.

27הצ̇פלאןמאלומלאןמ9.

ינעלאטיוילעהלזניו10.

ךלםהלזנאיתחךלדב11.

הקפויע̇תוהו12.

םולשו13.

(1) Truth.28 (2) May al-šayḵ Abī al-Mufaḍḍal29 (3) the scholar—may his Rock

protect him!—deliver to the bearer (of this letter), the esteemed elder (5)

m[ister] Yaʿaqov, the representative of the (6) masters—the most esteemed

šayḵ (7) al-Asʿad and al-šayḵ al-Ṯiqah (8–9)—may their Rock protect them!—

whatever sum of money he asks for from my master (10) and debit me, and

informme (11) so that I will pay it back to you.30 (12)May God the exalted bring

you success. (13) And peace.

4 Mosseri vii.6.131

The following document is a court record in which a certain Abū al-Faraj

acknowledges receipt from Maimonides himself (“our master Mošeh, may he

be elevated”) a sum of 10 dinars. The case is related to a testimony about the

demise of Abū Zikrī, probably the brother of Abū al-Faraj. The court record is

signed by Samuel ha-Levi b. Saʿadyah,32 and it is written by his son Yosef.

Yosef ha-Levi b. Samuel was a judge and a court clerk in al-Fusṭāṭ and

was active from 1181ce until ca. 1210ce.33 He bore the titles ha-dayyan ha-

maskil (like his father) and alsonezer ha-maskilim. Hewrote several documents

27 See Friedman, Dictionary, p. 710.

28 The Hebrew word ʾemet (‘truth’) often was written on the head of an order of payment,

as used by Maimonides here. For this use, see Goitein, Med. Soc., i, p. 241; Goitein and

Friedman, India Traders, p. 15, n. 35.

29 The kunya Abū al-Mufaḍḍal is very common. A certain Abū al-Mufaḍḍal the scholar is

mentioned in cul t-s 12.126, a legal document from 1229ce, 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. Meʾir (b. Hillel?) to Maimonides in which the

writer informed that he took an oath from Abū al-Mufaḍḍal 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 A well-known judge in al-Fusṭāṭ, see Goitein. Med. Soc., ii, p. 514. no. 23.

33 See cul t-s 13 J 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 himself34 and a legal query on which Maimonides wrote an

autograph response.35 He also copied some of Maimonides’ works such as The

Commentary to theMishnah andMishneh Torah. A legal query sent to himwith

his autograph reply is found in dk m8.36

4.1 Edition and Translation

]…רוכ[דמלאירכז]ובא…[אמלו1.

]…גר[פלאובאםה]....[יקיקש2.

]…[יאנהלעפ]ד[יןאיפם]…[רוכדמלא]…[ובא3.

]…ירכ[זובאתומתבתים]להנא[לךל]אד[איהתי]ם[לפ4.

37]ודוהםוריהשמונינודא[תרדהןמרוכדמלאג̇רפלאובאםלסתןאילע5.

]…ד[יניחהתמדיפהיירצמרינאנדהרשע6.

]…[עאםִכדנעףרתעמיננאינמונקאוילע7.

]…רינאנדהרש[עִרכזנהודוהםוריהשמונינודאתרדהןמ8.

]…[עמהרומגהאדוהובוחתרותבהליתמדיפ9.

]…רו[כד]מלא[ירכזובאןאןידתיביפתבתתהَנّיבב10.

]ןינק....ינמ[ונקאוודוהםורירכזנההשמונינודאתרדה11.

]…[וישכעמןושלבובתונקלרשכהילכברומחרומג12.

]…[ןמאליעלשרפמוביתכדהמלכלעןיאנתוןיעדומל]כו[13.

]םייקו[קזחומורירבורירש14.

׳ע׳נהידעסר̇יביולהלאומש15.

(1) Whereas [… the aforementioned Abū] Zikrī […] (2) my brother […] Abū

al-Fa[raj …] (3) Abū […] the aforementioned […] that he should pay him […]

(4) And that was not possible, because the death of Abū Z[ikrī] had not been

confirmed […] (5) that the aforementioned Abū al-Faraj had received from his

honour [our master Mošeh, may (God) raise up his glory and enhance his hon-

our], (6) ten Egyptian dinars to his possession after [… testify] (7) uponme and

perform a legal acquisition from me that I acknowledge to you [… that I have

received] (8) from the aforementioned, his glory, our master Mošeh, 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 Abū Zikrī […] (11)

34 jts ms 8254.11.

35 jts ms 8254.10, published in Maimonides, Responsa, ii, 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 Mošeh, 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. Saʿadyah (may his) r(est be in) E(den).

5 jts ena 3768.2 recto38

We concludewith a letterwritten byYehudahha-Kohenb.Ṭuviahu,who served

as themuqaddam of Bilbays from 1170s ce until his death around 1218ce.39

Yehudah was a prolific scribe and dozens of documents written by him—

letters,40 piyyuṭim,41 legal documents,42 and copies of halakhic and other com-

positions43—are found in the Cairo Genizah.44

The letter edited below is written in Hebrew and is addressed to Pinḥas b.

Mešullam, who served as a judge in Alexandria.45 It is not surprising to see

that the letter is written in Hebrew, for this Pinḥas 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 fromEcclesiastes 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” ( جازملاليدبتيفدحاواودىلعاوميقيالنانوجلاعملارمويدقاذاهلو
عجنيملاذإ ).

39 Friedman, “Pietistic Criticism”, p. 277.

40 E.g., jts ena ns 2.18.

41 E.g., cul t-s ns 203.30.

42 E.g., cul t-s 8 J 9.13, an engagement contract (edited by Ashur, “Engagement”, no. 12).

43 jts ena 3471.7, 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. Elʿazar. Yehudah ha-Kohen b. Ṭuviahu copied cul t-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 1191–1199ce, 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’ marriage46 and from his signatures on

various enactments issued by Maimonides. Yehudah is also mentioned expli-

citly in Maimonides’ famous enactment from 1187ce as the only person per-

mitted to performmarriage and divorce in his town Bilbays.47

5.1 Edition and Translation

דובכתראפתתריפצתרִק]י[ת]רדהדובכ[1.

קהבמהברהסחניִפִאנברואנרמתשודקתלודג2.

שקבמוופדורדימוליציוורמושוהכרבילודגמהוזועמה3.

אנבר׳ריב49ודיךמוסי׳ייכלטויאללופייכ48ותער4.

ראשנהןנחויורטפנהםחוריל״זםלושמ׳רברה5.

הבהאהםצועתווחלםאןוצריהיןכו6.

]…[לוחִמ]…[הא]…[רוברהתרדהלאהקושתהו7.

המכחהרוקמאוהיכ50רפוסטעהכשמאלףאוהברת8.

52ןיבלועןניאוןיבולעןה]…[51בוהאובולעאלוממוןתוונע9.

׳לוכו53תוזירזידילהאיבִמִתוריהזריאיןבסחניפ׳ר׳מאו10.

ירשבךא54ידובכלגִיִוםולשהנוחאוהיכועמשבו11.

קחצי׳רלע׳מאדכךסלקאִהמבוהחמשלותגותהכפהנ12.

׳מארמןכרבילהילרמאידדהמירטפימווהיכןמחנברו13.

׳רעיגהשתעכו׳לוכו55ךכרבאהמבןליאןליאהיל14.

ודילעהרגישותרדהיִכִודבעלרפיסןזח56הירמש15.

הרִדִוִס]…[וםי]…[נממהעבטוודבעלאקטיפ16.

.17]…[

Margin:

רגשיו/יסומ/ןבריכפ/הִיִכִאִ/לעש/]…[רִמה/]…[שִתלִ/]ת[א/רפה/רשא

חרזממ/ואלפו/רודה/דיחי/לודגה/ברה/השמ/ונבר/וננודא/

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 Dereḵ Ereṣ Zuṭa.1.1.

52 bt Shabbat 88b.

53 bt ʿAvodah Zarah, 20b.

54 Psalms 16:9.

55 bt Taʿanit 5b.

56 Šemaryahmight be the cantorwho ismentioned inMaimonides, 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 Pinḥas the

outstanding Rav, (3) the fortress and the tower, may his Guardian bless him

and save him fromhis 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. Mešullam (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

wouldbe toomuch for […] (8) andwould exhaust(?) thepenof a scribe, 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. Pinḥas b. Yaʾir

said, “Carefulness leads to zeal,” etc. (11) 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. Yiṣḥaq (13) and R. Naḥman, “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) Šemaryah the cantor arrived, he told me (lit. “his slave”) that you (lit. “your

glory”) sent me (16) a note with him and requested57 of him … […] [margins]

who annulled the […] that is upon his brother Faḵīr(?) b.Mūsā. Ourmaster and

rabbi Mošeh, 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—lived and worked in Fusṭaṭ around the beginning of

the 11th century, the height of the classical Genizahperiod.1 Itwas always highly

probable, therefore, that among the 25,000 Bible fragments recovered from

the Genizah, there would be further examples of his œuvre, if only they could

be identified. Sure enough, the last decade has seen several such manuscripts

emerge.2

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: Lm.4

1 See Benjamin M. Outhwaite, “Beyond the Leningrad Codex: Samuel b. Jacob in the Cairo

Genizah,” in Studies in Semitic Linguistics andManuscripts: A Liber Discipulorum in Honour of

Professor Geoffrey Khan, edited byNadiaVidro et al., Studia SemiticaUpsaliensia 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 Ar.1a.38) of Saadya’s Tafsīr by Samuel ben Jacob,” Fragment of the Month (No-

vember 2009). Cited 29th June2023.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’sTafsīr by Samuel ben Jacob: t-s as 72.79 and t-sAr.1a.38Revisited,”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‑9. 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 (b19a),” in

TheHebrewBibleManuscripts: AMillennium, ed. ÉlodieAttia andAntonyPerrot (Leiden: Brill,

2022), 199–217.

4 Lm is the label for the manuscript suggested by Breuer in the study referenced below. In Got-

https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/
https://www.lib.cam.ac.uk/collections/departments/taylor-schechter-genizah-research-unit/fragment-month/fragment-month-12-4
https://www.lib.cam.ac.uk/collections/departments/taylor-schechter-genizah-research-unit/fragment-month/fragment-month-12-4
https://www.lib.cam.ac.uk/collections/departments/taylor-schechter-genizah-research-unit/fragment-month/fotm-2022/fragment-9
https://www.lib.cam.ac.uk/collections/departments/taylor-schechter-genizah-research-unit/fragment-month/fotm-2022/fragment-9
https://www.lib.cam.ac.uk/collections/departments/taylor-schechter-genizah-research-unit/fragment-month/fotm-2022/fragment-9
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Over thepast fewyears, I have stumbledacross 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 discussionmore 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 A3.35.5 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, “TheMasoraMagna of Two Biblical Fragments from the Cairo Genizah, and the

Unusual Practice of the Scribebehind theLeningradCodex”,Tyndale Bulletin67.2 (2016): 287–

307. TheMmof Lm has a very particular significance: even though themanuscript 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 Yaʿaqov (Ms. Lm), 2 vols., TheManfred and Anne Lehmann Foundation Series

16 (New York: Manfred and Anne Lehmann Foundation, 1992).

5 t-s as 139.106 bears several of Samuel b. Jacob’s traits: (i) the ubiquitous :o: symbol, repeated

as a line filler as required; (ii) the centre-justification of the third part-line of Mm; (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 tomake 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 ־ףאַוְ , the first word of Lev 26:44. Accordingly,

the first line of the third column should consist of the words ֹז־םגַּ םתָ֞וֹיהְבִּֽתא֠ . Sure enough, at

the very bottom of t-s as 139.106r the topmost parts of the letters םתוי are visible, together

with the ḥolem dot and the gershayim accent. Likewise, the third column of the reconstruc-

ted recto ends with ןתַ֣נָר֙שֶׁאֲתֹ֒רוֹתּהַוְ from Lev 26:46. Thus, the first line of the first column

of the reconstructed verso should contain the words ןיבֵ֖וּוֹנ֕יבֵּהוָֹ֔היְ . The ḥolem dot and zaqef

qaṭon of הוָֹ֔היְ 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 as 12.142 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 Lm. 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.7 More significantly, reading these notes from top-right to

bottom-left of the page, recto-verso, yields the following list:8

םאו,יילןברק,בוקעי,םינשאר,ץראהו,ןעיבוןעי,םהיביא9,ברחתסנמ,רפהלרפה

ךכרעהיהו,םאוןידיחיז׳׳י10,םאו

Comparing this list with the relevant part of the Mm in codex Lm reveals that

precisely the same set of notes are presented, in precisely the same order.11

Moreover, thewording of each of the notes is functionally identical.12 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 Lm.

the dilatation of certain letters ( ם,ה ) 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 heh. 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.

6 Phillips, “Two New Fragments”, n. 16.

7 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 as 139.106r: ס]חןילא[דחא .

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

11 Breuer, Lm, 533–536.

12 Differences are nomore 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, aswell 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 30cm. 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.13 However, as with t-s A2.46 and t-s A3.35+, the most

definitive demonstration that this is indeed his work comes from theMm 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 :o: Mm tag. (ii) For left-justification of the biblical

text itself, the letters לאמש are used. Compression, but not dilation, of letters is also used.

(iii) The remainingMmblocks are consistentwith Samuel’s classic 1–2–2–1 or 2–1–1–2Mm

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 .ה For
further detail and justification of all the above, see Phillips, “A NewCodex.” (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 71.1 (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 תעושי occurs five times, as follows: ןוהנמיסוהתעושי

Exodus 14:13 וארוובציתה

Isaiah 52:10 יייףשח

Psalm 14:7 ׳מדקןויצמןתיימ

Psalm 98:3 ותנומאוודסחרכז

2Chronicles 20:17 :0:תאזבםחלהל]םכלא[ל

The form וּקעֲצְיִּוַ occurs seven times, as follows: ]ןוה[נמ]יסו[׳זוקעציו

Exodus 5:15 ל]ארשיינבירט[ש

Exodus 14:10 עסנ

Joshua 24:7 לפאמ

Judges 4:3 לזרבבכר

2Chronicles 13:14 ונפיו

Psalm 107:6 ם[ליצי

Psalm 107:28 14]:0:םאיצוי

Likewise, the form וּקעֲצָּיִּוַ occurs thrice: וקעציו׳גו

Judges 10:17 ןומעינב

1Samuel 13:4 לואשירחאםעה

2Kings 3:21 הרגחרגחלכמ

And the similar form וּקעֲזָּיִּוַ occurs once: וקעזיודחו

Joshua 8:16 :0:]ריעבר[שאםעהלכ

2.2.2 Mm Notes on Verso (Exodus 14:13–21): Block 1

The form ראֶיָּוַ occurs twice:a ׳בa]ראיו[

Exodus 14:20 הזברקאלו

Isaiah 6:3 :0:לאהזארקו

The form ןוּשׁירִחֲתַּ occurs twice: once plene,

and once defective:

סחדחו׳למדח׳בןושירחת

Exodus 14:14 ׳כלםחליייי

Job 13:5 :0:ןושירחתשרחהןתיימ

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 הזלאהז 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 הזלאהז 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 הזלאהז 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 anchorword

ראיו to bewritten. Also, there is an apparently originalmasora circule over

ראיו in the biblical text itself, as well as the Mp note ב (though the ב itself

may be a later addition). It seems very likely, therefore, that the masran

intended towrite theMmnote listing the two occurrences of ראיו . He cor-

rectlywrote the first lemma, referring to Exodus 14:20. However, this verse

contains both ראיו and הזלאהז , and themasranwas thus led astray, acci-

dentally finishing the note with the second lemma pertaining to הזלאהז

rather than ראיו .15

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

The form ךְלֶוֹיּוַ appears […] times, as follows:b bןוהנמיס]ו?[ךלויו

Exodus 14:21 םיה

2Kings 6:19 הנורמוש

2Kings 25:20 לבבךלמ

Jeremiah 52:26 וריבחו

Lamentations 3:2 :0:ךשח

[The form וּאֹביָוְ occurs seven times, as follows:]c cןוהנמיסו׳זואביו[

Exodus 14:16 םרה]התאו

Exodus 14:17 d׳חאל]ש[ו

Deuteronomy 10:11 עסמלךלםוק

Joshua 18:4 םחלשאו

Jeremiah 3:18 ןופצץראמ

Ezekiel 33:31 םעאובמכ[

Isaiah 13:2c :0:הפשנרהלע

The form םרֵהָ appears thrice, as follows: ןוהנמיסו׳ג]םרה

Exodus 14:16 ךטמתא

2Kings 6:7 ךלםרה

Isaiah 58:1 ךלוקםרהרפושכ

15 Table 4 below shows that in L, Samuel b. Jacob wrote both the Mm note on ראיו and the

note on הזלאהז . He clearly knew both notes, therefore. Possibly, he even had awritten set

of Mm notes from which he worked (see discussion infra), in which case the error found

in t-s ns 10.45 could be a classic case of parablepsis.
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b. In full accord with the Genizah Law,16 the count following the anchor

word is no longer extant. In the Tiberian recension of this Mm note, four

instances of ךלֶויו are counted. In the Babylonian recension, where the

Tiberian distinction between pataḥ and segol is not maintained, a fifth

instance can be added: ךלַויו (Lamentations 3:2). As can be seen above,

this instance in Lamentations is referred to (using the lemma ךשח ). The

corresponding Mp note is extant, but—frustratingly—unclear, such that

either ד or ה could be read. Possibly, theMpnote 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 ה to ,(ד 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.

c. 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.17

d. An abbreviation of וירחאלשו . This is a typical Babylonian masoretic

term—the equivalent of the Tiberian ארתבו .

2.2.4 Comparing the MmNotes in t-s ns 10.3+ to the MmNotes in Other

Codices

When we consider the order and arrangement of theMmnotes 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 Lm 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.18

16 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.

17 Admittedly, both the Ezekiel and the Isaiah reference have been swallowedupby a lacuna.

Nonetheless, the Jeremiah lemma appears clearly after the Joshua reference.

18 Lm, also knownasGottheil 14, is aTorah 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 ii B 60, see Vincent

Beiler, “Another Codex by Samuel ben Jacob? The Ten Classmarks of St Petersburg evr ii

B 60+,” forthcoming.Written, vocalised, cantillated and annotated by Samuel b. Jacob. dp
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t-s ns 10.3+ Lm L rnl evr ii

B 60

dp S1 rnl

evr ii

B 80

)1(התעושי )2(׳זוקעציו ׳התעושי
)1(

ולכ )4(׳בןושירחת ׳תפ׳התעושי
)1(

)6(׳זואביוְ

׳גו׳זוקעציו
דחווקעציו
)2(וקעזיו

׳ה׳יםהיניע ׳בןושירחת
)4(

׳זוקעציו
וקעציו׳גו
)2(וקעציודחו

הדבכאו ינבלארבד
לארשי

לכואביוְ
…׳סח

)3(׳ב]ראיו[ )1(התעושי )2(׳גוקעציו )1(׳התעושי )2(׳זוקעציו חובשיו ויתבכרמ
…׳סחלוכ

דח׳בןושירחת
)4(סחדחו׳למ

)7(׳גםרה )5(׳דךלויו ? ׳דילבמה )6(זואביו לוכואביוַ
…׳סח

?[ךלויו
)5(ןוהנמיס]ו

)6(׳זואביו ׳פר׳זואביו
)6(

׳סח׳בופסת )7(׳גםרה םיהלאהךאלמ
׳ח

לוכתונפל
…׳לש

)6(]׳זואביו[ ׳דוהךלויו
)5(ךלואו

)3(׳בראיו )7(׳גםרה ׳בעסנ )7(׳גםרה תרמשאב

)7(׳ג]םרה ׳בןושירחת
)4(

הזלאהז )5(׳דךלויו ׳דופיסות ׳סח׳בןפצ

םידקחורב אביוטיועסיו )3(׳בראיו
)3(׳בראיו הרוסמתורעהעברא

רשקםושילבתופסונ
t-sל ns 10.3

)5(׳דךלויו

The most immediately striking feature of these lists is just how closely Lm, L,

evr ii 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 samemasran. 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 Lm 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. S1 is the common label for codex

Sassoon 1053, a 10th century codex of the entireHebrewBible. It is also frequently referred

to simply as the Sassoon Codex, and occasionally as Safra jud 002. 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 ii B 80, see Kim Phillips, “The Masoretic

Notes in rnl evr ii B 80+: 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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Lm t-s ns 10.3+ Recto

2 1

1)םהיניע+( 2

Lm t-s ns 10.3+ Verso

7 3

6 4

5 5

4 6

3)םידקחורב+( 7

Leaving aside, for the moment, the two extra notes found in Lm 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 Lm. 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 Lm—including

the other comparanda written by Samuel himself.19

We cannot deducewho reversed the order of theMmnotes (Samuel b. Jacob

in the original copying, or Breuer in his listing of the notes in Lm), but we can

use the reversal to deduce further information about how Lm and t-s ns 10.3+

relate to one another. In particular, we can deduce that, in both the Genizah

leaf and Lm, Mm notes 1 and 2 are found on one page, and notes 3–7 are found

on the next page.20 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 Lm and

t-s ns 10.3+.21

19 The absence of the note on the two occurrences of םידקחורב is not particularly troubling:

these ’ב‘ notes are frequently written in the form of Mp notes only, with the second catch-

wordwritten in themargin adjacent to the first. The remains of t-s ns 10.3 show that there

is indeed aב count ad loc., though no catchword is visible. The absence of the long note on

םהיניע ismore difficult to explain. It is, of course, quite possible that the note appears else-

where on the page: only one of the fourMmblocks is extant. This, admittedly, wouldmean

that the pairwise ordering of the notes in t-s ns 10.3+ was not quite identical with Lm.

20 Considering an alternative arrangement will help demonstrate this. Imagine that, in Lm,

notes 1–4were ononepage, and 5–7on thenext.When theorder of thenoteswas 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 jts ke.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.22 The bib-

lical text is fully vocalised and cantillated, but there are no masoretic notes,

magnaorparva.The recto containsExodus 26:26–34; the verso containsExodus

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: ~7cm; the total width of the written area is approximately 27cm

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.23 The same means

are employed for the management of the left-handmargin: letter compression

(but not dilation); line-end or line-medial raised dots; end of line part letters

( לאמש ), sometimes combined with raised dots.24 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 םיאבה in Exodus 14:28a occurred as the first word of

a new page. Thus, whether Samuel was intentionally imitating the precise layout of Lm

when producing the Genizah leaf (or vice versa), or whether he was simply ‘aiming’ to

land םיאבה 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 ן,נ,י,ז,ו as half-letters) is

9.3. Between the last extant word of column 1 recto ( ןכיתה Exodus 26:28—end of line 9)

to the first word of column 2 ( תמקהו 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 columnwidth is approximately 7cm,while thewidth of the leading-edgemargin

is more than 8cm—i.e. wider than the column width. Such a ratio is very unusual: “mar-

gin:column >1.” As amicro-demonstration of this: out of seven high quality, three-column

Eastern Bible codices from the rnl evr ii B collection, five had a margin:column ratio of

approximately 0.7–0.8; two had a margin:column ratio of approximately 0.9–1.0.

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 hematres 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-s ns 10.3+10.45 Recto 106

Verso 9126

jts ke.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 עבראבחרו (Exodus 26:8a) and the

opening words of jts ke.15 ןכשמהעלצ (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 A rather troubling fly in the ointment comes in the form of the sedermarker 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 This leaf 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 Lm. The fourth leaf (jts ke.15) con-

tains nomasoretic 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 Lm, then where is that codex? Why are the Mm notes in t-s A2.46

and t-s A3.35+ identical to those of Lm? Evenmore puzzling: why are the notes

in t-s ns 10.3+ so close to those of Lm, yet in the reverse order? More broadly:

can we learn anything about Samuel’s practice as a naqdan-masran from these

leaves? Someof these issueswere initially addressedwhenpublishing t-sA2.46

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 theorigin and format of theseGenizah

leaves (excluding jts ke.15 for now) would seem to be that they were originally

part of Lm itself but were replaced at some point in the codex’s history and—

rendered obsolete—were placed in the Genizah.28 This would explain the

remarkable similarity between the Mm notes: the leaves now in the Genizah

are the original leaves from Lm. The leaves currently in Lm 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.29 Beit-Arié reports that there are sev-

28 In the initial consideration of the question of the relationship between the Genizah

‘codex’ and Lm, 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 For an example of a quirewith replacement leaves, see diagramproduced byMalachi 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

Lm.30

Additional support for this explanationmight come fromt-s as 72.79 and t-s

Ar.1a.38—fragments of Torah, with Saadya’s tafsīr, written by Samuel b. Jacob.31

Originally thesewere thought to derive from a different codex to Samuel’s well-

known Torah-tafsīr codex: evr ii C 1. However, based on aberrations in the

textual density of the relevant pages in evr ii C 1, Beiler has cogently argued

that in fact the tafsīr leaves found in the Taylor-Schechter collection were the

original pages from evr ii 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 ii C 1d

fol. 172), and to condense three original sides of text (including t-s Ar.1a.38) into

a single leaf (evr ii C 1d fol. 201).

However, there are at least two difficulties with the idea that the Taylor-

Schechter leaveswere the original leaves fromLm, 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 Lm, but subsequently replaced.33 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 Tafsīr”.

32 Beiler, “Saadya’s Tafsīr 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,

Kraków, Poland, 16 July 2018.
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tabula rasa.34 Compared to the situationwith evr ii C 1, then, these signs point

to t-s A2.46 being created as a replacement leaf, rather than an original leaf.

In light of these rather intractable difficulties,wemight 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 Lm, 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,

this idea is notwithout difficulties. First, since these replacement leaveshave all

the signs of being Samuel’s own handiwork, wemust assume that within just a

few decades of its production, sufficient damage was incurred to Lm, 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,

andmasoretic content to the original leaves—theywere never, in fact, inserted

into Lm. Additionally, onemight 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 Lm. 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 Lm itself remains inaccessible to scholars and so we are, as it

were, attempting to reconstruct thewhole 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, fromWhich

HeWorked

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

of (some leaves of) Lm, 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 Lm. 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 tomanipulate the bulky codex Lm to squint at themicro-

graphic Mm notes therein.

The hypothesis that Samuel b. Jacob was copying from his own Mm lists

explains why, evenwhen 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, Lm, 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 Samuelmight 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 Lm, 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 Fusṭaṭ, 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 Lm, the Genizah leaves, and

L may allow us to glimpse that process in action.

Consider, for example, his Mm note on ךלויו (Exodus 14:21; §2.2.3. above). In

bothLmand theGenizah leaves that all-important fifth lemma is included: ךשח ,

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, itmeans that termin-

ology used in the Babylonianmasoretic oeuvre was replaced with the equivalent Tiberian

terminology. At the structural level, the verymode 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 ךלֶויו occurs four times (thrice defective

and once plene) …

…׳למדחו׳סח׳ג׳דךלויו

And the form ךלַויו occurs once: Lamentations 3:2. גהניתואדחו

Or consider his note on ואביוְ (Exodus 14:16; §2.2.3. above). In both Lm 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 andmasran. Nonetheless,

for as many answers as these additional fragments provide, there are as many

remaining questions. Especially, the question of why theseGenizah leaveswere

produced remains obscure.

37 As is well-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 Babylonianmasoretic 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 Lm, the Isaiah lemma perplexingly appears between

Jeremiah and Ezekiel.
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chapter 4

Two Fragments of Saadya’s Tafsīr by Samuel b.

Jacob

Ronny Vollandt

t-s as 72.79 andt-sAr.1a.38 contain the text of SaadyaGaon’s translation (tafsīr)

onExodus 32:2 and25:3–5.1The tafsīr constitutes themain 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. ii 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 aremissing. Itwas copied by Samuel

ben Jacob, who is known as an expert producer of Masoretic model codices.2

Likewise the magnificent Leningrad Codex (rnl Yevr. B 19a) was written and

vocalised by him in the year 1008–1009ce in Fusṭāṭ. Although no date is given

in the formermanuscript itmaybe assumed that itwas 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 tafsīr 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.

https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/
https://www.lib.cam.ac.uk/collections/departments/taylor-schechter-genizah-research-unit/fragment-month/fragment-month-12-4
https://www.lib.cam.ac.uk/collections/departments/taylor-schechter-genizah-research-unit/fragment-month/fragment-month-12-4
https://www.lib.cam.ac.uk/collections/departments/taylor-schechter-genizah-research-unit/fragment-month/fragment-month-12-4
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ms St Petersburg rnl Yevr. ii 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 benAbraham. TwoGenizah fragments indicate that hewas

involved in tradingwith the Levantine coast, particularlywithTyre.His engage-

ment in commerce and his consequent prestigious status—as indicated by the

honorary titleha-Paqid in themanuscript—permittedhim to commission such

a splendid 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 academymoved 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-qīl or wa-yuqāl. 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, רינאנזבליקוםהדדשאו , the

copyist apparently forgot to enter the gloss. In the second half, ןוכתפםהלריצתפ ,

he mistakenly omitted ליקו , 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. ii 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 themargins of the standardised transmission of the short

tafsīr? 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 סמחדעתויהלעשרםעךדיתשתלא . 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 ןזאךונתןורה is translated ןורהן׳דאהמחש , yet it appears as ןורהן׳דאףור׳צג 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 incorporatingmaterial of Saadya’s commentary on

Exodus.The additionalGenizah fragments stemming fromhis hand, intowhich

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 i.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 forme to present an editio princeps of both cul

t-sA45.14a andMosseri i.84.1, alongwith somebrief remarks on the JewishAra-

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.

https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/
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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 i (manuscripts A–C and F)

and Group ii (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 ii recension, which he

defined aswestern (Gaster, 1893, 13–14). Gaster based this, in part, on theArabic

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

tohand, FranzRosenthal disputedGaster’s assertion, arguing that the existence

of several Arabic translations corresponding to Group ii confirms the oriental

provenance of that recension (Rosenthal, 1946, 298). A few years later, Leon

Nemoy published a facsimile of another Group ii 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 ii. 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 i.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 i.84.1 r 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:

ארבג (t-s A45.14a r 9)

תותימ (t-s A45.14a v 2)

םלשוריד (t-s A45.14a v 3)

סירגב (t-s A45.14a v 9)

[ אבי[יח (Mosseri i.84.1 v 9)

יכרפהל (Mosseri i.84.1 v 11)

הוהו (Mosseri i.84.1 v 11)

לילעהוהיד (Mosseri i.84.1 v 12)

Despite the limited amount of text preserved on the two Genizah fragments,

therefore, we are still able to assign themwith confidence to Gaster’s Group ii,

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

(jpa). There are two examples in each of the Genizah fragments. In cul t-s

A45.14a r 1, we have the form אתבשׁ , which accords better with the jba rather

than the jpa form (compare Sokoloff, 2020, 1086 with Sokoloff, 2017, 620–621).

More significantly, the noun אתוליהמ , which occurs in cul t-s A45.14a r 2 and

v 13, is unique to jba (Sokoloff, 2020, 604). InMosseri i.84.1 v 13, the noun אקורע

is eastern, with equivalents in both Syriac and Mandaic, and is not attested

in the western dialects (Sokoloff, 2020, 851). Finally, the noun יכרפה in Mos-

seri i.84.1 v 11 is of particular interest. The form with initial hehmakes it clearly

eastern (Sokoloff, 2020, 337), as opposed to the western forms that have ini-

tial ʾalep̄ (Sokoloff, 2017, 27). The typically western form occurs in Gaster’s

supposedly eastern Group i manuscripts, which may reflect where they were

copied. Within the Group ii recension, the lack of vocalic yoḏ in the Genizah

fragment, in contrast to יכרפיה 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 ןותנא 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 אנ — 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)—ן Siegal, 2016, 101–105);

– theuse of a comparatively largenumber of nouns in the construct state: תֿרַ֣יזֵגּ

in cul t-s A45.14a r 1, תֿ֚לַּמִ in cul t-s A45.14a r 7, תותימ in cul t-s A45.14a v

2, ינב in cul t-s A45.14a v 13, and יכרפה in Mosseri i.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 יד in cul t-s A45.14a r 7 and

r 8, cul t-s A45.14a v 1 and v 11, and Mosseri i.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): תדילי in cul t-s A45.14a v 1, היתרזג
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in cul t-s A45.14a v 2, and תקילס in cul t-s A45.14a v 3; note especially תנע

תרמאו in cul t-s A45.14a v 9, which recalls Dan 5:10;

– the use of the Biblical Aramaic Paʿel infinitive אלטב in cul t-s A45:14a v 10

(Juusola, 1999, 221);

– the use of the forms אתתנא in t-s A45.14a v 1 and הי֑תֵֿתְנְאִ in cul t-s A45.14a

r 9, which preserve the historic nun (Bar-Asher Siegal, 2016, 28–29);

– the use of archaic ן֭וֹהתְיָ 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 Onqelos.

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

chus is attempting to imitate that of TargumOnqelos (to; 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:

– ןותנא as opposed to to ןותא (Juusola, 1999, 76);

– אתתנא as opposed to to אתתיא (Sokoloff, 2020, 61);

– יד as opposed to to ד (Juusola, 1999, 129–130);

– הנָ֗דְּלבֵ֣קָלכָ , 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 11, 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) andAtlas 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

11–13 Judaeo-Arabic translation of verse 34

לעַוְאתָ֥בְשַׁלעַארָ֑ימֵגְּתֿרַ֣יזֵגּ 1 a decree of extermination concern-

ing the Sabbath and concerning

:אתָֽוּליהִמְ 2 circumcision.

ןאילאהשיגע]י[מגבסירגבראספ 3 Then Bagres marched with all his

army until

הלתקמאהיפלתקוםלשוראילאלבקא 4 he came to Jerusalem, and he slew

in it a great

אמזאגאעטאקארמארמאוהמיט֗ע 5 slaughter, and he issued a definitive

firm command

:הנאתכלאותבסלאינעמיפ 6 concerning the Sabbath and cir-

cumcision.

א֙כָּלְמַתֿ֚לַּמִןמִידִּ֞הנָ֗דְּלבֵ֣קָלכָ 7 Because of this, since the word of

the king

הירֵ֔בְרזַ֣גְיִידִא֙רָבְֿגַאפָֿצְ֔חְמַ 8 was urgent, a (certain) man who

would circumcise his son –

הי֑תֵֿתְנְאִףאַ֣וְא֭רָבְגַןוֹתיאֵ 9 they brought the man and also his

wife

:אקָ֣ נְיָלבֵֿ֣קְלָןוֹ֭התְיָוּבי֣לִ֝צְוּ 10 and they crucified them opposite

the child.

אדיכארמאלאךלדןאכאמבסחבו 11 And because the command was

urgent,

הונתכפאדלוודלואהלהרמולגרביתאפ 12 then were brought to him a man

and wife who had a son and cir-

cumcised him,

:יבצלאידיןיבאמהאלכ]ו[בלצפ 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 אפָֿצְ֔חְמַא֙כָּלְמַתֿ֚לַּמִןמִידִּ֞הנָ֗דְּלבֵ֣קָלכָ is an attempt to quote from Dan

3:22, but, at some point, the ידִּ and ןמִ have become inverted, with the resulting

textmaking little sense. The correct reading is given in themanuscripts used by

Gaster and in the Yale manuscript, so this is reflected in the given translation.

Note also the use of אפָצְחְמַ for biblical הפָצְחְמַ .
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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

רתברבתדיליידאתתנאףאו 1 And (there was) also a woman who

bore a son after

אינמתלהיתרזגוהלעבתותימ 2 the death of her husband, and

she circumcised him on the

eighth

םלשורידארושלעתקילסוןימוי 3 day, and she went up upon the wall

of Jerusalem

:הּדַיבִארָיזִגְהרַבְו 4 and her circumcised son was in her

hand.

תומדעבאדלותדלואאסנלאץׄעבןאו 5 And one of the women bore a son

after the death of

תעלטוםאיאןאמתלהתנתכואהגוז 6 her husband, and she circumcised

him on the eighth day, and she went

up

התנתכיתלאאהדלווםלשורירוסילע 7 upon the wall of Jerusalem and her

son whom she had circumcised

:אהדייפ 8 was in her hand.

סירגבןירמאךלתרמאותנע 9 She answered and said, “To you they

say, Bagres

אלטבלןירבסןותנאאבייח 10 the guilty one, ‘You think to abolish

אנתהבאידאמייקאננימ 11 from us the covenant of our fore-

fathers!

הׄמׄואתבשואננמקיספאל 12 It is not cut off from us! And the

Sabbath

:ןידעאל]ןו[הינבינבמאתוליהמו 13 and circumcision from the sons of

their sons are not passing away!’ ”

Line 4

A subsequent scribe has corrected חרבו to הרַבְו 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 אנתהבאידאמייק should be the subject of the verb קספ . This

would make the final two clauses parallel with each other:
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אננמקיספאלאנתהבאידאמייק The covenant of our forefathers is not

cut off from us!

ןידעאלןוהינבינבמאתוליהמואתבשו And the Sabbath and circumcision

from the sons of their sons are not

passing away!

Of course, this leaves us with an incomplete clause:

…אננימאלטבלןירבסןותנא 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 אנמיערזגידאמייק ‘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 אמייק . It should be

noted, however, that Gaster’s manuscript E is itself imperfect, having ןיברסמ

‘refuse, rebel’ instead of the more sensible ןירבס 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:

אבייחסירגבןירמאךלתרמאותנע She answered and said, “To you they

say, Bagres the guilty one,

רזגידאמייקאננימאלטבלןירבסןותנא

אנמיע

‘You think to abolish from us the cov-

enant that was established with us.

אננמקיספאלאנתהבאידאמייק The covenant of our forefathers is not

cut off from us!

:ןידעאלןוהינבינבמאתוליהמואתבשו And the Sabbath and circumcision

from the sons of their sons are not

passing away!’ ”

Line 13

The use of a verse divider accordswith the verse division inYale CodexHebrew

+51.
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6 Mosseri i.84.1 recto

Contents by line:

9–13 Judaeo-Arabic translation of the first half of verse 65

הללאםלסאאמל]…[ 9 [And the children of Israel rejoiced]

when God delivered

ןמםהנמםהאדעם]הידאיאב[ 10 [into their hands] their enemies;

some of them

ןמםהנמוראנלאבהוקרח]א[ 11 they burned with fire, and others

הובלצןמםהנמוףיסלאבהולתק 12 they killed with the sword, and oth-

ers they crucified

:בשכלאילע 13 on the cross.

Lines 9–13

The preserved Judaeo-Arabic text very much corresponds to the Aramaic text

as attested in the Yale manuscript: ןוהנמןוהיאנסןוהידיבורסמתאידלארשיתיבודחו

אבילצלעובלצןוהנמואברחבורקדןוהנמוארונבולק (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 ליארסאינבוחרפו (Hirschfeld, 1892, 5) or ינבורסואו

ליארסא (Abrahams, 1900, 120).

Line 10

The probable restoration of םהאדעםהידאיאב agrees with the word order in

Yale Codex Hebrew +51 ( ןוהיאנסןוהידיב ) rather than Gaster’s manuscripts D

and E ( ןוהדיבןוהיאנס ), 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 i.84.1 verso

Contents by line:

9–13 Jewish Aramaic text of most of verse 66
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Missing: Then Antiochus the king,

when he heard that

]יברברלכואבי[יח]סי[רגב 9 Bagr[es the] guil[ty one was killed,

and all the nobles of]

]אתניפסבביתיה[ימעידאליח 10 the army who were with hi[m, he

embarked onto a ship]

]ל[כהוהואמייכרפהלקרעו 11 and fled to the colonies of the sea.

And wherever

היבןידרמלילעהוהידרתא 12 he entered rebelled against him

:אקורעהילןירמאו 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 ידכאכלמסכויטנאןידאב

לטקתאידעמשׁ . Yale Codex Hebrew +51 omits the opening ןידאב , 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 ( ןידאב ) or cul t-s

A45.15 2 r 17 ( ןידא ; 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 9

The visible יח suggests that the Genizah fragment read אבייח with Yale Codex

Hebrew +51 and cul t-s A45.15 2 r 18, rather than הינינת 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 ii recension, the Genizah fragment is

closest to the Yale manuscript.

Line 11

Sokoloff glosses אכרפה 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 i.84.1 recto

figure 5.4 Mosseri i.84.1 verso



56 chapter 5

References

Abrahams, I. (1900) ‘An Arabic Fragment of the Scroll of Antiochus’ in Brann, M.

and Rosenthal, F. (eds.) Gedenkbuch zur Erinnerung an David Kaufmann. Breslau:

Schottlaender, 117–120.

Atlas S. and Perlmann,M. (1944) ‘Saadia on the Scroll of theHasmonaeans’, Proceedings

of the American Academy for Jewish Research, 14, 1–23.

Bar-Asher Siegal, E.A. (2016) Introduction to the Grammar of Jewish Babylonian Ara-

maic: 2nd, Revised and Extended Edition. Münster: Ugarit-Verlag.

Gaster, M. (1893) ‘The Scroll of the Hasmonaeans’ in Morgan, E.D. (ed.) Transactions

of the Ninth International Congress of Orientalists. London: Committee of the Con-

gress, vol. ii, 3–32.

Hirschfeld, H. (1892) Arabic Chrestomathy in Hebrew Characters. London: Kegan Paul.

Hopkins, S. (1978) A Miscellany of Literary Pieces from the Cambridge Genizah Collec-

tions: A Catalogue and Selection of Texts in the Taylor-Schechter Collection, Old Series,

Box A45. Cambridge: Cambridge University Library.

Institute of Microfilmed Hebrew Manuscripts (1990) Catalogue of the Jack Mosseri

Collection: Edited by the Institute of Microfilmed Hebrew Manuscripts with the Col-

laboration of Numerous Specialists. Jerusalem: Jewish National and University Lib-

rary.

Jastrow, M. (1903) A Dictionary of the Targumim, Talmud Babli, Yerushalmi and Midra-

shic Literature. London: Luzac.

Juusola, H. (1999) Linguistic Peculiarities in the Aramaic Magic Bowl Texts. Helsinki:

Finnish Oriental Society.

Moscati, S. (ed.) (1980) An Introduction to the Comparative Grammar of the Semitic Lan-

guages: Phonology and Morphology. Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz.

Nemoy, L. (1952) The Scroll of Antiochus [The Original Aramaic Version]. Facsimile

of Codex Hebrew +51 in the Yale University Library. New Haven: Yale University

Press.

Outhwaite, B.M. and Bhayro, S. (eds.) (2010) “From a Sacred Source”: Genizah Studies in

Honour of Professor Stefan C. Reif. Leiden: Brill.

Qafih, Y. (1980/1981) ל׳׳צזימויפףסויןבהידעסונברשוריפוםוגרתםעלאינד . Jerusalem: דעוה

ג׳׳סרירפסתאצוהל .

Rosenthal, F. (1946) ‘Saadyah’s Introduction to the Scroll of the Hasmoneans’. Review

of Saadia on the Scroll of the Hasmonaeans, by S. Atlas and M. Perlmann. Jewish

Quarterly Review, 36(3), 297–302.

Rosenthal, F. (1995) A Grammar of Biblical Aramaic: Sixth, Revised Edition. Wiesbaden:

Harrassowitz.

Sokoloff, M. (2017) A Dictionary of Jewish Palestinian Aramaic of the Byzantine Period:

Third Revised and Expanded Edition. Ramat Gan: Bar-Ilan University Press.



two bilingual genizah fragments from the scroll of antiochus 57

Sokoloff, M. (2020) A Dictionary of Jewish Babylonian Aramaic of the Talmudic and

Geonic Periods: Second Revised and Expanded Edition. Ramat Gan: Bar-Ilan Uni-

versity Press.

Stemberger,G. (1996) Introduction to theTalmudandMidrash: SecondEdition translated

by M. Bockmuehl. Edinburgh: T&T Clark.

Wesselius, J.W. (1988) ‘Language and Style in Biblical Aramaic: Observations on the

Unity of Daniel ii–vi’, Vetus Testamentum, 38, 194–209.



© Paul Fenton, 2024 | doi:10.1163/9789004712331_007

This is an open access chapter distributed under the terms of the cc by-nc-nd 4.0 license.

chapter 6

A Fragment of a Mystical-Philosophical Judaeo-

Arabic Commentary on the Talmudic ʾAggadot

from the Pietist Circle

Paul Fenton

1 Introduction

Manyyears ago,when still aResearchAssistant at theTaylor-SchechterGenizah

ResearchUnit at theCambridgeUniversity Library, I happenedupon aGenizah

fragment of an unknown commentary on the talmudic ʾAggadot to be found in

the tractate Beraḵot. Like somany 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 ʾAggadot, albeit

a relativelymoderate 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.

It illustrates an exegetical approach to the ʾAggadotwhichhad 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 fewpreserved folioswe find him invoking the authority

of both R. Hayya Gaon’s (939–1038ce) commentary on Beraḵot as well as a pas-

sage from the Megillat setarim of R. Nissim Gaon of Qayrawan (990–1062ce).1

1 See infra, n. 119.

https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/
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In a famous responsum, precisely on an anthropomorphic passage from tb

Beraḵot 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 ʾAggadot. 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 Beraḵot 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.2

In their commentaries and responsa, the Geonim such as Saʿadyah, Hayya,

Ḥananʾel 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 (1135–1204ce) who

considered the talmudic ʾAggadot as a repository of ancient Hebrew thought

and science. In his youth, Maimonides had intended to write an exhaustive

allegorical interpretation (taʾwīl) of the ʾAggadot:

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

(taʾwīl) such that they be in accordance with their truemeanings andwill

also provide proof of this from the [rabbis’] very statements. I will clarify

which of the homilies are to be understood in their literalmeaning, 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., Tešūbōt ha-Geʾōnīm (Lyck: Meqizey 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), Berāḵōt,

Hayya Gaon, Tešūbōt, no. 357, 130–131. A Hebrew translation of the Aramaic original is to be

found in A.Y. Brumberg, ed., Peyrūšey rišʾōnīm l-ʾaggādōt Ḥazal (Jerusalem: Committee for

the Publication of theWorks of Rabbi Brumberg, 1981), 22; see also S. Immanuel, ed., Tešūbōt

ha-Geʾōnīm ha-ḥadašōt (Jerusalem: Meḵon Ofeq, 1995), 155.
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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.3

Having begun this work which he called Kitāb al-muṭābaqah, 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.4 As we shall see anon, Maimonides’ only son and heir,

R. Abraham Maymūnī (a.k.a. Abraham Maimonides) (1186–1247ce) 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 fromEgypt and probably dates from the thirteenth century ce,

whereas its doctrinal content points to the post-Maimonideanperiod. Thus, we

have to give consideration to the possibility that R. Abrahammay 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 diqduq peruš ha-talmūd,5 a title which might suggest an

3 Y. Qāfiḥ, ed.,Maimonides’ Commentary on theMišnah (Jerusalem:Mossad Harav Kook, 1963–

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

Introduction to Sanhedrin (Jerusalem: Rav Kook Institute, 1965), 209. In his attitude to the

ʾAggadot, Maimonides took his cue from the Geonim as when he states in Hilḵōt yesōdey ha-

tōrāh, i, 8: ‘The Torah and Prophets clearly affirm that the Holy One, blessed be He, does not

possess a body […] for if Hepossessed one,Hewould 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 Berakōt 31b) and all these [expressions]

are metaphorical.’

4 See the introduction to his Guide for the Perplexed (see, Y. Qāfiḥ, ed., Maimonides’ Guide for

the Perplexed (Jerusalem: Rav Kook Institute, i (of iii), 9); see also S. Pines, transl.,MosesMai-

monides, The Guide of the Perplexed (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1963 i (of ii), 9)).

Let us recall that Daniel b. al-Māšiṭah 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 AbrahamMaimonides (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 Šuwayḵ, Gaon of

Baghdad from 1221–1247ce.
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examination (tanqīḥ) of selected passages. In a recent article, A. Breuer endeav-

oured to demonstrate that AbrahamMaimonides’ commentary on the tractate

Beraḵot is to be identified with a Hebrew commentary, hitherto ascribed to

Hayya Gaon.6 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 (msA), is identicalwith that of aCairo

Genizah fragment of a Judaeo-Arabic work cul t-s Ar. 44. 266 (ms B), which

he claims is an autograph excerpt from the Kifāyat al-ʿābidīn.7

These arguments are totally fallacious. Firstly, a cursory examination of the

twomanuscripts clearly shows that not only were they not written by the same

scribe8 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 Kifāyah, 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 iv:1 of the Kifāyah.9 However, the second folio

is devoted to the exegesis of Ps. 8 in which we read that according to the

anonymous author, kavōd in the verse ‘honour and glory’ (v. 6) refers to man’s

‘inner form’ (ṣūrah bāṭinah), which is the source of his nobleness. On the other

hand, in the Kifāyah, kavōd is a synonym for the soul which is the source of

‘human perfection’ (al-kamāl al-ʾinsānī).10 Consequently, we are still justified

6 A. Breuer, “Two Observations on the Identification of Fragments as R. Hayya Gaʾōn’s Com-

mentary on Berāḵōt and the Identification of A. Maimonides’ Commentary on Berāḵōt and

the Sefer ha-Maspīq,”Ḥitsei Gibborim 8 (2015): 1107–109.

7 With one exception (see immediately below), none of the fragments of the Kifāyah lis-

ted in my article, P. Fenton, “Dana’s Edition of Abraham Maimuni’s Kifāyat al-ʿābidīn,”

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 Kifāyah, jts ena 18.36, a letter to his

brother-in-law, published in P. Fenton, “A Judeo-Arabic Commentary on the Hafṭarōt by

Ḥananʾel ben Šemuʾel,”Maimonidean Studies 1 (1990): 27–56, see 49–54, and Bodl. Heb. c

28, 45–46, a tract indefenceof thepietists, translated inP. Fenton,DeuxTraités demystique

juive: ʿObadyah b. Abrahamb.MoïseMaïmonide, Le Traité du puits, al-Maqāla al-ḥawḍiyya:

David b. Josué, dernier des Maïmonide: Le Guide du détachement, al-Muršid ilā t-tafarrud

(Lagrasse: Verdier, 1985), 82–83.

8 The forming of the ʿayin, which differs in A and B, is decisive. Compare also the qōf and

final nūn (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 AbrahamMaimuni’s Kifāyat al-ʿābidīn,” 199.

10 S. Rosenblatt, ed., The HighWays to Perfection of AbrahamMaimonides (Baltimore: Johns

Hopkins Press, 1938), ii, 10. However, see ibid. ii, 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 ʾAggadot which formed one

particular chapter of his Kifāyat al-ʿābidīn, Compendium for the Servants of the

Lord, completed circa 1232ce. Inmy tentative reconstructionof thiswork, I sug-

gested that the chapter in question probably figured in the first part of Book ii,11

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 theMiddle Ages

and the sixteenth century ce it was even translated three times into Hebrew

with the title Maʾamar ʿal ʿodot derašot Ḥazal, “Discourse on the Rabbinical

Homilies”. This partial translation achieved a relatively wide diffusion as it was

published upfront of most editions of ʿEyn Yaʿaqoḇ, a popular compilation of

the Aggadic passages of the Talmud.12 In addition to the Hebrew translation,

fragments from the original Arabic have come to light in the Cairo Genizah in

recent times.13

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 ʾAggadot a means to

bolster and legitimise his own pietistic doctrine, his chapter follows a new

11 P. Fenton, “Dana’s Edition of AbrahamMaimuni’s Kifāyat al-ʿābidīn,” 198.

12 An anonymous translation is preserved in jtsMisc. 2324, amiscellany compiled by Eliezer

Eilenburg, and in Oxford Bodl. ms. Neubauer 1649.4, copied in Poland in 1465ce. The Dis-

coursewas printed several times from this lattermanuscript, for example in KeremḤemed

2 (1836): 7–61; A. Lichtenberg, ed., Qovetz teshuvot ha-Rambam v’ Igrot Rabbi Moshe ben

Maimon (Leipzig: hl Shnoys; 1859), ii 40–43; and, more recently, in R. Margaliot, ed.,

Abraham Maimonides’ Milḥamōt ha-šem (Jerusalem: Rav Kook Institute, 1953), 81–98. A

second translation was made in the East in the 16th century ce by Abraham Ibn Migaš

(see A. Harkavy, “Notes and Additions to H. Graetz, History of the Jews, vol. v,”Ḥadāšīm

gam yešānīm 10 (1896): 7), and a third in theMaghreb in the same century by Vidal Sarfati

(ca. 1545–1619ce) of Fez, published in the introduction to his commentary on the Midraš

rabbah, Imrei yōšer, (Warsaw: Y. Kalinberg, 1874).

13 See E. Hurvitz, “Maʾamar ʿal ʿodot derašot Ḥazal,” Joshua Finkel Memorial Volume (New

York: YeshivahUniversity Press, 1974), 139–168. Themissingword onp. 147, l. 9 reads: taqṣīr,

translated in theHebrew as be-qaẓrūt lāšōn. 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 Kifāyah 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 ʾAggadot] 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’,14 as

he stated at the beginning of the Guide.15 After his demise, I commen-

ted upon a small number of homilies16 but could not devote more to the

subject for I turned to the composition of the present work [the Kifāyah],

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 Elišaʿ or other such miracles. All this follows if

thou takest the homilies (derašot) 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, esotericmeaning bey-

ond the exoteric and apparentmeaning—especially [in light of] whatmy

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.17

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 Wordplay on Ex. 34, 30.

15 See supra, n. 3.

16 Is this possibly the present fragment?

17 R. Margaliot, ed., “Maʾamar ʿal ʿodot derašot Ḥazal,” in Abraham Maimonides’ Milḥamōt

ha-šem (Jerusalem: Rav Kook Institute, 1953), 83.
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ing the diverse types of ʾAggadot 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 (karāmāt) 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-ṣalāḥ wa-l-wilāyah) and he gives as an example

the story of Nahum of Gimzo as reported in tb Taʿanit 21a–b.18 Furthermore, it

may be noted that the tendency to perceive in the ʾAggadotmystical parables,

parallels the way in which Sufis use ḥadīṯs for their anecdotes and hagiograph-

ical tales. Just by way of illustration here are a few examples culled from the

Kifāyah, 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.19 In his chapter on reliance (ʾittikāl), he draws on

examples from the Talmud of rabbinical figures who exercised common trades

to gain their sustenance,20 and in that on solitude, he claims that the talmudic

Sages practised spiritual retreats.21

18 S. Rosenblatt, ed., The High Ways to Perfection of Abraham Maimonides (New York:

Columbia University Press, 1927), i, 16; see also idem, pp. 138, 298, 414 (quoting from tb

Šabbat 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 uponHim, especially prophets and

saints (ʾawliyāʾ). In other instances, e.g., p. 457, on Ex. 32, 15, he is more sceptical, accept-

ing the miracles reported in themidraš only if they ‘are law’, according to the expression

used inMišnah, Yebamot 5, 3. On the Sufi concept of wilāyah, which Abraham uses in The

High Ways (see S. Rosenblatt, ed., The High Ways to Perfection of Abraham Maimonides,

i, 184, 202, and ii, 416; see also M. Chodkiewicz, The Seal of the Saints: Prophethood and

Sainthood in the Doctrine of Ibn ʿArabi (Cambridge: The Islamic Texts Society, 1993)).

19 S. Rosenblatt, ed., The HighWays to Perfection of AbrahamMaimonides, ii, 198 on Hillel as

reported in tb Šabbat 30b.

20 S. Rosenblatt, ed., The High Ways to Perfection of Abraham Maimonides, ii, 120 referring

to tb Ber. 8a, 28a, Ket. 105a and Taʿanit 23a. Cf. Y. Qāfiḥ, ed., Maimonides’ Commentary

on the Mišnah, Abōt, 4, 7, 441–446. For further examples, see S. Rosenblatt, ed., The High

Ways to Perfection of AbrahamMaimonides, ii, 206 (‘reliance’) (Mišnah Ber. 5, 5); idem, 234

(‘frugality’) (tbTaʿanit 23a–b), idem, 264 (‘celibacy’) (tbQidd. 29b,Yeb. 63b). For Talmudic

examples of abstinence, see S. Rosenblatt, ed., The High Ways to Perfection of Abraham

Maimonides, ii, 234, 298 and P. Fenton, “Asceticism among the Judeo-Sufis of Egypt: The

Cases of R. AbrahamMaimonides and R. David iiMaimonides,”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, ii, 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 Moʿed Qaṭan 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 Kifāyah

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

Kifāyah.23 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 toAbrahamMaimonides, such asmaqāmāt (‘spiritual stations’),24 riyāḍah

(‘spiritual training’),25 and ʾittiṣāl (‘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 l’Egypte médiévale, eds.

G. Cecere, M. Loubet and S. Pagani (Cairo: Institut français 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. Qāfiḥ, ed., Maimonides’ Guide for the Perplexed, iii, 51, 684; see

also S. Pines, transl., Moses Maimonides, The Guide of the Perplexed, 627–628.

23 R. Dana, ed., Sefer ha-maspik leʾovdey ha-šem (Ramat-Gan: Bar-Ilan University, 1989).

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

passim.

25 S. Rosenblatt, ed., The HighWays to Perfection of AbrahamMaimonides, i, 190, l. 3.

26 S. Rosenblatt, ed., The High Ways to Perfection of Abraham Maimonides, ii, 392, l. 20 and

416, l. 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

Kifāyah.27 However, this is not in itself conclusive. Secondly, in his Discourse

Abraham actually refers to one of the ʾAggadotwhich 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. Yišmaʾel in the

Temple.28 In our text, however, the same account seems to be presented as a

wakeful vision.29 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 Kifāyah.

With the exceptionof a reference to oneof his explanations given elsewhere,

presumably in the same commentary, our author does not quote his otherwrit-

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.30

27 R. Dana, ed., Sefer ha-maspik leʾovdey ha-šem, 177, 260–266. Much like Abraham Mai-

monides, the author of the Treatise on Prayer, who I surmise is R. Abraham he-ḥāsīd,

considers that the phylacteries and the Divine names they contain, constitute a reminder

of the spiritual world (al-ʿālam al-rūḥānī); see P. Fenton, “A Mystical Treatise on Prayer

and the Spiritual Quest from the Pietist Circle,” jsai 16 (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 ii Maimonides in his Epistle on Esoteric Matters. See

P. Fenton, “An Epistle on Esoteric Matters by David ii Maimonides from the Genizah,” in

PesherNahum,Texts and Studies in JewishHistory andLiterature fromAntiquity through the

Middle Ages presented to NormanGolb, eds. J. Kraemer andM.Wechsler (Chicago: Chicago

University Press, 2012), 62 (Arabic text) and 69–70 (English transl.).

28 R. Margaliot, ed., “Maʾamar ʿal ʿodot derašot Ḥazal,” in Abraham Maimonides’ Milḥamōt

ha-šem, 84 on tb Berakōt 7a.

29 cul t-s Ar. 46.213.

30 Notably, St. Petersburg, Russian National Library, ii Firk. Yevr.-Arab. ns 2706. The latter

is a fragment of the al-Risālah al-muntaḵabah, a work I am inclined to ascribe to Abra-

hamMaimonides’ companion R. Abraham he-ḥāsīd. 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-ḥāsīd’s termino-

logy and that of the present text, see infra n. 40.
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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 Beraḵot 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,32 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, alonewithmy soul … I rose inmy 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-

sagewas AbrahamMaimonides 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 (ḵalā bi-nafsi-hi), separated from his suite and his possessions,

he journeyed (salaka) in the mode of external solitude towards that

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

32 tb Berakōt 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, AbrahamMaimonides

says that this verse refers to ‘true worship, worship of the heart’.
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of internal solitude (ḵalwah bāṭinah). 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 ʿOvadyah Maimonides (1228–1265ce) provides an

echo of the Plotinian description in his Treatise of the Pool:

When thou remainest alone with thy soul (wa-iḏā ḵalawta 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.35

2.2 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 Beraḵot 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 (maqāmāti-hi al-

rabbāniyyah wa-mušāhadāti-hi al-qudsiyyah), Moses grasped themystery

of the phylacteries (tefillin), to a point where, so to speak, he perceived

them with his senses in the Absolute Being (al-wujūd al-muṭlaq)? From

the verse: ‘The Lord hath sworn by His right hand, and by the arm of His

strength’ (Is. 62, 8).

Firstly, this interpretationmay have been prompted by the allegorical explana-

tion of this same passage by R. Ḥananʾel b. Ḥušiʾel (ca. 950–1085ce), preserved

in a fragment of his commentary on Beraḵot:

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

solitude’, see P. Fenton, “La pratique de la retraite spirituelle (khalwa) chez les judéo-soufis

d’Égypte,” 211–252.

35 P. Fenton, The Treatise of the Pool by ʿObadyahMaimonides (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 Exégèse

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 (ʾobanta) 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 (reʾiyat ha-lev̱). 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’

(maqāmāti-hi al-rabbāniyyah wa-mušāhadāti-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-maqāmāt al-rūḥāniyyah al-malakūtiyyah).

NowMoses Maimonides, in his Introduction to Sanhedrin x, uses the adject-

ive malakūtī as in al-rutbah al-malakūtiyyah, the ‘angelic degree’,37 whereas

AbrahamMaimonides in his Commentary on Genesis and Exodus employs the

adjective rabbānī, as in ʾasrār rabbāniyyah (‘Divine mysteries’).38 However, I

do not recall Abraham using the adjectives rūḥāniyyah, malakūtiyyah, 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-ḥasid (d.

ca. 1223ce).39 Indeed, these terms are typical of R. Abraham he-ḥasid’s lexicon

and are recurrent in the surviving specimens of the latter’s writings.40 It can

36 B.M. Levin, Otzar ha-Geonim Thesaurus of the Gaonic Responsa and Commentaries,

berāḵōt, Annex Peyrūšey R. Ḥanan eʾl, 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 tb

Meg. 24b.

37 Y. Qāfiḥ, ed., Maimonides’ Commentary on the Mišnah, Introduction to Sanhedrin, iii, 212.

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

39 Loc. cit., 379–381.

40 See P. Fenton, “Some Judaeo-Arabic Fragments by Rabbi Abraham ha-Ḥasid, the Jewish

Sufi,” Journal of Semitic Studies 26 (1981): 50–51 (Arabic text, l. 6, 20: bi-l-ʿālam al-malakūtī,

l-il-ʿālam al-rūḥānī), 52 (Ar. l. 7: wa-ʿālam al-rūḥāniyyīn), and 63 (Ar. l. 17: al-ʿawālim al-

malakūtiyyah). 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 andWest Library, 1947), 34 (Ar. l. 11: al-ʿālam al-rūḥānī; l. 12: ʿālam al-malakūt

al-rabbānī), 35 (Ar. l. 3: ʿālam al-rūḥāniyyīn), and n. 118. See also P. Fenton, “A Mystical

Treatise on Prayer and the Spiritual Quest,” jsai, 16 (1993), which I am inclined to attrib-
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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-ʾanwār al-rabbāniyyah wa-manāzil al-malakūtiyyah.41

As for the termAbsolute Being (al-wujūd al-muṭlaq), it is a philosophical and

mystical concept and a very specific Sufi technical term. Somewhat reminis-

cent of the Pure or True Being (al-wujūd al-maḥḍ) 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 ʿArabī (d. 1242ce) in his ʾInšāʾ al-dawāʾir,42 and his spiritual

disciple ʿAbd al-Karīm al-Jīlī (d. 1409ce) uses it to designate the second ontolo-

gical level of devolution, after Absolute occultation.43 Šabistārī also discusses

this concept in Question 3 of his Mystic Rose Garden, composed in 1317ce. His

commentator, al-Lahajī (d. 1506ce) 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 ’ ’.44 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 themcertain 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 ʾAggadot. The terminology

ute also to Abraham he-ḥāsīd, 151 (l. 6: ʿālami-hā al-qudsī) and 152 (l. 22–23: al-ḥaḍrah

al-malakūtiyyah al-rabbāniyyah).

41 H.Davidowitz andD. Baneth, eds., [Pseudo-]Maimonides’DeBeatitudine (Jerusalem:Mek-

ize Nirdamim, 1939), 3. See also p. 11, where he mentions sulūk al-maqāmāt, and p. 14

(rabbānī, malakūtī).

42 See P. Fenton and M. Gloton, transl., Ibn ʿArabī, La Production des cercles (Paris: Ed. de

l’eclat, 1996), 16, 21–22.

43 ʿAbd al-Karīm al-Jīlī, “Marātib al-wujūd,” in Das Buch der vierzig Stufen, ed. E. Bannerth

(Vienna: R. Rohrer, 1956), 33. See also ʿAbd al-Karīm al-Jīlī, Al-ʾinsān al-kāmil (Cairo: M.

al-Halabi, 1970), i (of ii), 37, 108–109. See thereon R.A. Nicholson, IslamicMysticism (Cam-

bridge: Cambridge University Press, 1980) 95. One is tempted to equate this second degree

with the sefīrāh ḥōḵmāh in Qabbalistic parlance, also called ‘the first section of the head

phylactery’. Cf. P. Fenton, ed., Joseph Ibn Waqār, Principles of the Qabbalah (Los Angeles:

Cherub Press, 2004), 177.

44 E.H.Whinefield, ed. and transl.,Mahmūd Šabistārī, Gulshān i Raz: TheMystic Rose Garden

(London: Trubner, 1880), 29–30; see also pp. xiv, 40, 50, and 63.
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usedbyhimdemonstrates a philosophical approachwith 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 ʾAggadot 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 ʾAggadot became a central issue and the object of

Qabbalistic and philosophical commentaries, such as those of ʿAzriʾel of Ger-

ona (ca. 1160–1238ce) and Yedaʿyah Penini (ca. 1270–1340ce). 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 twoGenizah fragments cul t-s 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

19.5/20×14cm (text 15×10cm), 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 tanwīn 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 formwhat wemay assume to have been the

beginning of a running commentary on the ʾAggadot appearing on folios 5b–

7a of the talmudic tractate Beraḵot 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 editionof the Judaeo-Arabic text anddivided it into paragraphs all of which

did not of course exist in the original.

4 The Arabic Original

4.1 Transcription

4.1.1 Extract One

cul t-s Ar. 46.213 and cul t-s Ar. 47.170

רכפאועמשתירקאלתלבךל׳דיפוהקרגסתיםלפ,ליללאיפע׳גא׳צמלאילאדועצלא45]א1[

הדאומהבלתאקיחאלסבחלסתדקהנאכךשאלץ׳כשלאךל׳דפ.הדועלאולאקתנאלאיפ

.הילערס׳גיהודעדועיאלפ,הכלמלאבךל׳דהליקבי׳דא

.ןיקיזמלאהילא׳ץרעתיאלפי׳דומלכרשןמאיץ׳כשלאא׳דהןאקחצי׳רלאקו

לכובאקעלכרשןמאיהרותלאסירדתבלגתשיןמלכןא]שיק[לןבןועמש׳רלאקו

העטקיאמבהבקאעי׳עתהללאןאפ,התאקואעיי׳צולאגתשאלאהנכמיןמלכו,וסדראו

.הבאנ׳גילאעלטתלאןע

45 cul t-s Ar. 46.213.
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היסחלארומאלאוהינאברלאהילקעלארומאלאןיבקרפלארבתעא46אריז׳רלאק

אהלאקתנאבןאל,אהילעחשלאובלכלאודסאחתלאולתאקתלאעקיה׳דהןאפהינאוהשלא

הריגלאהמילעתברסיףיכםלאעלאירתפתאילקעלאאמאו.לואלאאהמדעיינא׳תלאילא

.הנודוהןמלולו,םילעתלאבדיפתסיהנאל

קאקחתסאבךל׳דןאםלעיהילעדרתתאבאקעותאדראוןאסנאלאיאריתמאברלאק

אמרמע]…[הלרה׳טיםלןאפ.הלאמעאחאלצאיפר׳טניפ,הת]…[יפםאר׳כאבבסב

יפהלסאכתוהרותדומלתיפהריצקתבבסבךל׳דלעללב,רו׳גדו׳גוללבסניאלפ,ךל׳דב׳גוי

,ספנלארהו׳גרה׳טויםולעלאבו,הקטאנלאספנלאא׳דג]ב1[יהיתלאהיקיקחלאםולעלבלט

.הילעיהאמילעאישאלאקיאקחאהיפעבטנמלאהליקצלאהארמלאכדועתו

דאתעתלהבחמבאדאתאדראולאךלתןאםלעילפךל׳דיפרצקמריגהנאהלרה׳טןאפ

.דראולאדורודנעעלהתאלפ,תאב׳תלאהכלמספנלא

ם׳טעילהילעתאדראולאר׳תכתהנאפ,׳עתהידיןיבאי׳צרמןאכןמלפארוחסברלאק

המולעןאהאז׳גהלמ׳גןמו.ר׳ג׳צוטונקבאלתאב׳תוהבחמבאהלבקיןאטרשבו,ה׳ציועת

תקוהתלצחאמהעלאטמהתבא׳תספנלאתנאכא׳דאןאל,הילעהתבא׳תאקבת

.הטסבלאוחרפלאתקוףיכפאה׳צאבקנא

לאק.הרותלאםלעתןמןאסנאלאענמתאלאמלכהבהאלשןירוסיאהנאהמאלעןמולאק

הבהאלשןירוסיןיפנצלאןא׳דהולור׳כאלק.אהתאקואיפהאלצלאןמענמתאלאמר׳כא

.רי׳כלכילאלציה׳צאירלאהכלמלוצחבןאל

םהללצחתםלולארשיל׳עתהללאאהאטעהליל׳גאיאטע׳תל׳תיסויןבןועמש׳רלאק

.תאעטקתותא׳צאירדעבאלאםהתאו׳דיפתררקתאלו

עו׳גלאב48םתיפו,שטעלאבהרמיפםהת׳צאירדעבאלא47לצחתםלהרותלא:ילואלא

:יניסרבדמיפהידאמהלאחלכואסנלאןע]א2[לאזענאלאבם׳ת.ןמלאלזנןאילא

:הנש׳מלאלוטרבדמלאיפארטאמךבסחולארשיץרא:׳בלאו

תאמרחמלאאהבנ׳גתוהשעתווצמבספנלאה׳צאירדעבאלאלצחיאלאבהםלועה:׳גלאו

.לאלחלאולותאוהשלאיפקארגתסאלאןעאה׳גורכוהיערשלא

הילעדרתוהיקל׳כלאליא׳צפלאו49היקטנלאליא׳צפלאבלגתשיןמלכןנחי׳רידיןיבליק

התאלזץיחמתלךל׳דןאםלעילבטנקיאלאההבשודאלואלאתומל׳תמהחדאפרומא

הקראפמילערסחתלאועלטתלאבלאקתנאלאדנעהקאלעהספנליקבתאליתחהתאלפגו

.אהתקוללאצתאלאןעאהקועתרא׳תאאהיפאקבתפ,דלולאולאמלא

סילוקאקחתסאבהבאקעאלאךל׳דסילפ,םקעלאוםיעגנלאבילתביןמןא:ןנחוי׳רלאק

אובל׳גו.ה׳ציועתלךל׳דןאכאמברפ.אראגצםהדקפודאלואקזראדהלבהבחמבאדאאמה

.םל׳טמתיביפאמיאנהד׳גופ,הדועילןנחוי׳רהילאל׳כדפ׳ץרמרזעלא׳רןאוהורב׳כךל׳דיפ

יאראמלפ.התדאמאפצוהספנהינארונןמתיבלאךל׳דא׳צאפהעאר׳דס״עןנחוי׳רףשכפ

ףו׳כהה׳גןמךפסאתןאכןא?איכאבתנאא׳דאמילעןנחוי׳רהללאק.אכברזעלא׳רךל׳ד

46 In the original: ׳וכוםדורשבתדמה״בקהתדמכאלשהארואב
47 לצחת םל in the margin.

48 Leg. םילא
49 היקטנלא ליא׳צפלאב in margin.
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]ב2[ר׳תכןמיוסןאאנסרדדקפ.ףראעמלאוםולעלאעימ׳גלמכתסתםלתנאו,לאקתנאלא

.הסאירלאואנ׳תלאבלטאלהקאטנלאהספנלימכתםלעלאבלטיפהתיינןוכת׳דנמללקןמו

ם׳טעא׳דהודאלואהרשעאנאתדקפדקירתפ,ךלדאלואתדקפךנוכהה׳גןמאיכאבתנכןאו

ןאכןאו.יבאצמביזעתלאויסאתלאךענקיפ,הבםת׳כתאאצפהת׳ד׳כתארשאעלארצנ׳כ

ןיתלאחלאניאמלקןאסנאלאןאםלעאפ,אינדלאיפךילעלאוחאלארתקתהה׳גןמךאכב

.אינדלאיפקזרלאהעסילעףסאתאלפהר׳כאלאילעתלצחדקו

הנטאבלאוהרהא׳טלאךתרוצלאמ׳גה׳גהבןמתיאראמליניכביאמנארזעלא׳רהללאק

תיכבדקל:הללאק.הרצנעלרצנעלכדועיוהיפאצלאהדאמלאה׳דהבארתלאיפילבתףיכ

.קחב

ר׳כארב׳כ

אלסברדהוחאהדוהי׳רהילאל׳כדפ,תדספורמ׳כהיבא׳כהיאמהעבראהלןאכאנוה׳ר

אנדיסלעל:הלולאקהדנעאור׳צחאמלפ.ךל׳דיפהלוע׳גותילםימכחלאןמהעאמ׳גואדיסח

דקתניישבםכדנעםהתמאנאלהו:םהללאק.אהנמדקתנמלאחלציוהלאמעאיפשתפי

יאפ:םהללאק?קאקחתסאריגבץ׳כשלאבקאעיןארו׳גדו׳גולאיפלהו:הלולאק.היפילע

האטעאיפהלי׳דלא51ילו׳כלאףצניאלאנדיסןאאנגלב:הלולאק50]א1[?ינעםכגלביש

העיביוהקרסיאמהל׳צפאלאילא52ר׳צחיבלהו:םהללאק.םרכלאבטחהשקןמהצחיאמ

הל׳צפילעתלצחולוקראסלאדעבקרסא:ל׳תמלאלוקהבשיא׳דה:הלולאק.ימלעריגןמ

.לכאמלא

׳תלאךלתןאלאק׳ץעבפ.ךל׳דיפהפצניהנאהספנילעלבק53תקולאךל׳דןמןא:ולאק

רעסאלגלבךלתןאלאק׳ץעבו.אדיי׳גארמ׳כתדאעהיילכלאילאתדספתנאכיתלאהיבא׳כ

.רמ׳כלאןמ׳תבל׳כלאךל׳דעיבאיתחל׳כלא

התיאנעןמר׳תכאהעאמ׳גלאבהללאהיאנעןאאנלןיאןמ:קחצי׳רןעלקנאדאברלאק

ם׳תהטסבהספניפןאסנאלאד׳גי׳תיחבתסנכהתיביפהלאחהניכשלאןאודארפלאב

הרשעעמת׳גאא׳דאךל׳דכו.לאתדעבבצנםיהלא׳וקןמ?אהנע׳גרא׳כהתאלצלהבסנלאב

ה׳תל׳תךל׳דכו.׳וגובצנםיהלא׳וקןמ?םהעמהניכשלאןא,תסנכהתיבריגיפולו,אל׳צפ

?םהעמהניכשלאוהיאנעלאהדו׳גויפ׳עתהללאלדעורה׳טיוסאנלאןיבומכחילוסל׳גא׳דא

הרותלאבןילגתשמןינ׳תאסל׳גא׳דאךל׳דכו.טפשיםיהלאברקב:ץנלאםאמתאהיפ׳וקןמ

לילד׳ומשיבשוחלו׳׳וקןמו.׳גווהערלאשיאיוייאריורבדנזא:׳וקןמ?םהעמהניכשלא

המיזעלאר׳גאהלפלעפלאבאהבםוקיםלןאלאילא]ב1[הנאילעו,הוצמלמעילעםזעןא

לצתתויפצתהספנןא,הלקעבלגתשאוהספנבאל׳כא׳דאדארפלאולוןאאנלןיאןמו.א׳ציא

ריכזארשאםוקמהלכב׳וקןמ,היצ׳כשהינאברהיאנעהבחצתו,הניכשלאורונלאםלאעב

.ךיתכרבוךילאאובאימשתא

50 cul t-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 תקולא in the margin.
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התאמאקמיפךרדאס״אעהשמןאאנלןיאןמ:קחצי׳רןעלקנאדאבררבןיברלאק

דו׳גולאיפאסחךל׳דדהאשהנאכיתחןיליפתלארסהיסדקלאהתאדהאשמוהינאברלא

האמאחמלאוב׳דללתלע׳געאר׳דלאןאאמכפ.וזעעורזבוונימיביויעבשנ׳וקןמ?קלטמלא

ילעאהתב׳תיוהוצמלאה׳דהרסךרדיןמלהיקומ׳עתהתיאנעךל׳דכ,ןדבלאהלמ׳גןע

ךרדאי׳דלאןילפתלאה׳דהתויביפבותכמישיאיפס״עםהתרואחמירתילא.אהתקיקח

י׳דלאהלמלאה׳דהבהיאנעלאילעלדתץוצנאהנאאורכ׳דו.לקעלאםלאעיפהשמאהרס

הינאמס׳גהלאחם׳תןאאל,ילעאלאאלמלאילאםהלהלצומןוכתל׳ץיארפלאה׳דהבוערש

ןמר׳טנילפתוכרבשוריפיפןואגייאהוניברראשאדקינעמלאא׳דהו.ךל׳דןעהללאילאעת

.]היערדאב[יביתכוהלכו:׳וקבםאלכלאר׳כאיפינעמלאא׳דהילאס״עוראשאדקו.ם׳ת

4.1.2 Extract Two

cul t-s Ar. 47.170 and cul t-s Ar. 46.213

ס״עאו׳תחאמנאיתלאהילקעלארומאלאה׳דהראבתעאאהדרוייתלא׳טאפלאלא54]א2[

דקםהארתפ.אהכארדאה׳דליפקארגתסאלאואהתיחמלל׳גאןמסארעאלארו׳צחילע

.אורכ׳דאמהקחיפאורכ׳ד

ףוס׳נש,םיעמשנוירבדףוסלםימשתאריובשישםדאלכ:אנוהבר׳מאובלח׳ר55׳מא

׳מא?םדאהלכהזיכיאמ.םדאהלכהזיכרמשויתווצמתאואריםיהלאהתאעמשנלכהרבד

הזלוקש:׳מאאנהכרבהבא׳ר.הזליבשבאלאארבנאלםלועהלכה״בקהרמא:רזעלא׳ר

םלועהלכארבנאל:׳מואאמוזןבןועמשהל׳מאו,יאזעןבןועמש]׳ר[.ולוכםלועהלכדגנכ

םהלהיהנוהרמאוסאנללה׳טעווהמאלכיפהדצקןוכיןמלכןאךל׳דינעמ.הזלתווצְלִאלא

יפרי׳תאתוהביהוהלוצהמאלכלהללאלע׳גיןאפאירלאןמ׳טפחתלאו,׳עתהללאתא׳ד

.סכעלאבוהיעמאסבולק

אופלכתיוהוסנאילםהאמנאסאנלארוהמ׳גהיקבןאכינעי,׳הזלתווצל׳:׳וקינעמו

.ינאסנאלאעונלאדו׳גוןמהיאגלאוהל׳צאפלאןאסנאלא]ב2[ןאלהמד׳כוהלאגשא

,םולשולםידקהלבייח,םולשולןתילליגראוהשוריבחבעדויהלכ:אנוה׳ר׳מאובלח׳ר׳מאו

.םכיתבבינעהתלזג:׳נש,ןלזגארקנולריזחהאלוםולשולןתנםא]ו[.ופדרוםולששקב:׳נש

ישדקרהלאםיתואיבהו׳נש?ללפתמה״בקהשןיינמ:יסוי׳רםושמןנחוי׳ר56׳מא

ימחרולוגיו,יסעכתאימחרושבכישינפלמןוצריהי?ילצמיאמו.יתלפתתיבבםיתחמשו

.ןידהתרושמםינפלםהלסנכאו,םימחרתדמבינבםעגהנתאו,יתודמלע

הלאצתאליחתסמאלעול׳גהאלאלאןאהבאצלאדנערוהשמלאןאכאמלהנאךל׳דינעמ

ילאזאגלאלאה׳דהבס״עודשראפ,ינאסנאלאבכרמלאינעא,הר׳דקלאהאמחלאה׳דהב

התמחר]בל[גתןאדו׳גולאלצאיפאשדקהלוהמלאהתמ׳טעעמ׳עתהנאוהו,קחלאיארלא

וההלפתלא57ןמדוצקמלאינעמלאןאל,איבנאללתאדאשראוהנמינאעמו.עונלאהלמ׳גל

54 cul t-s Ar. 47.170.

55 tb Ber. 6b.

56 tb Ber. 7a.

57 דוצקמלא in margin.
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אמנא׳ץרגלאןא?ילצמיאמ׳וקבםהזאגלאירתילא.ןאכמאלאבם׳ת,הסדקבאנ׳גבהלצלא

58]א3[ילעקפשמםחאר,הלהאלרבדמ,לפסלאםלאעבינתעמ׳עתהנוכלדאשראלאוה

האלצלאינעמןאיר׳כאע׳צאומיפאונייבדקו.ץראהתאיויבזע:לאקןמלוקכסילו,הצאו׳כ

59.ןונאימחר,אמעטיאמ.׳שילאוגאתולצד:ולאקהמחר

לאירתכאיתיארו60תרטקריטקהליתסנכנתחאםעפ:עשילאןבלאעמשי׳ר׳מאאינת

יהיםלועלשונובר:וינפליתרמא.ינכרבינבלאעמשי:ילרמא.אשנוםראסכלעתואבצהי

,ךיתודמלעךימחרולגיו,ךפאןורחבישילודגהךבוטו,ךסעכתאךימחרושבכישךינפלמןוצר

עמשמאקיאמ.שארילענענו.ןידהתרושמםינפלםהלסנכתוםימחרתדמבךינבםעגהנתתו

.ךיניעבהלקטוידהתכרביהתלאםלועלןלעמשמקאה?ןל

ןא׳כדדומעלצתאאמלהיתוכלמלאהינאחורלאדייסלאא׳דהתאמאקמהלמ׳גןמא׳דה

הנאכפ,ךרדאאמהיסחלאתרטקלארסןמךרדאו,לצתאאמב61הלי׳דלאילקעלאתרטקלא

,לאירתכאםהליל׳גוםהסיירי׳דלאהלאעפלאלוקעלאבתארמב62ךא׳דהמאקמיפלצתא

רשוקהנאהנע]ב3[ולאקי׳דלאוהו.ןורטטימר׳כאע׳צומיפוןופלדנסהגיגחיפימסמלאוהו

אמסאלאםהפיןמדנעונוקלםירתכרשוק׳וקןיבולאירתכא׳וקןיבקרפאלפ.ונוקלםירתכ

והןמהמ׳טעואסכלאךארדאילאהתראפסבלצווךאלמלאא׳דהבלצתאאמלפ.הקתשמלא

.ךרדאאמבברטלאודי׳גמתלאוםי׳טעתלאוחיבסתלאאלאהעסיםלהלבוסנמ

,ףאעסאלאילאה׳גאתחמאהד׳גופהלמלאספנאילאעלטתהמאקמיפס״עהנאם׳ת

הלאחם׳תןאאל,יעדאמבאעדפ,קל׳כלאהלמ׳גבףווארלאםוחרלאןמםהלהמחרבלטו

.לאה׳גלאענשיאמכהינאמס׳ג

קארואבךל׳דדעבחפצןאבהבאו׳גןאכפךל׳דןעלאסהנאםירתסתלגמבחאצרכ׳דדקו

האורשפנהףאהארנוניאוהאורה״בקההמ.ה״בקהדגנכ?ימדגנכיכרבהשמחינה׳וקןע

םאלכלאא׳דהאמנאו.אריאמליבקןמסיל׳עתהללאןאבוחרצדקארתלאק׳גותיארנוניאו

63]א4[.םדאינבןושלכ׳ותהרבד׳וקלאונמילעאיבנאלאראעתסאאמכהראעתסאוזא׳גמ

,ףא׳צמלאף׳דחבתואבצהיךאלמלוקיהנאכךל׳דןאפתואבצהילאירתכא׳וקבעציאלו

רארסאןמםאקמלאךל׳דיפהלףשכנאהנאינעי,שארילענענו׳וקו.רי׳תכךל׳דל׳תמו

.ךל׳דיפףאכא׳דהו.ךל׳דלבקהכרדיןכיםלאמדו׳גולאידאבמ

ןתמה:השמלה״בקהולרמא.ךליתחינהווכליינפ:׳תכדיאמ:יסוי׳רםושמןנחוי׳ר׳מא

לאו:׳תכדכ.ןיא?ה״באשדוקימקאחתיראכיאימו.ךליתחינהודימםעזלשםינפוכלישדע

:היב׳תכדםעלבמץוחהעשהתואןווכלהלוכיהירבלכןיאו.עגר?ומעזהמכו.םוילכבםעוז

אנרכזימע:׳שילאיבנוהל׳מאקדוניהוהבסעוכה״בקהשהעשעדויהיהש,ןוילעתעדעדוי

ימיבםכילעיתסעכאלשםכמעיתישעתוקדצהמכועד:׳גורועבןבםעלבותואהנעהמו.׳גו

.טילפודירשםכמרייתשנאליתסעכאלמלאשםעלב

58 cul t-s Ar. 46.213.

59 tb Pes. 117b.

60 V adds: בשויאוהשתואבצ׳ההילאירתכאיתיארוםינפלוינפל .

61 הל ידלא in margin.

62 המאקמךאדיפ in margin.

63 tb Ned. 3a.
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עקרקיבגלעןהירתכןיחינמברעמוחרזמיכלמלכו,תחרוזהמחהשהעשב:ריאמ׳ר64׳מא

.סעוכדימהמחלםיוחתשמו65

היאנעלאהדשרדקןוכי׳עתהבאנ׳ג]ב4[וחנרשבלאה׳גותרדקילעןאדאשראהלכא׳דה

,הינאמזלארידאקמלארסיאולו,בא׳גחנאלאלצחיתמו,םהלהיאקולאוהיאמחלאוםהב

המחרלאעמויקבו,האיז׳גלאהדידשלאהיאנעללהב׳גומלאהקאלעלאךלתת׳פעצ

ראשאא׳דהילאו.תאיקתלא׳ץרעמיפתאדו׳גומלאהלמ׳גלהלמאשלאהילכלאהיאנעלאו

היאגיפס״עםהונאכו.םהיפרי׳תאתלאילערדקייכללארשיתאלפגבקרתמןאכםעלבןאב

לב,ןיעהפרטולובא׳גחנאאלוהלפגםה׳ד׳כאתםלפהדצקמלןטפתלאוהבנתלאו׳ץקיתלא

אלאא׳דהאפכאמו.דצקמםהיפהלםתיםלפ,המצ׳כןמר׳דחלא׳ץקיתמלאםצ׳כלאכונאכ

ה׳דהו.דצקאמד׳צבקטניןאכןאילאהבקחלאהרמאאמבו,הסאפנאבןייבנלאדייסהרסק

םלוליתלאבא׳גחנאללהב׳גומלאקיאועלאםהנעעפר׳עתהללאןוכימ׳טעלאהנמלאיה

לוקלאר׳כאיפס״עריאמ׳רחרצדקו.םהיפםעלבןמרי׳תאתלאעקוהלפגלאתעקוועפתרת

ןירבדתסמהירבדמוהכולמונוכיאמתקויפאלאלפסלאםלאעילעט׳כסלאלצחיסילןא

.םהפןמלףאכא׳דהפ.׳עתהבאב

תויוקלמהמכמרתויםדאלשובלב[תחאתודרמהבוטיסוי׳רםושמןנחוי׳ר׳מא

4.2 Translation

cul t-s Ar. 47.170 folio 1a begins in themiddle of an explanation of an ʾAggadah

to be found in tb Beraḵot, 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. Ḥama says in the name of R. Šimʿon b. Laqiš: 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’.66 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 šemaʿ, 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 šemaʿ and meditates upon passing away

and the return (of the soul), has, assuredly, availed himself of theweaponswith

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: ריאמיברדהימשמאנת .

65 V: םהישארב .

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 personwould be preserved from the evil of any harm-

ful thing and not be exposed to adverse circumstances.67 R. Šimʿon b. Laqiš

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

theTorah andwastes the opportunity to do so, thenGod [visits himwith suffer-

ings]68 and punishes himwith that which dissevers him frommeditating upon

the Divinity.

R. Zera states: ‘Consider the difference between intellectual and divinemat-

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 himexaminehowhemay 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 hewill

be aware that these tribulations came about through chastisements (ʾādāb)70

of love in order to inure in the soul the habit of constancy, so let him not fret

when misfortune visits him.

R. Seḥorah 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 themazziqimwhich

inhabit ruins mentioned in tb Beraḵot 3a; R. Abraham translates this word as dabīb ‘rep-

tiles’, thus defusing the superstitious import (see R. Dana, ed., Sefer ha-maspik leʾovdey

ha-šem, 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 islamischenMystik,” Symbolon i (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 ʾadab, lit. ‘instruc-

tion’.
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accepts them with love and constancy and not with despair and irritation.71

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!72

[Yaʿqov b. Idi and R. Aḥa b. Ḥaninah differ with regard to the following:] The

one73 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 fromme’ (Ps. 66, 20).] A third74 said: Both of these cases

are chastisements of love for whosoever obtains habitus and spiritual prepara-

tion75 will attain every goodness.

It has been taught: R. Šimʿon b. Yosi76 says: The Almighty, exalted beHe, gave

Israel three precious gifts, all of which were bestowed solely through discipline

(riyāḍah) and deprival.77

The first is theTorah,whichwas only revealed after they had undergone spir-

itual preparation atMara through thirst,78 and at Elim throughhunger until the

Mannah descended,79 and through chastity [2a] aswell as through the physical

conditions (suffered) in the Sinai desert.80

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, iii, 17, 470–471.

72 The terms ‘distress’ or ‘retraction’ and ‘ease’ recall the Sufi states of qabḍ and basṭ. Cf.

A.H. Maḥmūd andM. b. al-Šarīf, eds., Al-Qušayrī, al-Risālah al-Qušayrīyah (Cairo, 1966), i,

196.

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

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

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

76 V: Yoḥay.

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. Yoḥanan: 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.81

R. Yoḥanan stated that to be afflicted with disease and barrenness is a pun-

ishment of whichonewasdeserving andnot 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. Elʿazar

once fell ill and R. Yoḥanan 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 (nūr-

āniyyat nafsi-hi) of his soul and the limpidity of his matter.83 Upon beholding

this, R. Elʿazar wept84 and R. Yoḥanan 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,85 havewe 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-hā.

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

83 According to tb Bābā Meẓiʿa, 84a, R. Yoḥanan was of radiant beauty. In his Commentary

on Exodus 35, 29, Abraham Maimonides mentions the ‘luminosity (nūrāniyyah) 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 ʿArabī (= al-Kašānī), Tafsīr al-

qurʾān al-karīm, (Beirut: Dar al-Andalus, 1978), 39 onQurʾān 20, 22, thewhiteness 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 Saʿadya on Ex. 3, 6). It is a

frequent leitmotiv in Persian poetry; see J. Stephenson, transl., Abū l-Majd al-Sanāʾī, The

EnclosedGarden (Lahore, 1908), 25, 44 (Persian text p. 28, l. 20): ‘the handof Moses became

a moon’.

84 V: Thereupon, he noticed that R. Elʿazar 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 themeagerness of your sustenance in

this world? Know then that few are themortals that have the privilege to enjoy

two states.87 Thou hast obtained the world to come, grieve not over the meas-

ure of sustenance in this world! R. Elʿazar replied: “I am weeping on account

of the gleam of the beauty of thine outward and inward form88 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]90They replied: “Wehave heard that themaster 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!”

It is said that henceforthhepledgedhimself to give (him)his fair share. Some

report that thereupon the four hundred jars that had turned to vinegar became

finewine again, whereas others reported that the (price of) vinegar rose so high

that it sold for the same price as wine.

[tb Beraḵot 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 hewould show to the bereaved in order to induce in themhis own attitude

of resignation (see B.M. Levin, Otzar ha-Geonim, Thesaurus of the Gaonic Responsa and

Commentaries, ʾOẓar ha-Geʾōnīm, Berāḵōt, Section ii, Peyrūšīm, 6).

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

88 See supra, n. 10.

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

90 cul t-s Ar. 47.170.
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R. Adda91 says in the name of R. Isaac: “How do we know that Divine Provid-

ence92 rests upon the community93 rather thanupon 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’ (Ib.). 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’ (Ib.). 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 themidst

of the judges He judgeth’ (Ib.). 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

[a man] 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,94 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).95

[tb Berākhōt 6b]

R. Abin son of R. Assa96 in the name of R. Isaac (further) stated: “How do we

know that in his supernal stations and sacred contemplations,97Moses grasped

themystery of the phylacteries (tefillin),98 to a point where, so to speak, he per-

ceived themwith his senses in the Absolute Being?99 From the verse: ‘The Lord

91 V: Rabin b. 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 The lesson 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 whosemysteryMoses grasped

in theworldof the Intellect?Theymentioned 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.100 This interpretation has

already been alluded to by R. Hayya Gaon in his commentary on the tractate

Beraḵotwhere the (reader) can find it.101 The Sages too referred to thenotion (of

Providence) at the end of their discussion with the words ‘and all these verses

(referring to the unique relationship between God and Israel)102 are written on

[the tefillin of] his arm’.103

4.2.2 Extract Two Translation104

[tb Berākhōt 6b]105

100 I.e., the divine phylacteries are not physical but ametaphor 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, Beraḵot, section 1 (tešūḇōt), 12,

where he explains that this means God showedMoses how tomake tefillin; see A.Y. Brum-

berg, ed., Peyrūšey rišʾōnīm l-ʾaggādōt Ḥazal, 39; cf. also the quote in Hayya’s name apud S.

b. Adret,Ḥiddūšey ha-Rašba (Warsaw: P. Lebensohn, 1859), fol. 4c; see also B. Aškenazi, Šiṭ-

ṭāhmequbeẓẓet (NewYork: s. n., 1956), fol. 2c, which is a literal interpretation. Further frag-

ments of R. Hayya’s Talmudic commentary on Beraḵot have been listed by Y.M. Dubovick,

“The First Folio of Rav Hayya Gaon’s Commentary on Tractate Beraḵot,”Netūʿim 19 (2014):

143–154, 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, J.R. Hacker, M. Halbertal, M. Idel, E. Kanarfogel and E. Reiner, eds. (Alon

Shvut: Tevunot Press, 2012), ii (of ii), 143–154 (Hebrew).

102 Enumerated in tb Berakōt 6a, ult.

103 tb Berakōt 6b, top.

104 After a small gap of about onemissing page, the commentary resumes with the sayings of

R. Ḥelbō to be found in tb Berakōt 6b. It begins with a commentary his words: ‘R. Ḥelbō

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 theTalmud are reported henceforth in the originalHebrew

and are left untranslated.
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[2a]106 thewordswhichwere quoted (are conducive to) themeditationof 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. Ḥelbo 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).108 What is meant by the expression: ‘For this

is the whole man’?—R. Elʿazar 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. Šimʿon b. ʿAzzay says [some say it was R. Šimʿon

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, thenGodwill 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.109

R. Ḥelbo further said in the name of R. Huna: If one knows that his friend is

used to greetinghim, let himgreet him first, for it is said: ‘Seekpeace andpursue

it’ (Ps. 34, 15).110 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 cul t-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. 58a, states that all creatures serve the Perfect

Man (rajul kāmil) (see Y. Qāfiḥ, ed., Maimonides’ Commentary on the Mišnah, 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 PerfectMan (al-ʾinsānal-kāmil).

See further in P. Fenton, “Le Symbolisme du nombre quarante et la doctrine de l’Homme

Parfait dans la mystique juive et musulmane,” inMélanges 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’.



a fragment of a mystical-philosophical commentary 85

[Berākhōt 7a]

R. Yoḥanan 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).111 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.112 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 furthermorewith (its) possibility.Dost thounot 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).113 Elsewhere (tb Pesaḥim 117b) they have

explained that the meaning of prayer is a petition, as they stated: [The ending

of the benediction preceding] the (ʿamidah) 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. Yišmaʾel b. Elišaʿ says: I once entered [into the innermost

part of the Sanctuary] to offer incense and saw Akatriʾel Yah, the Lord of Hosts,

seated upon a high and exalted throne.114 He said tome: Yišmaʾel, My son, bless

111 See on this passage the responsum of Saʿadyah Gaon (see B.M. Levin, Otzar ha-Geonim,

Thesaurus of the Gaonic Responsa and Commentaries, section 1, tešūḇōt, 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 I do 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

AbrahamMaimonides to ‘the naturalist scholars’ and ‘Greek philosophers’ (see S. Rosen-

blatt, ed., The HighWays to Perfection of AbrahamMaimonides, ii, 129–130).

113 Cf. Y. Qāfiḥ, ed., Maimonides’ Commentary on the Mišnah, iii, 19, 523; see also S. Pines,

transl., Moses Maimonides, The Guide of the Perplexed, 480.

114 See alsoon this passage the responsumof SaʿadyahGaon (seeB.M. Levin,Otzarha-Geonim,
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Me! I replied: ‘Master of theWorld, may it be Thy will that Thy mercy may sup-

press Thy anger and Thymercy 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?Herewe 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 (maqāmāt) of this master

when the columnof his spiritual (lit. ‘intellectual’) cloud of incense communed

with the ineffable andhe grasped the ultimate through themystery of the phys-

ical incense.115 He became, as it were, united with his degree (maqām) (situ-

ated) in the levels of the active intellects, the principal and noblest of whom is

Akatriʾel.116 It is said of the latter, called Sandalfon in the treatise Ḥagigah (tb

Ḥagigah 13b), and elsewhereMaṭaṭron, [3b] that he ‘tresses crowns for his Cre-

ator’ (Ibid.). Now there is no difference between Akatriʾel 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. Yišmaʾel) could but burst into praise, exaltation, glorification, and emotion

at thatwhichhehadgrasped.Thereupon, in this stationhe 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.117 (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, tešūḇōt, 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 Akatriʾel to allude to keter, first sefīrāh. Cf.

T. Abū l-ʿAfiya, ʾOtsar ha-kāḇōd (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 (wuṣūl) in this level (maqām),

intensifying his bond and his desire, he prayed for continuance and communion (ʾittiṣāl)

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, Beraḵot, Annex Peyrūšey

R. Ḥanan eʾl, p. 5).
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The author of Megillat Setarim118 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 thewholeworld, so the soul fills the body.] Just as theHolyOne, 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].119 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 ‘Akatriʾel 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).120 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 Beraḵot 7a]

R. Yoḥanan further said in the name of R. Yose: [Howdo you know thatwemust

not try to placate a man in the time of his anger?] What is the meaning of the

verse: ‘My facewill go and Iwill give thee rest’ (Ex. 33, 14)?TheHolyOne, blessed

beHe, said toMoses: ‘Wait tillMy countenance of wrath shall have passed away

and then I shall give thee rest’. Is anger then amood of theHoly 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, n. 7.

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

120 The literature relative to this debate inmediaeval sources has been summarised byR.Mar-

goliot, Malʾaḵey ʿelyōn, (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 Balām, of whom it is written: ‘He knoweth the knowledge of the

Most High’ (Nu. 24, 16)? [Now, he did not even know themind 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 Balām

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. Elʿazar 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 Balām. For had I been angry, not one remnant would have been left

of the enemies of Israel.121

[tb Beraḵot 7a]

It was taught in the name of R. Meʾir: At the time when the sun rises and all the

kings of the East and West place their crowns upon the soil122 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 Balām 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 unwariness123 even for the twinkling of an eye

but remained like an attentive contender on the alert for his opponent and

thus Balāmwas unable to carry out his aim against them. Even this was insuffi-

cientwere it not for theMaster of prophetswhoopposedhis intentionswithhis

breath and with what God enjoined him to recite following [Balām’s] imprec-

ations.124 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 Iʾnḥijāb, lit. ‘concealment’ from ḥijāb, which is also a Sufi technical term. Cf. A. al-Razzāq,

Dictionary of the Technical Terms of the Sufis (Calcutta: s.n., 1845), 35, no. 116.

124 Obviously based on amidraš, the source of which has escaped me.
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conducive to concealment which had they not been removed then inattention

would have taken place and the Balām’s (curse) would have taken effect upon

them.

R. Yoḥanan 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 aiu Geniza collection, are not only part of the Cambridge Judaeo-Arabic

manuscript published byDr E. Hurvitz in 1974, but they belong to the very same

gathering, forming its outer folios.125 Hence, they add to the beginning and end

of Hurvitz’s text since Lewis-Gibson Arabic ii.39, fol. 2 (Hurvitz’s text, p. 1), is

the direct continuation of the present Arabic manuscript folio 1a–b,126 while

its folio 2a–b is the immediate continuation of Lewis-Gibson Arabic ii.39, fol. 5

(Hurvitz’s text p. 12, end).127 In order to facilitate its reading diacritical points

and punctuation have been added to the text.

5.1 Edition of Paris, aiu Arabe ii.1

]א1[

תוישעמלא.םאסקאהסמ׳כילאםסקנתהריגיפו

.םאסקאהעבראילעםסקנתאהורכ׳דיתלא

תושרדלאםאסקאאמא

ןאפהסמ׳כלא

לואלאםסקלא

אהתרהא׳טהלאלדו,הרהא׳טאהבדוצקמלאתושרדאהנמ

125 E. Hurvitz, “Maʾamar ʿal ʿodot derašot Ḥazal,” 139–168, where he published part of the

original Judaeo-Arabic based on Cambridge, Westminster College, Lewis-Gibson Arab-

ic ii.39, fols. 2r and 5v. See supra, n. 13.

126 Corresponding to R. Margaliot, ed., AbrahamMaimonides’ Milḥamōt ha-šem, 89, lines 6–

24.

127 Corresponding to R. Margaliot, ed., AbrahamMaimonides’ Milḥamōt ha-šem, 93, lines 22–

30, where the Hebrew translation is much abridged.
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םסקלאא׳דהו.אהתלוהסלןילגתשמלאר׳תכאלהניב

הלא׳תמפ,לא׳תמלרקתפיןאןמןיבאהנוכעמ

׳ר׳מא:תוכרברמגיפםהלוקןאיבלאהדאמ

םדאלרוסאיאחויןבןועמש׳רםושמןנחוי

אלמיזא:׳נש,הזהםלועבקוחשויפאלמיש

םיוגבורמאיזא.הנרונינושלווניפקוחש

קוחשאלמייתמיא.הלאםעתושעלייילידגה

לידגהםיוגבורמאישןמזב?הנרוננושלווניפ

ינא׳תלאםסקלאו.הלאםעתושעלייי

א׳דהבדצקלאו,ןטאבורהא׳טאהלתושרדאהנמ

]ב1[

לאינעמלאאלהיפןטאבלאינעמלאוהםסקלא

ףאל׳כרהא׳טהללע׳גאמנאו.הנמרהא׳ט

הלכלבאהר׳תכאןיבדקדיאופלהנטאב

א׳דהלא׳תמו.הנשמלאחרשוהלאלדלאיפ

,ובלח׳ר׳מא:תוינעתרמגיפםהלוקםסקלא

ה׳׳בקהדיתע:רזעלא׳ר׳מא,האריבאלוע׳מא

דמועאוהוןדעןגבםיקידצללוחמתושעל

,ועבצאבולהארמדחאודחאלכוןהיניב

וניוקהזוניהלאהנהאוההםויבהיהו:׳נש

החמשנוהליגנולוניוקיייהזונעישויוול

אשאחישרדלאא׳דהרהא׳טפ.ותעושיב

.לקאעלכולב,ערשתמלכהדאקתעאןמ

הנאךשאלהליאקהדצקי׳דלאהנטאבו

הנאלערשתמלכןמהדאקתעאדוצקמלא

ייחלרכ׳דמלאםיקידצלאר׳גאןאךל׳דו.קחלא

אלאמ׳עתהנמםהכארדאוהאבהםלועה

היאגוהךל׳דו,אינדלאראדיפהכארדאןכמי

]א2[

׳גרחיאממולו,׳גרחלאןעךאסמאלאוםלחלאיפ

אהיכחיתלאהי׳צקלאה׳דהל׳תמ׳גרחדשא

רי׳תכדומלתלאיפףנצלאא׳דהל׳תמו

׳תלא׳תלאףנצלאו

הלא׳תמו.חיחצדאקתעאהנמםלעתיי׳דלאוה

ולורמאשהשעמ:תוינעתתנשמיפםהלוק

ואצ:ןהלרמא.םימשגודרישלגעמהינוחל

.וקמיאלשליבשבםיחספירונתוסינכהו

:רמא.הכותבדמעוהגועגע.ודריאלוללפתה



a fragment of a mystical-philosophical commentary 91

ןבכינאשילעםהינפומשךינבםלועלשונובר

יניאשלודגהךמשבינאעבשנ.ךינפלתיב

םימשגהוליחתה.ךינבלעםחרתשדעןאכימזז

:רמא.ףעזבודרי.יתלאשךכאל:רמא.ןיפטנמ

ודרי.הבדנוהכרבןוצרימשגאלאיתלאשךכאל

דאקתעאהנמםלעתיהשעמלאא׳דהפ.ןנקתכ

בי׳גיהמסאילאעתוךראבתהללאןאוהו,חיחצ

:הבאתכןמ׳צתאמכ,ןיחלאצלאהדיבעאעד

]ב2[

ונהלאיייכוילאםיבורקםיהלאולרשאלודגיוגימיכ

יייוארקתזא:היבנדיילעלאקו.וילאוניארקלכב

התנמ׳צתאמיפו.יננהרמאיועושתהנעי

ךל׳דרי׳טנו.והנעאויניארקי:השמלהלפת

תחאםעפ:תוינעתרמגיפםהלוקדומלתלאיפ

.תותשלםימםהלהיהאלולגרללארשילכולע

היהשדחאןומגהלצאןוירוגןבןומידקנךלה

םימתולעמהרשעםיתשיניולה:ולרמא.םש

ולץצק.ףסכירככרשעםינשךלןתונינאו

:ולחלשונמזעיגהשכ.ןמזולעבקוףסכ

שיןאדע:ולחלש.תועמואםימואילרגש

.תועמואםימילרגש:ולחלשםירהצב.חוריל

החנמב.םויבתוהשילשיןאדע:ולחלש

דעולחלש.תועמואםימילרגש:ולחלש

לכןומגהותוארמא.םויבתוהשילשיןא

.ודריוישכעםימשגודריאלהלוכהנשה

השעהמ.ץחרמהתיבלהחמשבסנכנ

5.2 Translation of Paris, aiu Arabe ii.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 byway of explanation, namely the following passage from the treatise

Beraḵot (31a): R. Yoḥanan said in the name of R. Šimʿon 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 Taʿanit (31a): R. Ḥelbo said in the name of ʿUlla of Bira, R. Elʿazar said:

In the days to come, theHolyOne blessed beHewill hold a chorus for the right-

eous in the Garden of Eden andHewill 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 whomwe waited, let us rejoice and be glad at His salvation’ (Is. 25,

9).

God forfend that any student of theTorah, 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 Taʿanit (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)

AndHe said throughHis prophet: ‘Then youwill 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 91, 15).

Similarly, it is related in the tractate Taʿanit (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 amessage: ‘Return tome either the water or themoney’.

Naqdimon replied: ‘I still have time today’. In the afternoon, he [again] sent to

himamessage: ‘Return tomeeither thewater or themoney’. 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?
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chapter 7

Five Greek Glosses to Talmud Tractate Bava Meṣia

Julia G. Krivoruchko

1 Introduction

t-s F2(1).164 is a parchment folio containing a fragment of Bava Meṣia 93a–b.1

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 themain 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 andmarginal 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. אק in line 7 or תא in line 20. The vocalisation

applied is of Palestino-Tiberian typewith 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 indifferent sessions.Ahand responsible for the vocalisationmust have

also added theGreek andHebrewglosses. Being ‘difficult’, the glossedwords are

vocalised.

The preserved folio starts with the gemara immediately following the sev-

enthmishna 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.

https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/
https://www.lib.cam.ac.uk/collections/departments/taylor-schechter-genizah-research-unit/fragment-month/fotm-2021/fragment-2
https://www.lib.cam.ac.uk/collections/departments/taylor-schechter-genizah-research-unit/fragment-month/fotm-2021/fragment-2
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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 βιγλατορασ

The first Greek gloss is located on the outermargin near line 14, divided accord-

ing to its syllabification into βιγλα|τορασ to fit themargin.Marking the glossed

item ינֵֿֿזַֿחֲבַּ 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, whichmay

indicate translation of the whole sentence rather than the individual word.

The Greek βιγλάτωρ 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: βιγλάτορος, βιγλάτορης, βιγλάτορας, βιγλιστής (Kriaras,

s.vv.).

What made βιγλάτωρ the translation of choice instead of far commoner

terms for custodians, such as φρουρός, φύλαξ/φύλακας, etc.? An absolute major-

ity of thirty occurrences of the lexeme in tlgcome frommilitarymanuals, such

as Tactica of Leo vi the Wise (r. 886—912ce), the most extensive Byzantine

compilation in the field of military art, published by his son Constantine vii

Porphyrogenitus;Tactica of Nikephoros Ouranos (fl. ca. 980—c. 1010ce), a suc-

cessful general and confidant of the Emperor Basil ii (r. 976–1025); De velita-

tione bellica ascribed to Nicephorus ii Phocas (r. 963—969ce); 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.:

[δέον] τοὺς δὲ βιγλάτορας πιστοὺς εἶναι καὶ εἴδει σώματος ἀνδρείῳ καὶ ψυχῇ

εὐτόλμῳ καὶ ὁπλίσει λαμπροὺς καὶ τῶν λοιπῶν στρατιωτῶν διαφέρειν, ὥστε ἢ

ποιήσαντάς τι γενναῖον ἔργον καὶ ἀνδρεῖον ἐπανελθεῖν ἢ ζωγρηθέντας παρὰ τοῖς

πολεμίοις θαυμάζεσθαι.

[T]he viglatores should be trustworthy and excel among other soldiers

through manly body-build, brave soul and excellent weaponry, so that

2 As is common in some Extended Tiberian manuscripts, the two dots of the ḥaṭef vowel are

placed inside the body of the ḥet.

https://fjms.genizah.org
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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: … ᾄδων ἐπὶ φρουρᾶς ὥσπερ οἱ βιγλάτορες ‘singing / chanting

while guarding, as βιγλάτορες [do]’ (Commentarium in Nubes, Scholia Recenti-

ora Tzetzae, sch. verse-column 721b, lines 4–5), where the immediately preced-

ing scholiummentions ‘approaching enemy’.

From the viewpoint of tlg evidence, the word can function as a transla-

tional equivalent of theAramaic term in as far as βιγλάτωρες are (a) fit andbrave

men and (b)mercenaries, i.e., in gemara terms, paid bailees. Yet it becomes the

best option only when Job 1:154 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 forcemajeure tomilitary conflicts. This interpretation is somewhat

different fromRashi’s רומשלםהילעריעהישנאךמסלכשהלילבריעהירמושאתמינזחב

אתריתיאתוריטנועביאדווהנהםנוממוםפוג , 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 אתמינזח as *vigiles, sc. vigiles urbani, an urbanmilitary unit combining

the functions of firefighters and police, that was in charge of nocturnal public

order and patrolling.5

2.2 κανον

On the innermargin near line 17we find the glyphs that de Lange andTchernet-

ska (2014, 260) read as οκανονο. I believe that the first and the last characters

of this sequence are in fact not letters but circuli, which frame thewordκανον.

The omicron in the word βιγλατορασ is performed in two strokes and gives an

almond-shaped result, as does the omicron inside κανον and two other clearly

3 The translations are mine unless stated otherwise.

4 Job 1:15, ׳וכוברֶחָ-יפִלְוּכּהִםירִעָנְּהַ-תאֶוְםחֵקָּתִּוַאבָשְׁלפֹּתִּוַ . ‘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.
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visibleomicronson the versoof the folio.On the contrary, the glyphat thebegin-

ningof οκανονο 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 κανον there is a mark in dark ink similar to Greek theta, which may

have some meaning—or none.

Placement of aword 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 supplymore 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 signof diple ‘double’ usedbyAristarchus of Samothrace

to append a loosely related commentary to the text.6

κανον, a slightly misspelled variant of κανών, poses no morphological or

phonetic problems: quantitative distinctions between vowels would have al-

ready lost their significance. Analysing κανον in the context of the gemara

requires understanding itsmeaning in earlier and contemporaneousGreek and

Judaeo-Greek. The semantics of κανών are too branching and convoluted to

analyse in detail; I will point at only a few important directions of semantic

development.7 In Ancient Greek, the lexeme evolved from literal ‘rod, bar’ (cf.

הנק , see lsj s.v. κανών A.1–11) to abstract metaphorical ‘rule, standard’ (lsj s.v.

κανών ii). Picked up by philosophers as ‘principle, criterion’, already in late

antiquity it started to compete with νόμος 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 κανών and

νόμος 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 classicalWortgeschichtemay opt for Oppel 1937.
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ies.8 Towards the time when our gloss was penned, κανών in mainstreamGreek

could have meant anything between ‘standard of moral behaviour’, ‘rule’, ‘cus-

tom’ and ‘law’. Although a culturally important term, κανών, in contradistinc-

tion to νόμος, was never directly borrowed into Hebrew / Aramaic, probably

because of phonetic and semantic competitionwith ןוּכּ , ןנכּ and הנק .9 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 νόμος, which limited the sphere of applicab-

ility of κανών, 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:

Ὁ δ’ ἡμέτερος νομοθέτης ἄμφω ταῦτα συνήρμοσεν κατὰ πολλὴν ἐπιμέλειαν·

οὔτε γὰρ κωφὴν ἀπέλιπε τὴν τῶν ἠθῶν ἄσκησιν οὔτε τὸν ἐκ τοῦ νόμου λόγον

ἄπρακτον εἴασεν, ἀλλ’ εὐθὺς ἀπὸ τῆς πρώτης ἀρξάμενος τροφῆς καὶ τῆς κατὰ

τὸν οἶκον ἑκάστων διαίτης οὐδὲν οὐδὲ τῶν βραχυτάτων αὐτεξούσιον ἐπὶ ταῖς

βουλήσεσι τῶν χρησομένων κατέλιπεν, ἀλλὰ καὶ περὶ σιτίων, ὅσων ἀπέχεσθαι

χρὴ καὶ τίνα προσφέρεσθαι, καὶ περὶ τῶν κοινωνησόντων τῆς διαίτης ἔργων τε

συντονίας καὶ τοὔμπαλιν ἀναπαύσεως ὅρον ἔθηκεν αὐτὸς καὶ κανόνα τὸν νόμον,

ἵν’ ὥσπερ ὑπὸ πατρὶ τούτῳ καὶ δεσπότῃ ζῶντες μήτε βουλόμενοι μηθὲν μήθ’ ὑπ’

ἀγνοίας ἁμαρτάνωμεν (Flavius Josephus, Contra Apionem (=De Judaeorum

vetustate), book 2, sect. 174, line 4).

But [O]ur [L]egislator combined both formswith 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 themode 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, wemight commit no sin

either wilfully or from ignorance.10

8 Various aspects of the phenomenon are highlighted, e.g., in Troianos, Simon and Neye,

2017, Macrides 1990, Druwé 2015, andWagschal 2014.

9 But cf. Sokoloff (2009, 1381). κανών 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 (ὅρος) and rule’ implies here positive and neg-

ative commandments of the νόμος-Torah, where κανών (‘rule’) is השעתווצמ , an

advised way of life, divinely approved and encouraged, but also prescribed and

ordered.

Having understood what κανών could have meant, let us turn to its possible

referent. Opposite the gloss in themain textwe find the followingpassage.Here

and below, words directly translating the original are in bold; the rest is added

for coherence:

ינלכאםויביתייה)מ,אלתישארב(ידכדערומשלבייחרכשרמושיתמדעהיביתיא

הוהאתמןזחוניבאבקעיוטאהילרמאאתמינזחבימנםתהל״אהלילבחרקוברוח

.אתמינזחכאתריתיאתוריטנךלירטנןבללהילרמאד

Abaye raised anobjection toRabba fromanother baraita:Towhat 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.11

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 Νόμος γεωργικός

known under translated titles Farmer’s Law, Agrargesetz or Landwirtschaftsge-

setz, and Loi agraire.12

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 inmore than a hundredmanuscripts falling into

11 The translations are from the The William Davidson Talmud, quoted from http://www​

.sefaria.org.

12 By bringing thismaterial into comparison, I do notwish to claim that the scribewas 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, howmuch 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.

http://www.sefaria.org
http://www.sefaria.org
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several mutually independent families. Researchers agree that Farmers’ Law

occupies a uniqueplace inByzantine 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 mundanematters. Be that as it may, due to its utter practicality,Geor-

gikos Nomos has been widely popular and exercised profound impact on the

legal systems of Balkan and Slavic countries.13 Let us consider Gen 31:38–39,

immediately preceding the phrase quoted by Abaye:

.יתִּלְכָאָאֹלךָנְאֹצילֵיאֵוְוּלכֵּשִׁאֹלךָיזֶּעִוְךָילֶחֵרְךְמָּעִיכִנֹאָהנָשָׁםירִשְׂעֶהזֶחל

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.

.הלָיְלָיתִבְנֻגְוּםוֹייתִבְנֻגְּהנָּשֶׁקְבַתְּידִיָּמִהנָּטֶּחַאֲיכִנֹאָ--ךָילֶאֵיתִאבֵהֵ-אֹלהפָרֵטְטל

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:

Ἐὰν ἀγελάριος βοῶν ἕωθεν παρὰ τοῦ γεωργοῦ λάβῃ βοῦν καὶ συγκαταμίξῃ

αὐτὸν μετὰ τῆς ἀγέλης καὶ συμβῇ τὸν βοῦν λυκωθῆναι, δειξάτω τὸ πτῶμα τῷ

κυρίῳ αὐτοῦ καὶ αὐτὸς ἀναίτιος ἔστω (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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Ἐὰν ἀγελάριος βοῦν παραλαβὼν ἀπολέσῃ καὶ τῇ αὐτῇ ἡμέρᾳ ἐν ᾗ ὁ βοῦς ἀπώ-

λετο οὐ καταμηνύσῃ τῷ κυρίῳ τοῦ βοὸς ὅτι τὸν βοῦν ἕως ᾧδε καὶ ᾧδε ἑώρακα,

τί δὲ γέγονεν οὐκ οἶδα, ἀζήμιος μὴ ἔστω, εἰ δὲ καὶ κατεμήνυσεν, ἔστω ἀζήμιος

(ibid. no. 26).

If a herdsman in themorning 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 אתריתיאתוריטנ ‘excessive care’.

I believe that the background analysed above has brought us closer to under-

standing what the glossator couldmean bymarking κανών on themargin of t-s

F2(1).164. First, it has become obvious that the gloss refers to the phrase ירטנ

אתריתיאתוריטנךל . This conclusion is supported by the fact that the clause is

also vocalised. The intentions of the glossator could have been: ‘ אתוריטנךלירטנ

אתריתי 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 couldmean: ‘Note the contradiction between the

applied law and the principle brought into halachic argument’.

2.3 ηκαζυσιν

ηκαζυ|σιν 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: ןידִֿמֽֿואֹ . It

is possible that the original form was ןירמוא , 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:

ןיאסרדויראאבוףרטובאזאבריעלאבוורדעחינהוהעורהיהשהעורהיביתיא

.רוטפואלםאובייחליצהללוכיםאותואןידמואאלאליצמהיהםשהיהוליאםידמוא

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 estimateswith

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 ηκαζυ|σιν corresponds to εἰκάζουσιν ‘they estimate’, cf. lsj s.v. εἰκάζω

A.iii. ‘infer from comparison, form a conjecture’. Towards the period when the

gloss was penned, the diphthong ει 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 ε the augment would be realised as η. 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 αμελεσεν

The interlinear gloss αμελεσεν is positioned above its referent העָישִּפְֿיבִּ in

line 22. The antithesis ופוס—ותליחת is repeated in our fragment (lines 22–23),

but not in modern editions:

בייחסנואבופוסוהעישפבותליחת

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: ἀμέλεσεν < ἀμέλησεν ‘he did not suf-

ficiently care’, ‘was careless, negligent’. The aorist in -εσα is not unusual, as it

frequently appears as by-form to -ησα in later Greek, including Judaeo-Greek,

e.g. φορέω ⟩ ἐφόρεσα lxx Si. 11.5, but ἐφόρησα elsewhere (lsj).What is unexpec-

ted, however, is the strategic choice not to reflect the syntax andmorphology 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. סנואב

and בייח must have also been translated as verbs.

2.5 στο[ | τοπο[

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 στοι | τοπο[. 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 themain 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. Yeḥiel: 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-à-

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 17×12.8cm, written on paper in semi-cursive Hebrew script. The recto is

a poem in Hebrewwritten by the Jewish Andalusian poet Solomon ibn Gabirol

(fl. 11th century),1 and above it the three ending lines of the text on verso. The

verso contains information about a hoard of ‘Roman’ coins (danānīr rūmiya)

found in a local synagogue or church (kanīsa) situated in al-Fayyūm, Egypt.

‘Roman’, i.e., from Rūm, 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).

https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/
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2 Edition and Translation

2.1 Verso—Text in Judaeo-Arabic

לסאפםויפלאילאתלצואדא1.

הברכלא]א[הללאקיהירקןע2.

אדאפםויפלאלאמעאןמיהו3.

היסינכןעלסאאהילאתרצ4.

ןמיהואהביתלאהירקלא5.

]א[התמאלעןמוהירקלאגראכ6.

אהאדחןאהסינכלאהדה7.

אהטיאחיפוהלכנו)?(הרדס8.

אדהיפואנבלאןמרגחהטסו9.

רגחלאסיק3ץאצרהרפחרגחלא10.

אלןיעארדטיאחלאגראכ]י[לא11.

רגחדגתךנאפרפחאוריג12.

הולממסאחנהרגהתחתאנבו13.

אציאהכצהימוררינאנד14.

םאמחלאילארצנאהברכלאיפ15.

הרהצףלכרצנאאהיפידלא16.

1. If you arrive at al-FayyūmA askB for

2. a village called al-Kharba

3. which belongs to the district of al-Fayyūm.When

4. you arrive there, ask about the synagogue/churchC of

5. the village which is by it, as it is

6. outside the village. The characteristic feature

7. of this synagogue/church is that it is close toD

8. a lotus tree and a palm tree. In its wall

9. in the middle there is a stone brick,E and in this

10. stone is a cavity [coated] with lead (?). The measurement of the stone

11. to the outside of the wall is two cubits, not

12. more, and if you dig you will find a stone

13. 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.G

3 Since the writer does not use diacritical dots for the transliteration, the word ץאצר (Arabic

ضاضر ), meaning ‘broken’ (i.e. stones, gravel), may also be acceptable. See Hava (1915, 255).
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2.2 Recto—Top Margin

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

אהגראכריבהברכלאאציאאהבו1.

הראגחהילעםוכהדנעדלבלאיברג2.

הללאאשןאהעידורגחלאתחת3.

1. And outside al-Kharba there is also a well.

2. West of the town there is a heap with a large stone on it.

3. Under the stone is a stashed amount, God willing.

2.3 Verso—Right Margin

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

לבקרצנארפצאבוטבינבמףיטל]?[דגסמ1.

י]?[לבקקוטהלבקללידלאהילחלאסארקופ2.

1. a beautiful mosque (?) built of bright yellow bricks, look before (?)

2. on top of the topmost ornament which belongs to the qibla, a ring before

(?)

3 Remarks on Translation

A. On al-Fayyūm 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-Fayyūm district—well-

known from the Cairo Genizah—is Saʿadya Gaon (882–942), whose full

name was Saʿadya b. Yūsuf al-Fayyūmī (= of Fayyūm).

B. The shortened form isal ‘ask!’, where the medial hamza (= glottal stop)

is omitted, occurs in Classical Hebrew (Gesenius 1966, 80f.), Classical

Arabic (Wright 1967, i:77), and Judaeo-Arabic (Blau 1980, 83).

C. The common Judaeo-Arabic words for ‘synagogue’ are סינכ and היסינכ . See

Friedman (2016, 373). Lisān al-ʿArabnotes that theword ةسينك is borrowed

from تشنك , 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 ةسينك refers

to both Jewish and Christian temples of worship. However, in Modern

Arabic, it only means a Christian church, while סינכ denotes ‘synagogue’.



a hidden hoard in a synagogue or a church? 109

It seems that the word היסינכ 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. אהאדח ‘close to it’, see Spiro (1895, 131).

E. For אנבלאןמר׳גח as ‘brick laying’ see Hinds and Badawi (1986, 108).

F. Although the text uses theword הכצ , whichoneof itsmeanings is ‘authen-

ticated’, ‘approved’, it is possible that the writer of the document meant

the root ךכס ‘minted’ i.e. of ‘coins’. Both meanings may therefore apply.

For the interchange of צ\ס in Judaeo-Arabic, see Blau (1980, 36–38).

G. The spelling הרהצ ‘behind him/it’ (lit. ‘his back’) may simply indicate an

accidental omission of the diacritical point over ,צ although the common

transcription of the word in Judaeo-Arabic would have been הרהט with

a diacritical point over .ט For the different transcriptions of ظضص 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 הכצ 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.4

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 “tm Geo 1760” in the Trismegistos database (www.trismegistos​

.org/place/1760; accessed 10 January 2024).

http://www.trismegistos.org/place/1760
http://www.trismegistos.org/place/1760
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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, הללאאשןא , 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-Tilmīḏ’s Aqrābāḏīn 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-Tilmīḏ’s Aqrabāḏīn 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.

Amīn al-Dawlah Abū al-Ḥasan Hibatallāh b. Ṣaʿīd b. Ibrāhīm b. Salāma

(c. 466–560ah/1074–1165ce), known as Ibn al-Tilmīḏ, was a Nestorian Chris-

tian physician who worked at the ʿAḍudī 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. Malikšāh in

Marw in Ḵurāsān before returning to Baghdad and setting up practice adja-

cent to the Niẓāmiyyah madrasah. There he treated patients and lectured on

medicine, his reputation eventually causing him to be appointed the chief

physician of the ʿAḍudī hospital, as well as court physician to the caliph al-

Mustaḍiʿ (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-Tilmīḏ 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 560ah/1165ce, having composed sev-

eral medical works, among them a pharmacopoeia for the use of the ʿAḍudī

hospital.1

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

https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/
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This pharmacopoeia, known usually as Aqrabāḏīn Ibn al-Tilmīḏ, had not yet

been printed during the period I was working at the Genizah Research Unit

(gru) (2003–2006ce). As this pharmacopoeia was an important source for

another work, Minhāj al-dukkān (‘The Rule for the Pharmacy’) by al-Kūhīn al-

ʿAṭṭār—the subject of my dissertation, on which I was working at the time—I

had atmydisposal copies of a number of manuscripts of the text.2 This enabled

the identification of two fragments in the Taylor-Schechter Genizah Collection

atCambridgeUniversity Library (cul), cult-sAr.43.98 andcult-sns 34.16, as

parts of a hitherto unknownmanuscript of Aqrabāḏīn Ibn al-Tilmīḏ in Judaeo-

Arabic, mentioned neither by Steinschneider nor by Ullmann. Both fragments

had been previously identified by Isaacs as pharmacopoeias,3 without stating

which one. Thanks to the existence of a scientific edition,4 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 belowwill followKahl’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; 16.2×24.7; 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. 9.

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. 1r (Left)

קורעוץפעוקביזלאבארתותירבכוןיק}ר{חמחלמוגאז)42(1.

ץרקיואמבןגעיולכניוקדיוזגדחאולכןמגנסאדרמו2.

ךחיןאדעבלמעתסיוףפגיוםהארדהתלתץרקלכ3.

}רצכאןאנשאו{חלמולסעורמכלכהילעילטיוהפע}סלא{עצ}ומ{4.

הבטרלאהפעסללץרק)43(5.

ראנלגוץרקוליבנקוץאצרלאגאדיפסא6.

}קדילטררונתלאףזכ{לטרףצנדחאולכןמ7.

}למ{עת}סיו{רמכלכודרוןהדבןגעיו8.

הסאבילאהפעסללץרק)44(9.

דחאו}לכןמ{גנסאדרמוןיגאבצלאקורעוראנלג10.

ליוטדנוארזןארימאמוסדעורמוגניתארוזג11.

למעתסיורמחלכבןגעיוקדיוזגףצנדחאולכןמ12.

]ןי[לוחטמללץרק)45(13.

רושקןילאקתמאסריאלקתמתפאגהראצע14.

ךיטבואתקלארזבבלליקאתמהעברארבכלאלצא15.

ןמתושכואבדנהרזבליקאתמסמכדחאולכןמ16.

רזבספרכרזבןוסינאםהארדהתלתדחאולכ17.

התלתרמזולןימהרדדחאולכןמגניזאר18.

2.1.1.2 F. 2v (Right)

אבדניהלאאמבן׳געיוקדי//םהארד//הסמכןוירדנפולוקסא1.

אןמץרקיוקשאהיפעקנאדקלכבואהרמלא2.

בארשיפךבטיןוירדנפולוקסאבלצלאלאחטללו)46(לאק׳תמ3.

---דימצתלאהלחיואמאיאקירלאילעברשיו}יפציו{4.

רושקותשכנגנפלארזבקלדכו)47(}ןיטלאכלכלאוקשא{לאב5.

לכיפעקניםהארדהסמכדחאולכןמ]רבכלא[לצא6.

לכיפםהארדהתאלת}הלמ׳גלאןמדכויוקדיו{?ףפגיו7.

}עובסאיפהירביוןיבג{נכסבםוי8.

ינאתבאבלא9.

תאגראיאלאובובחלאיפ10.

בחהפצ)48(11.

םהלאעסהדשעמיקםהילעחלידלאןאיבצלאלאעסל12.

שאכשכוסוסלאברויברעגמצאשנםהרדןויפא13.

רזבלאבאעלבןגעיוקדיםהרדדחאולכןמץיבא14.

דנעהדחאוםפלאיפעציולפלפלאכבבחיואנוטק15.

אהעלבדצקיאלוםונלא16.

ינאתסראמלאלאעסללבח)49(17.
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2.1.1.3 F. 1v (Left)

םהארדהעבראדחאולכןמדוסאגלילהאותידח1.

התלתדחאולכןמאינומקסלגפלארזבידנהחלמ2.

דחאולכןמגאניזארוספרכרזבוןוסינא׳ארד3.

}ןימהרד{ןמהברשלאינלאלגפלאקרואמבןגעיןימהרד4.

קדאנבהפצ)72(:}ןי{לאקתמילא5.

}וקוד{ופומוספרכרזברארדאלאהיוק6.

}גנאיזאררזבהאוכנאנ{ןוראסאלהבאוןוילאסארטפו7.

רזב׳הרדןירשעדחאולכןמרמזולולבנסו8.

םהארדהתלתקשא׳הרדהרשערושקמךיטב9.

תלתהברשקדנביוןגעיובארשיפקשאלאלחי10.

הפצ)73(הסמכואקדאנב11.

סחרס5ריגצלאןאדידלאוערקלאבחל⟩אוד⟨12.

הברשלאאוסאזגארמוסמרתודברתוליבנקוגנרבו13.

ראחאמבםהארדהעברא14.

קסמלאאודהפצ)74(15.

לאוספנלארסעואדוסלאץארמאוןאקפכללולחלא16.

גנורדודאברנזדכויעברלאוהוקללאו׳גלאפלאוערצלא17.

רירחודסבואברהכוראגצולולםהרד]דחאולכ[ןמ18.

2.1.1.4 F. 2r (Right)

ןמהבורמחאןמהב//ףצנו//םהרדדחאולכןמקרחמםאכ1.

רתסאבדנגולפנרקוהלקאקולבנסוידנהגדאסו׳ץיבא2.

לכןמלפלפראדליבגנזםהרדףצנדחאולכןמהנשאו3.

היודאלאקדיףצנוקנאדקסמקינאודהעבראדחאו4.

ראנהבציםלדהשםאכלסעבןגעתורירחבלכ]נתו{5.

למעתסיואנאיפעפרואלסע?אזגאתאלתהדחאו}לל{6.

ינאחירבארשב}הסמחלאהנמהברשלאןירהש{דעב7.

}עפאנבח{)75(8.

ןמאינומקסלטנחםחשגנלוקלא}ףאנצ{ארתכאןמ9.

לקמקרובםהארדהתלתרבצןאמהרדדחאולכ10.

לאקתמ}ילא{םהרדןמהברשלאבבחיםהרדדחאולכןמ11.

תאנוגעמלאןמו12.

יפו)!!(ןאזאברהסלאוגנלוקלאלחיפירמתלאהעפאנלא13.

רוהשמלאוםעזיסראפלאוימורלאאינולפלאהעגוןיכסת14.

ארקיפגראיאוהצאכימורלאקלדיפהריגדנע15.

ןייגנלוקלאןאיתגןיכסתיפהעפנמלאאוקא16.

גלאבאבלא17.

5 Kahl: al-kibār.
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2.1.2 Translation

2.1.2.1 F. 1r (Left)

[A pastille for the treatment of chronic scabies]

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

meric,

2. and litharge one part of each. (This) is pounded, strained, kneaded with

water, formed into pastilles

3. of three dirhams6 each, dried, and used after scratching

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

lye

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

6. Ceruse, kamala, babul, tabasheer, and pomegranate flowers

7. half a raṭl7 of each; potsherds one raṭl. (This) is pounded,

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

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

10. Pomegranate flowers, turmeric, and litharge, of each one

11. Part; pine resin, myrrh, lentils,8 greater celandine, and ‘long’ birthwort

12. half a part of each. (This) is pounded, kneaded with wine vinegar, and

used.

13. (45) A pastille for one who suffers9 from spleen disease10

14. Agrimony sap, twomiṯqāls;11 water flag, twomiṯqāls; the peels

15. of the caper root fourmiṯqāls; the pulp of serpent melon seeds andmusk

melon seeds,

16. fivemiṯqāls of each; endive seeds and flax dodder, of

17. each threemiṯqāls; aniseed, celery seeds, and fennel

18. 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

2. or with vinegar inwhich had been soaked ammoniacum, and formed into

pastilles of one

6 1 dirham = 3.125g (all metric equivalents of the weights used here are taken from the list

in Kahl 2007, 33).

7 1 raṭl = ~406g.

8 Kahl: Bitter lentils, ʿadas mirr.

9 Kahl: those who suffer,maṭḥūlīn

10 Theword lahu, “his,” i.e. invented by Ibn al-Tilmīḏ, found here in Kahl’s edition, is missing.

11 1miṯqāl = 4.46g.
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3. miṯqāl (46) And for (the treatment of) the indurated spleen, rusty back

fern is cooked in wine,

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

tion of a cataplasm …

5. ammoniacum and vinegar. (47) And (again) for that, agnus castus seeds

and the peels of

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

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

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

9. Chapter Two

10. On Pills and Hierata

11. (48) Recipe for a pill

12. for (the treatment of) the cough in childrenwho, besides heavy coughing,

are (also) troubled by vomiting.

13. Opium one dirham; starch, gum-arabic, liquorice rob, and light-

14. coloured poppy, one dirham of each. (This) is pounded, kneaded with

maceration,

15. of fleawort, formed into pills similar to peppercorns, and one (of these) is

put in the mouth at

16. bedtime, not to be swallowed.

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

2.1.2.3 F. 1v (Left)

1. fresh dodder and black myrobalan, four dirhams of each;

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

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

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

(and) the dose is two dirhams

5. to twomiṯqāls (of it). (72) Recipe for ‘hazelnuts’

6. which strongly promote urination. Celery seeds, spignel, valerian, carrot,

7. parsley, savin, asarabacca, visnaga, fennel seeds,

8. Indian spikenard, and bitter almonds twenty dirhams of each;

9. peeled musk melon seeds ten dirhams; ammoniacum three dirhams.

10. The ammoniacum is dissolved in wine, and (the other ingredients) are

kneaded with it. This is formed into ‘hazelnuts’, (and) a dose is three

11. ‘hazelnuts’ or five (73) Recipe for (the treatment of)

12. flukes and small worms. Male fern,

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

is

14. four dirhams (of it) with hot water.
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15. (74) Recipe for the sweet musk

16. remedy, for (the treatment of) palpitations, black-bilious diseases, diffi-

culty in breathing,

17. epilepsy, hemiplegia, facial paralysis, and quartan. Take zerumbet and

great leopard’s bane

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

2.1.2.4 F. 2r (Right)

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

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

castoreum,

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

4. four dāniqs;12 musk one and a half dāniqs. The ingredients are pounded,

5. strained througha clothof silk, andkneadedwith rawhoneycombsundis-

turbed by fire

6. (in a ratio of) three parts of honey to one (part of ingredients). (This) is

stored in a vessel, and used

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

with aromatic wine

8. (75) A pill which is useful

9. against most kinds of colic. The pulp of colocynth and scammony, of

10. each two dirhams; aloe three dirhams; borax and bdelliummukul

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

onemiṯqāl.

12. Among the electuaries

13. which prove useful in resolving colic are the (ones called) ‘datish’13 and

šahriyārān14 and with regard

14. to easing colical pain, the (one called)Greek filūniyā15 and, it is said, (also)

the Persian filūniyā16—but particularly renowned

15. compared to the other for this (effect) is the Greek, and hiera picra17

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

17. Chapter Three

12 1 dāniq = 0.52–0.74g.

13 See Kahl (2007), recipe 145.

14 This is a type of stomachic. See Kahl (2007, 201, n. 55) for comparanda and etymology.

15 Philonium romanum; see Kahl (2007), recipe 119 for an example; for the etymology, see

Kahl (2007, 215, n. 89).

16 Philonium persicum; see Kahl (2007), recipe 120 for an example; for the etymology, see

Kahl (2007, 216, n. 90).

17 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. 2r, 1. 13 is garbled, and should read ירמתלאגנלוקלאלחיפהעפאנלא

ןאזאברהסלאו . The translation follows this amended form.

– The same line shows evidence of copying from an Arabic-script original:

Kahl has نارايرهش in f. 2r, 1. 13, which should be transliterated ןאראירהש . The

Hebrew in the fragment transliterates نازابرهس instead, indicating amisread-

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; 12×12.5; 16 lines.
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figure 9.4 t-s ns 34.16 verso

Recto: preparationof a rob andanelectuary 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

סוסלאברקועל]701[1.

היקואאר}י׳תכו{סוסלאבררדצלא]יפ[ה׳גזללאלו׳צפלל2.

אמקדיאוסאזגאגנאיזארוןירשקלאןמרשקמזול3.

הורגלאעוזנמלסעבןגעיועקניאמעקניואהנמקדי4.

הקדנבלאכאפוזלאךיבטבלמעתסיו5.

וברללבנע]171[6.
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ןאמהרדסויל]אסםהארדהסמ׳ח[גנאיזארלארזב7.

בנעהפאלס]אנמ[יפךלדךבטידדע//הבח//הרשעסמ}׳חריגנהאשןית{8.

יפציוףצנלאיקבייתח}יזוכ{רכסןמלטרףצנעמבנע9.

םוקיוםהארדהרשעאקוחסמסוסלאברהילאףא׳ציו10.

לאעסלל]721[11.

זו׳גלאברלןיתלאלכויהדאמלא׳טילעלאדראבלא}ןמזמלא{12.

]םטבגמצוגנדופואנבללסעו[ירתעזלסעןמקועל}דחתיו{13.

קועלהפצ]173[14.

]ךבטי׳גנתופןאשואיש[רבוןיתוברלאבאחצאלןיתלא15.

]…ףאצ[יוםוקיפהלסעדכויו}ןיתלא{16.

2.2.1.2 Verso

קאלטתסאל//סאאלאבחוהו//גנאדרו]מ[לאבר]174[1.

}ןיחשלאקיתעלא{]דו[סאלאאלטלאןמדכויעירדלא}איקלאוןטבלא{2.

התס]דו[סאלאגי׳צנלאגנאדרומלאןמו}קיראוד{העברא3.

אר׳טכהנאגאיפאלטלאךלד}הילעביציףצנולאט{רא4.

היתיפצתדנע׳הואמגרחיפרצתעיפםאיאהתסךרתי5.

למעתסיפאלטלאאינאןמאנאיפריציפאלט}לאיפ{6.

הפצ]175[7.

גדאסלאגנאדררולאבר8.

ךבטיוגנאדררולאאמרצתעילאעסלאוסארעלאוםדלל9.

הדחאוה}קעל{מהברשלאףצנלאןודבהדייתח10.

הבלחלאקועל]177[11.

אמהרדרשע}הסמח{ןאתכרזבלאעסלאןמעפאנלא12.

העבראדחאולכןמרשקמ]ולחזולוהימאשהבלח[13.

רשקמרבונצלאזולוךוכחמסו]סלאלצאוארי׳תכםהארד[14.

ןמיברעגמצו׳הטנחלאגתס]אשנורשקמרמזולו[15.

…׳גאתחיאמקחסיוהיודאלא]עמגתןימהרדדחאולכ[16.

2.2.2 Translation

2.2.2.1 Recto

1. (170) The liquorice rob lohoch

2. for (the treatment of) viscid residues in the chest. Liquorice rob and trag-

acanth one ʾūqīyah;18

3. peeled almonds and fennel in equal parts. Pound what

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

honey,

18 1 ʾūqīyah = ~33g.
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5. and use (from it an amount) similar to a hazelnut with the hyssop decoc-

tion.

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

7. Fennel seeds five dirhams; moon carrot two dirhams;

8. ‘king’ figs19 fifteen fruits innumber. Cook this in onemann20 (of) the finest

matured grape wine

9. together with half a raṭl of Ḵuzistanī sugar21 until one half remains, strain

it,

10. add to it ten dirhams (of coagulated and then) ground liquorice rob, and

let (that) gain consistency.

11. (172) For (the treatment of) coughing,

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

13. and prepare a lohoch from zaʿtar honey,22 liquid storax, pennyroyal, and

turpentine.

14. (173) Recipe for

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

pennyroyal. Cook

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

2.2.2.2 Verso

1. (174) Themūrdānaj or ‘myrtle seed’ rob for (the treatment of) abdominal

2. disorder and torrential vomiting. Take from thick black aged ṭilāwine

3. four jugfuls and from ripe black myrtle seeds six

4. and a half raṭl, pour this wine over the seeds into a green trough,

5. and leave (that) for six days; (then) press it and extract the juice (of the

seeds) by straining the wine.

6. (This) is put into one of the wine vessels, and used.23

7. (175) Recipe for

8. themūrdānaj only (rob)

9. for (the treatment of) an (increased) afflux of blood, ulcerations, and the

cough. Express the juice of myrtle seeds, and cook it

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

it).

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

etymology.

20 1mann = ~816g.

21 This region of Iran was famous for its sugar plantations on the Middle Ages. See Kahl

(2007, 216, n. 93) and references there.

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

23 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

– 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/1496ce. Its leaves are numbered in Coptic numerals, which may

indicate an Egyptian provenance, strengthening the hypothesis of a connec-

tion.24

– Recipe 176 in Kahl’s edition of the Aqrabāḏīn, for a pomegranate rob, ismiss-

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.25

– 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.

3 Discussion

Both fragments come from the first half of the text of Aqrabāḏīn Ibn al-Tilmīḏ,

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

but not from its very beginning. cul t-s ns 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

lines 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 But see the provenance in Savage-Smith’s description (online), which returns us to Iraq.

25 See Lev and Chipman (2012, 154).

https://cudl.lib.cam.ac.uk/view/MS-TS-NS-00034-00016/1
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either fragment as a possiblematch 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.27 Moving to the second half of the bifolium,

we remain in the same ‘Chapter Two on Pills and Hierata’, and find ourselves

in themiddle 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.28

The second folio of cul t-s 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 themiddle of

the last; as noted above, recipe no. 176 ismissing). Lohochs are amedicament of

a consistency between electuaries and syrups, usually licked (Ar.: laʿiqa) from

a spoon (Ar.:milʿaqah), hence their name (Ar.: laʿūq) 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,29 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 For detailed 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 (aqrāṣ) in Ibn Abī al-Bayān’s al-Dustūr al-bīmāristānī: Sbath

(1932–1933, 36–41); or the chapter on electuaries (maʿjūnāt) in al-Kūhīn al-ʿAṭṭār’s Minhāj

al-dukkān (1992, 65–78).

29 Cf. Lev and 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.30

Apart from the identification of yet more Genizah fragments, what is the

significance of finding parts of Aqrabāḏīn Ibn al-Tilmīḏ 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-Tilmīḏ does not appear in the index of Allony’s book on booklists from

the Cairo Genizah,31 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 950–1250ce, this is quite a late work, as its author lived in the

twelfth century ce. Moreover, unlike the majority of fragments of pharma-

copoeias identified in the Cairo Genizah hitherto,32 Ibn al-Tilmīḏ’s pharma-

copoeia is not the work of a member of the Genizah community, as he was

neither Jewish nor a resident of al-Fusṭāṭ/Cairo—but a Nestorian Christian of

faraway Baghdad. In this sense, these fragments are similar to the fragments of

Sābūr b. Sāhl’s Aqrabāḏīn al-ṣaġīr identified by Efraim Lev andme in the Cam-

bridge Cairo Genizah Collections.33 Following the Arabic bio-bibliographical

tradition, it appears that from the time of its publication, sometime in the

1130s ce, Ibn al-Tilmīḏ’s Aqrabāḏīnmore or less replaced that of Sābūr b. Sahl

(d. 255ah/869ce), after some 300 years in which the latter had been preemin-

ent.34 Among the evidence for this is the requirement, in a number of ḥisbah

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 Sābūr b. Sahl and Ibn al-Tilmīḏ.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, basedon the identific-

ation of culOr. 1080 1.6 as a fragment of Sābūr b. Sahl’s Aqrabāḏīn al-ṣaġīr, that

30 See Chipman (2002).

31 Allony (2006).

32 See Chipman and Lev (2006)—1 fragment, Lev et al. (2008)—11 fragments.

33 Six fragments were identified, of which one (cul Or. 1081 1.6; 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.36 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

that both are cited inMinhāj al-dukkānmayalsobe considered evidenceof this.

Moreover, up to now, to the best of my knowledge, no manuscript in Judaeo-

Arabic of Ibn al-Tilmīḏ’s Aqrabāḏīn 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

a Judaeo-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 Iskander37 to 597ah/1200ce; and while we have no evidence that Ibn al-

Tilmīḏ 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-Tilmīḏ’s

Aqrabāḏīn 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.

Acknowledgments

The initial work on this material—identifying the fragments and a prelimin-

ary transcription of cul t-s Ar.43.98—was carried out within the framework

of working at the gru as research assistant to Prof. Efraim Lev of Haifa Uni-

versity during 2003–2006. I thank Efraim for inviting me to join him, and

Prof. Stefan Reif for agreeing to employ me. Together, Efraim and I scrutin-

ised all the fragments listed in Isaacs-Baker (1994) and addedmanymore, with

the aim of achieving a broader and deeper picture of the medical world of

36 Lev and Chipman (2007).

37 Iskander (1967, 78), cited in Kahl (2007, 20).

38 Kahl (2007, 13).



fragments of a transcription of ibn al-tilmīḏ’s aqrābāḏīn 129

the Cairo Genizah people—an aim that has continued to animate Efraim’s

research agenda. Unlike him, I largely set aside work on this material once the

culminating project of ‘the prescription book’ (Lev and Chipman [2012]) was

completed, and I am grateful to the gru50 project team (Nick Posegay, Mag-

dalen M. Conolly, Ben Outhwaite) for providing me with the opportunity to

return to this topic.

References

Allony, N. (2006) The Jewish Library in the Middle Ages: Book Lists from the Cairo

Genizah. Eds. M. Frenkel and H. Ben-Shammai. Jerusalem: Ben Zvi Institute [He-

brew].

Chipman, L. (2002) ‘How effective were cough remedies known to medieval Egyp-

tians?’, Korot 16, 135—57.

Chipman, L. (2010) The World of Pharmacy and Pharmacists in Mamlūk Cairo. Leiden:

Brill.

Chipman, L. and E. Lev. (2006) ‘Syrup from the apothecary’s shop: a Genizah fragment

containing one of the earliest manuscripts of Minhāj al-dukkān’, Journal of Semitic

Studies 50, 137—67.

Chipman, L. and E. Lev. (2008) ‘ “Take a lame and decrepit hyena …”: a Genizah study

of two additional fragments of manuscripts of Sābūr ibn Sahl’s al-Aqrābādhīn al-

ṣaghīr’, Early Science and Medicine 13, 361—83.

Isaacs, H.D. and C.F. Baker. (1994) Catalogue of the Medical and Para-Medical Manu-

scripts in theCambridgeGenizahCollection. Cambridge: CambridgeUniversity Press.

Iskander, A.Z. (1967) A Catalogue of Arabic Manuscripts on Medicine and Science in the

Wellcome Historical Medical Library. London:Wellcome Library.

Kahl, O. (2007) The Dispensatory of Ibn at-Tilmīḏ: Arabic text, English translation, study

and glossaries. Leiden: Brill.

Al-Kūhīn al-ʿAṭṭār, Abū al-MunāDāwūdb. AbīNaṣr. (1992).Minhāj al-dukkānwa-dustūr

al-aʿyān fī aʿmāl wa-tarākīn al-adwiya al-nāfiʿa lil-insān. Ed. Ḥ. Al-ʿĀṣī. Beirut: Dar al-

Manāhil.

Lev, E. and Z. Amar (2008) Practical Materia Medica of the Medieval Eastern Mediter-

ranean According to the Cairo Genizah. Leiden: Brill.

Lev, E. and L. Chipman. (2007) ‘Two fragments of Judaeo-Arabic manuscripts of Sābūr

Ibn Sahl’s al-Aqrābādhīn al-Ṣaghīr found in the Taylor-Schechter Cambridge Geni-

zah Collection’, Medieval Encounters 13, 347—62.

Lev, E. and L. Chipman. (2012) Medical Prescriptions in the Cambridge Genizah Collec-

tions. Practical Medicine and Pharmacology in Medieval Egypt. Leiden: Brill.

Lev, E., L. Chipman and F. Niessen. (2008) ‘A hospital handbook for the community:



130 chapter 9

evidence for the extensive use of Ibn Abī ʾl-Bayān’s al-Dustūr al-bīmāristānī by the

Jewish practitioners of medieval Cairo’, Journal of Semitic Studies 53, 103—18.

Savage-Smith, E. Islamic Medical Manuscripts at the National Library of Medicine [On-

line catalogue]. Available at https://www.nlm.nih.gov/hmd/arabic/pharmaceutics3

2.html (Accessed: 15 November 2022).

Sbath, P. (1932—33). ‘Le formulaire des hôpitaux d’Ibn abil Bayan, médicin du bimaris-

tan annacery au Caire au xiiie siècle’, Bullétin de l’Institut d’Égypte 15, 13—77.

Ullmann, M. (1970) Die Medizin im Islam. Leiden: Brill.

https://www.nlm.nih.gov/hmd/arabic/pharmaceutics32.html
https://www.nlm.nih.gov/hmd/arabic/pharmaceutics32.html


© Geoffrey Khan, 2024 | doi:10.1163/9789004712331_011

This is an open access chapter distributed under the terms of the cc by-nc-nd 4.0 license.

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 1993.1 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 twentymedieval documents of

sale of landed property in al-Fusṭāṭ and its environs. Many of the documents

of sale recorded a transaction between a Jewish party and Muslim party. It is

understandablewhy contracts inwhich only one of the partieswas Jewishwere

not made out by a Jewish notary. In some cases, however, the transaction was

between twoMuslims or between two Jews.Occasionally one of the partieswas

a Christian.2

During a visit to the National Library of Russia in St Petersburg in 1993,3 I

came across two Arabic documents of sale in the Second Firkovitch collection

(ii Firk. Arab. 1, ii Firk. Arab. 3) that were contemporary with the legal docu-

ments from theGenizahpublished inalad.Thesedocuments 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 (ii 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.

https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/
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While I was in St Petersburg, I made a preliminary decipherment of the doc-

uments andacquiredblack-and-whitephotographs.Thosephotographs 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, ii Firk. Arab 1, records on its recto

the purchase of a portion of a house in Cairo (referred to as al-Muʿizziyyah

al-Qāhirah) in 553ah/1158ce. On its verso there are two documents recording

the subsequent transfer of its ownership in 555ah/1160ce and 572ah/1176ce

respectively. The document ii Firk. Arab. 3 records the purchase of the same

house in 638ah/1241ce. Richards (1972, 108–112) reports discovering a docu-

ment in the possession of theKaraite community in Cairo that records the later

fate of this same house. According to his description of the document (he does

not publish thewhole 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/1266ce.

A deed of waqf indicates that it was established as a pious foundation in

673ah/1274ce for poor Karaites of Cairo and Fusṭāṭ. Further deeds of waqf

dated 724ah/1324ce indicate the extension of the range of beneficiaries of the

waqf. On the verso of the document published here, ii Firk. Arab. 1, there is a

note in a late (post-15th century) Hebrew hand and late Judaeo-Arabic ortho-

graphy that reads םידקאייפקולצא ʾaṣl waqfiyya qadīm. 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 ii Firk. Arab. 1, but in

ii Firk. Arab. 3 the purchaser is described as al-yahūdī … al-qarrāʾ ‘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 SecondFirkovitch 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 waqf. 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 ii Firk. Arab. 1.



an arabic document of sale from medieval cairo 133

In the transaction recorded on the recto of ii Firk. Arab. 1 (553ah/1158ce)

Saʿīd al-Dawlah Abū Manṣūr, the Jewish physician, buys half a house for his

wife, who has granted him the right to act as her legal representative (wakīl).

He buys this from a certain Abū Aḥmad ʿAlī ibn Abī al-Qāsim, who, judging by

his name, was a muslim. The internal layout of the house and its furniture are

described indetail, followedbyadescriptionof its location in theZuwaylahdis-

trict of Cairo. On the right side of the verso, a faṣl ‘supplementary document’

(555ah/1160ce) records the transfer of ownership of half of the house to a cer-

tain Abū al-Ḥasan ibnḤusayn, themoney changer. On the left side of the verso,

another faṣl (572ah/1176ce) records the subsequent transfer of the half por-

tion of the house from the ownership of Abū al-Ḥasan, who is described here

as ‘the Jew’, to the ownership of his son, Hibah. ii Firk. Arab. 3 (638ah/1241ce)

records the purchase of the whole house ( jamīʿ al-dār al-kāmilah) by the Jew

Nuṣayr ibnAbī Isḥāq ibnAbī al-Ḥasan fromAbūal-Faḍl ibnAbīNaṣr, the Jewish

secretary (kātib).

2 Edition and Translation4

ii Firk. Arab. 1

Parchment; 88.5cm × 34cm.

2.1 Recto

هيلعلكوتنمقفومهللدمحلاوتبث1.

ةمالسوهل]اوانـ[ـيبندمحماندـ]ـيسىلعهتولصو[هدحوهللدمحلاميحرلانمحرلاهللامسب2.

ىدوهيلاجرفـ]ـلا[وباةلودلاديشرخيشلانبروصنموباةلودلاديعسخيشلاىرتشااماذه3.

ةيزعملارداقلاةماموقلاتنبهاكحامىلعهتجوزلببطتملاو

ىفهلاهنذاواهرماواهلامبىزعملاغئاصلاىدوهيلارمعمةنبالماكلاةارملاةيدوهيلاةيسلبارطالا4.

مسقلاىبانبىلعدمحاىبانماهيفكردلاهنامضوكلذ

ماركالاوةيحتلاومالسلالضفاهنكاسيلعفيرشلاىنيسحلادهشملابىزعملاىنالقسعلا5.

]ادقعوةدحاو[ةقفصاهلهنمىرتشانوتبثمهلونوفراعهبهدوهشو

4 I am 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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ريغاعئاشامهسنيرشعوةعبرانمامهسرشعانثافصنلااهغلبمىتلاةصحلاعيمجادحاو6.

]باتكلاا[ذهىفاهديدحتواهفصوواهركذىتايىتلارادلاعيمجنمموسقم

اتباثابجاواقحواحيحصاكلمهكـلموهديىفوهلاهعيمجنمةصحلاهذهناعئابلااذهركذىذلا7.

ةراحبةسورحملاةرهاقلاةيزعملابىتلارادلاىهوهديىف

نامجرتلابفو]رعـ[ـملاب]ردلاب[ةقصالملارادلاةرواجملاىولوللارورسةراحفرطبةليوز8.

]هيـ[ـلعوعبرملابابلاتاذلفسةعاقىلاهنمراصيزيلهدلاوعبرملابابلاتاذ

عبرملاىناثلابابلاتاذوةعاقلاهذهبابنملخدنمةنميىلعضاحرملاتاذوبابةدرف9.

]امهـ[ـيلعونيمكبىريحسلجمتاذةعاقلاىلاهنملخديباوباجوزهيلعو

ةنميىلعوروكذملاسلجملاتاذوشوقنمسلجملابابمهنمباوباجوزامهنملكةيمكىدرف10.

ىفىذلاناناتسرخلاتاذوجودنكةنازخلاولعوباوباريغبةنازخهلخدنم

تاناتسرخعبرالاتاذوجودنكامهنملكولعونيتلباقتملانيتفصلاوباوباريغباهسلجم11.

هراوجبىذلاخبطملاوفيطللاالدسلاتاذوباوباريغبتالباقتملا

بابللباقملااهزيلهدىفىذلاملسلاتاذوقوقحلاةروكذملارادلاهذهملسُتحتوهىذلا12.

]هوـ[ـلعىلاهيلعنمدعصيرادلاهذهبابلخدنمةرسيىلعرجحلابدوقعملااهتعاق

نمدعصيواهركذمدقملااهتعاقةفصولعوهىذلانيجودنكـلادحاملسلانمعلطنملباقم13.

كابشاهيفرادلاهذهبابهجوىلعةلطمةقرتسمىلاروكذملاىلع

تاذواهتقرتسملرواجملارادلاهذهةانقةياهنوهوضاحرملاتاذوعلطتللتاقاطوبشخ14.

امهادحاةفصونيترواجتمنيتقبطىلاروكذملاملسلاىلعنمدعصيوقوقحلاوقفارملا

زاجمىفهنملخديملسلانمعلطنمةرسيىلعةشوقنمريغباوباجوزبعبرمبابتاذاهنا15.

]باـ[ـبتاذزاجملالخدنمةرسيىلعسلجمىلاةقبطلالخدنمةنميىلع

سلجملابابنملخدنمةنميىلعجنهادابلاتاذاهسلجمىلاهنملخديةشوقنمباوباجوزبعبرم16.

[ىفجودنكهولعوبابةدرفهيلعخبطملاىلازاجملانملخديوتاناتسرخوةفصهتلابقو

[

رونلاىدويزاجملاىفةقاطلاتاذوىلفسجودنكروكذملاخبطملاردصىفوهيلعقلعمباب17.

]جوز[هيلععبرمبابتاذىرخالاةقبطلاةفصواهتعاقىلا

ىتلاتامدخملاوةفصلاتاذوناذكـلابةطلبمةعاقرودىلاهنملخديوةشوقنمريغباوبا18.

]جنهاد[ابلاتاذاهتفصلباقتةشوقنمباوباجوزهيلعسلجملاتاذواهراوجب
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تاذوةشوقنمباوباجوزامهنملكىلعونالباقملاناناتسرخلاوعبرمبابوعلطتللتاقاطلاو19.

]جو[دنكـلااهولعىذلاةقبطلاهذهبابنملخدنمةنميىلعىذلاةوسكـلاةنازخلا

ىلارونلاىدويىذلابشخلاكابشلاتاذىلوالاةقبطلاىفىذلاخبطملاقوفهبابىذلا20.

تاذاهولعىلاروكذملاملسلاىلعنمراصُيوىلفسلااهضاحرمواهتقرتسُم

هيلعنمدعصيرجحلابدوُقعَمملسجوُدنكـلاىلعوبابةدرفهيلعواهملسىلعىذلاجودنكـلا21.

روكذملاملسلاىلعنمدعصيوقوقحلاوقفارملاوبابةدرفاهيلعةسينكىلا

ىلااهتعاقرودزاجمىفحوطُسلاىلعنمىشميوةعاقلارودوةرضخملااهيلعةيلاعلااهحوطسىلا22.

لخ]ا[دلاةرسيىلعبابةدرفبةنازخاهيفةشوقنمباوباجوزاهيلعةقبط

دودحاهلكاهقوقحرئاسىلعواهيلعلمتشيواهعمجيواهبطيحيوتاقاطاهردصىفواهيلا23.

]ر[ادلاىلاىهتنيىلبقلاوهواهنملوالادحلاةعبرا

وهوىناثلادحلاوتاكربلاوباتنببهلبقفرعتوبتاكلاىدوهيلاعابسنبجرفلاىبابةفورعملا24.

]هذـ[ـهةقزاىلاهنمكولسملاعراشلاقيرطلاىلاىهتنيىرحبلا

ىهتنيىقرشلاوهوثلاثلادحلاواهتاقاطواهنشورهيلعلطيواهبابعرشيهيفواهذافنوةراحلا25.

ىدوهيلاايعشنباميهرباةنباةيشانبفرعُترادىلا

دودحبراوخنبابةفورعملازازبلالضفلاىبابةفورعملارادلاىلاىهتنيىبرغلاوهوعبارلادحلاو26.

]هدودـ[ـحوعيبلااذهدقعهيلععقوامعيمــــــــــــــج

هتاقاطوةشوقنملاهباوباوهتفصوهتنازخوهزاجموهقابطوهملسولفسلاهتعاقوهبابوهئانبو27.

فرعياموهنيزخوهتضفوهبشخوهنبلوهتبوطوهتاجنهادابو

اًعطاقىرشادايجةققحمةنزاوانيعابهذارانيدنيتسوةسمخباهلكاهقوقحنمهيلابسنيوهب28.

هيفطرشالاحيحصاذفانازئاجايضام

اذهعفدوةنيادمىفقثوتالوةلماعمالونهرليبسىلعالوهلطبتهيلعةلعالوهدسفي29.

عيمجعئابلااذهىلااهلىرتشملاهتجوزلامصلاخنمىرتشملا

هديىفراصوهنماهملستفارانيدنوتسوةسمخققحملاديجلانزاولانيعلانموهوروكذملانمثلا30.

]هيـ[ـلعنيميلانموهددعوهدقنوهنزونماهلىرتشملاوهارباوملستوهزوحوهضبقو

رشعانثافصنلاعيمجىرتشملاىلاعئابلاملسولصفوعطقوةاربةحيحصةاربهنمىشىلعوا31.

هضبقوهديىفراصوكلذكهنمهملستفهللغاشمالغرفمعاشملاامهس
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مهكالماىفنيكـلاملافرصتهنمتاشاميفوهيففرصتتاهلىرتشملالامنمالاموهزوحو32.

عقواميفكرداامفنادبالابقرفتلاورظنلادعبكلذوضرتعمالوعنامريغب

اذهىلعهنامضفنيعمجامهيلعسانلارئاسنمٍدحانمكردنمروكذملاعيبلااذهدقعهيلع33.

]م[ايقونمثدرنمهيلاهميلستبجينمىلاكلذملسيىتحعئابلا

اذهقحباهدكاواهافواوتالفكـلاحصاوتانامضلامتاىلعريثكوليلقنمميلستوةميقب34.

دهشيباتكهديىفعئابلارضحادقوهيفنيفوصوملاكردلانامضوعيبلا

لكرهظىلعبتكدقوهلالصانابباتكوةروكذملارادلانمفصنلاهعاباملهكـلمةحصبهل35.

هدوهشوباتكلااذهخيراتهخيراتعيبلااذهبدهشيرارقاامهنم

رارقاىلعدهشُدعَباملومويللةقثوهلةجحهديىفاراصوهيفتيمسنملىرتشملاامهملستوهدوهش36.

رخالاعيبرلهتسممويلاىفبتكوهيفامبنيعئابتملا

لخدنمةنميىلعوةانقوجرفلاهلاثمامروطسملاوهحلصمهيفةئامسمخونيسمخوثلثةنس37.

لهتسمواهيلالخادلاةرسيىلعوعلطتللواهتحتوسلجملابابنم

ةقلازناطيحلاةققشمرادلاهذهناىرتشملااذهملعدقوىلعنبحوتفبتكوحيحصوهو38.

اهناوبشخبوبوطبىنبماهناردُجضعبوةرَدغُمناكرالا

ةعطاقةارببويعلاعيمجنماهلارتشملانذانععئابلاارباواهترامعواهمدهدعبالااهبعافتناال39.

خيراتلاىفدهشكلذىلعوهدعبامومويلل

2.2 Recto, Witness Clauses

ىلعنبهللادبعنبروصنمنبىلعدهش1.

ىرتشملاونمثلاضبقوعيبلاوعئابلارارقاىلع2.

٦٥غلبملاوهخيراتبهيفمهنملكباتكلانامضبامهعمتيمسنمل3.

امهبوهورمازاوجوامهنمةحصىفامهيلعدهشو4.

فراع5.

ىلعنبدمحمنبهللادبعنبىلعدهش6.

ىرتشملاوعئابلارارقاىلع7.

هخيراتىفبتكوهيفتيمسنمل8.

ىرتشملاوعئابلابوهورمازاوجوامهنمةحصىف9.
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فراعهيفتيمسنمل10.

اهئادانيحىلاهذههتداهشلاريغمملعامو11.

هللابةقثلاوكلذىدنعدهش12.

نسحلانبدمحمنبهللاةبهدهش13.

تيمسنملىرتشملاوعئابلارارقاىلع14.

هخيراتببتكوباتكلااذههنمضامبهيفهعم15.

ةمالسوامهنمةحصىفامهيلعدهشو16.

اريغمملعاموفراعامهبوهورمازاوجو17.

اهئادانيحىلاهذههتداهشل18.

عئابلارارقاىلعىلعنبدمحانبىلعنبحلاصدهش19.

رهشخيراتبهيفامبهيفهعمتيمسنملىرتشملاو20.

زاوجوامهنمةحصىفةئامسمخونيسمخوثلثةنسرخالاعيبر21.

هذههتداهشلاريغمملعاموفراعامهبوهورما22.

هللابةقثلاوكلذىدنعدهشاهئادانيحىلا23.

2.3 Right Margin

لهتسمىفىلعنبدمحانبىلعنبدمحمبتكوكلذهيفتيمسنملىرتشملاوعئابلاىندهشا1.

ةئامسمخونيسمخوثلثةنسرخالاعيبر

ةقثلاوكلذىدنعدهشفراعىرتشملاوعئابلابوهورمازاوجوامهنمةحصىفامهيلعدهشو2.

هللاب

2.4 Recto, Textual Notes

Line 4 The readings دمحا and مسقلا are not completely certain, due to the

tarnished state of the parchment at this point.

Line 7 رادلاىهو : This is the onset of the section of the document that

describes thehouse.There is a conspicuous extensionof the con-

necting stroke between the dāl and the preceding ʾalif in the

word رادلا , which is a strategy for marking the onset of a new sec-

tion.

Line 18 The scribe first wrote اهتحت and then wrote over this اهراوجب .
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Line 20 A redundant dot is written over the ḥāʾ in اهصاخرمو .

Line 25 Nāšiyah ibnat Ibrāhīm ibn Šaʿyā al-Yahūdī. The name was first

written دعس then corrected to ايعش . In the document ii Firk. Arab.

3, line 18 (638ah/1241ce), the name is ‘Nāšiyah ibnat Ibrāhīm ibn

Saʿd al-Yahūdī’. Richards (1972, 109) reads the name as ‘… ibn Saʿīd

al-Yahūdī’ in the document he saw in Cairo relating to this house

(658ah/1260ce).

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

corrections are clearly later corrections in the document, either

inserted above the line orwritten over the original. Theword اهتحت ,

however, was written first and subsequently corrected to اهرواجم .

2.5 Verso, Right Column

اركشهللدمحلاميحرلانمحرلاهللامسب1.

وهوببطتملاىدوهيلاجرفلاىباةلودلاديشرخيشلانبروصنموباةلودلاديعسخيشلارقا2.

ىرتشملا

ماكحابرارقالااذهىفاهنعمئاقلاوهنطابىمسملااهلارتشملاهتجوزليكووهنطابىمسملا3.

رارقاتضماوهلعفتراصاواهماقمموقياهسفنماقماهيفهتماقاواهنمهديبىتلاةلاكولا4.

اذهوانامضواعطاقاعيباهراقعواهعبرنماهنعهعيبىريامعيبهبرقيلصف5.

رهشنمنيرشعلاوىناثلااهخيراتواحيحصالوبقاهنمكلذلبقوهيفداهشالاوةعيابملاباتك6.

هللادبعدمحموباةلودلاةقثهيقفلانايضاقلااهادهاشوةئامسمخونيسمخوسمخةنسمرحم7.

وبانينموملاريماةعينصاهنيكموةلودلانيماكلملادامعديعسلانمتوملاورمعنبىلعنبدمحانب8.

ديجملا

زاوجوهندبوهلقعةحصىفاعوطلصفلااذهدوهشدنعىجرزخلانسحلانبرصننبليلخ9.

كلمىلااهكـلمنمجرخوهتلكومدينعلقتنادقهنادهطضمالوربـجمالوهركمريغرما10.

فصنلااهغلبمىتلاةصحلاعيمجىسينتلانبابفورعملاىفريصلاىدوهيلانيسحنبنسحلاىبا11.

ةدودحملارادلاعيمجنمموسقمريغاعئاشامهسنيرشعوةعبرانمامهسرشعانثا12.

هخيراتكلذبدهشباتكبحيحصلاىضاملاعطاقلاعايتبالاقحبهنطاببةفوصوملا13.

ىفتراصوهنماهضبقارانيدنوسمخنيعلانمهغلبمنمثبهدوهشهدوهشوهخيراتلقفاوم14.

ةراجاالوةرجاالوىنكسالوديالوكلمببسببلطالوقحاهيفهتلكوملقبيملوهدي15.
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لامىفهلامبكردلانامضهتلكومنعكردلانمضوببسالوهجوبهتعفنمقاقحتساالو16.

هتجوز

ةئامسمخونيسمخوسمخةنسلوالاعيبررهشنمنيرشعلاوعساتلاىفكلذو17.

2.6 Witness Clauses, Verso, Right Column

ليكولاىندهشا1.

صلخملاىضاقلابتكهيفهبرقملا2.

رخالاعيبرنمسماخلاىف3.

ةئامسمخونيسمخوسمخةنس4.

كلذبليكولاىندهشا5.

ديعسلاصلخملاىضاقلارقملاوهو6.

رخالاعيبرنمسماخلاىف7.

ةئامسمخونيسمخوسمخةنس8.

ليكولاةلودلاديعسخيشلاىندهشا9.

ىلعنبرصننبهللادبعنبركاشبتكوكلذبرقملا10.

ةئامسمخونيسمخوسمخةنسرخالاعيبرنمسماخلاىف11.

2.7 Verso, Textual Notes

Line 4 هلعف : fiʿla-hu ‘his action’: A dot has been mistakenly written over the

ʿayn.

Line 5 هبرقيلصف : The text is damaged and the reading is not certain.

2.8 Verso, Left Column

ميحرلانمحرلاهللامسب1.

ىرتشـ[ـملاوهوىزعملاىدوهيلانسحلاوبانبنيسحنبنسحلاوبارقا2.

][ةرمسلاقيقرلهكلجرذئمويوهوهنيرقبتتكملا3.

]دوهشدنعةـ[ـيحللاريدتسمفنالاىنقانينيعلالهشانوضغاهبوةهبجلاحضاو4.

]رمازا[وجوهلقعةحصىفهيفامبهسفنىلعمهدهشاولصفلااذه5.

]هدي[نمجرخدقهنادهطضمالوربـجمالوهركمريغعئاطوهو6.
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]عيمـ[ـجلماكلالجرلاةبههدلوكلمىلاهكـلمنملقتناو7.

]هنط[ابهبدهشيامكلذنمهنطاببةفوصوملاةدودحملارادلا8.

]موسـ[ـقمريغاعئاشامهسنيرشعوةعبرانمامهسرشعانثافصنلا9.

بتكدقناثباتكاهبدهشيةروكذملارادلاةمتتواهعيمجنم10.

نمثبهدوهشهدوهشوهخيراتهخيراتعيبلااذهبلصفهرهظىلع11.

رانيدةئامىرصملاققحملاديجلانزاولانيعلانمهغلبم12.

كلذبدهشيامبسحىرتشملااذهاهنمهيلاىرب13.

زياجلاحيحصلاىضاملاعطاقلاامهنيببتتكملاةعيابملاباتك14.

كردلانامضوايورلاوميلستلاونمثلاضبقنمضملاذفانلا15.

هدوهشهدوهشوهخيرانبهخيراتقفاوملانادبالابقارتفالاو16.

هخيراتمويةعيبملارادلاهذهعيمجىفرقملااذهلقبيملو17.

ثورومالوتراالوديالوكلمببسببلطالوقح18.

ببسالوهجوبرخاالوايورالوانكسالوةعفنمقاقحتساالو19.

كرابملامويلاىفهيفهيلابسنامبرقملارارقاىلعدهش20.

خسنةعبراةئامسمخونيعبسونيتنثاةنسرخالاىدامجنمرشعسماخلاخروملا21.

2.9 Verso, Left Column, Textual Notes

Line 18 Two diacritical dots of tāʾ are written in the document, although the

word in Classical Arabic has ṯāʾ ( ثرا ). This reflects the vernacular

shift of ṯāʾ to tāʾ.

At the top right of the verso, there are remnants of twomedieval notes inArabic

script.One consists of one line, the lastwordof which is سانلا or سانلل . Theother

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:

םידקאייפקולצא1.

רורשתבחר2.

יולוללא3.

1. Old document relating to a pious foundation.

2. The square of Surūr,

3. the pearl-dealer.
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The orthography רורש is a representation of the name Surūr, 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. iii, iv

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 readwith any certainty. There is also a note

in lateHebrew script, in the samehand as the note above the right column.This

note reads: יולוללארורשתבחר ‘The square of Surūr, 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 LordMuḥammad, his prophet and

his family, and safety.

3. This is what the elder Saʿīd al-Dawlah Abū Manṣūr the son of Rashīd al-

Dawlah, Abū 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-Qādir (‘handmaid of the Mighty One’), the Cairene,

4. theTripolitanian Jewess, an adultwoman, the daughter of Muʿammar, 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 Abū Aḥmad ʿAlī ibn Abī al-Qāsim

5. originating from Ascalon, the Cairene, in the shrine of the noble al-

Ḥusayn—on its resident (i.e. al-Ḥusayn) may there be the most excellent

peace, greeting, and respect. His witnesses are acquainted with him and

verify his identity.Hebought fromhim for her,with one clapping thehand

[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-

Muʿizziyyah, Cairo—may it be protected—in the district

8. of Zuwaylah, on the edge of the neighbouring district of Surūr al-Luʾluʾlī,

the house that abuts the street known as al-Turjumān,with a square door-
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way, and a corridor fromwhich one enters the courtyard of a ground floor

with a square doorway, in which

9. 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

10. 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

11. 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,

12. 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;

13. 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

14. a wooden lattice and windows to look down from; and (the house) con-

tains awashroom,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

15. 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

16. 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 cabinet in [ ]

17. a door suspended over it. In thewall opposite the entrance of the kitchen,

there is a lower cabinet. (The house) has a window in the passage, which
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brings light to its courtyard.The description of the other upper apartment

is that it has a square doorway with [a pair]

18. 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

19. andwindows 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,

20. 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

21. 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

22. to its upper roofs, onwhich is a garden anda 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

23. 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

24. known by (the name of) Abū al-Faraj ibn Sibāʿ, the Jewish secretary, and

before him, it was known by (the name of) Bint Abū al-Barakāt. The

second boundary, which is the northern one, extends to the thoroughfare

leading from it to lanes of this

25. 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) Nāš-

iyah ibnat Ibrāhīm ibn Šaʿyā al-Yahūdī.

26. The fourth boundary, which is the western one, extends to the house

known by (the name of) Abū al-Faḍl, the cloth merchant, known (also)

by (the name of) Ibn Ḵuwār; with the boundaries of all that the contract

of this sale entailed, namely its boundaries,

27. its structure, its door, its lower courtyard, its staircase, its upper apart-

ments, its passage, its storeroom, its bench, its engraved doors, its win-



144 chapter 10

dows, its ventilation shafts, its brick, its baked bricks, its unbaked bricks,

its timber, its silver, its treasury,

28. all its rights, by which it is know and which are attributed to it, for sixty-

five dīnārs, gold, inminted coin, full weight, verified, of good alloy, a decis-

ive, effective, permitted, operative, valid sale, without a condition

29. 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

30. the aforementioned price, this being sixty-five dīnārs, 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

31. 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,

32. 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

33. 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

34. for a value, and the handing over of anything whatsoever, little or much,

with the fullestwarranties, and themost 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

35. 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

36. 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 Rabīʿ ii,

37. in the year five hundred and fifty-three (5 May, 1158ce). 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 Futūḥ ibn ʿAlī. 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. ʿAlī ibn Manṣūr ibn ʿAbd Allāh ibn ʿAlī 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. ʿAlī ibn ʿAbd Allāh ibn Muḥammad ibn ʿAlī 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 Allāh ibn Muḥammad ibn al-Ḥasan 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. Ṣāliḥ ibn ʿAlī ibn Aḥmad ibn ʿAlī witnessed the acknowledgement of the

seller
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20. and the buyer for the woman named with him in it on the date of the

month

21. of Rabīʿ ii, in the year five hundred and fifty-three, they being in sound

health and legally capable of conducting

22. their affairs, and he is acquainted with them. He was not aware of any

reason to change this testimony of his

23. up to the time he performed it. This was witnessed in my presence, and

my trust is in God.

2.10.3 Right Margin

1. The seller and the buyer for the womanmentioned in it called me to wit-

ness that. This was written by Muḥammad ibn ʿAlī ibn Aḥmad ibn ʿAlī at

the beginning of Rabīʿ ii, in the year five hundred and fifty-three.

2. 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. In the name of God, the Merciful and Compassionate

2. The elder, Saʿīd al-Dawlah Abū Manṣūr son of the elder Rašīd al-Dawlah

Abū al-Faraj, the Jewish

3. 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

4. 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

5. of a supplementary document, in which is acknowledged the sale of

whatever he sees fit to sell onher behalf of her residence andher property,

by a decisive sale with warranty. This

6. 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

7. of Muḥarram, in the year five hundred and fifty-five. Her two witnesses

are the two judges the jurisprudentTrust of theDynasty AbūMuḥammad

ʿAbd Allāh

8. ibnAḥmad ibn ʿAlī ibn ʿUmar and the BlessedTrustedOne, Support of the

Kingdom, Trustworthy of the Dynasty and its Powerful One, the Protégé

of the Commander of the Faithful, Abū al-Majīd
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9. Ḵalīl ibn Naṣr ibn al-Ḥasan al-Ḵazrajī, in the presence of the witnesses of

this supplementary document, willingly, in healthy mind and body, leg-

ally capable of conducting

10. his affairs, not forced, nor coerced, nor constrained, (the elder, Saʿīd al-

Dawlah) acknowledged that it (the property) hasmoved 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

11. of Abū al-Ḥasan ibnḤusayn, themoney changer, known as Ibn al-Tinnīsī,

all the portion that amounts to a half,

12. twelve shares from twenty-four shares, held in common, not divided, of

all the house that is defined

13. and described on the recto, by right of a decisive, effective and valid pur-

chase in a document that testified to that, its date

14. 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 dīnārs, which he received from him and they came into

15. 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,

16. right to usufruct, in any way whatsoever. He stood warranty for a claim

from a third party on behalf of the womanwho had appointed him as her

agent, with a warranty against a claim with his wealth against the wealth

of his wife.

17. This was on the twenty ninth of themonth of Rabīʿ i, in the year five hun-

dred and fifty-five (14 April, 1160ce).

2.10.5 Witness Clauses, Verso, Right Column

1–2. The agent who is the acknowledger of this called me to witness. Written

by the sincere judge

3. on the fifth of Rabīʿ ii

4. in the year five hundred and fifty-five.

5–6. The agent in this document, who is the acknowledger, called me to wit-

ness, the sincere and blessed judge,

7. on the fifth of the month of Rabīʿ ii,

8. in the year five hundred and fifty-five.

9–10. The elder Saʿīd al-Dawlah, the agent who is the acknowledger in this

(document) calledme towitness, written by Šākir ibn ʿAbdAllāh ibnNaṣr

ibn ʿAlī,

11. on the fifth of Rabīʿ ii, in the year five hundred and fifty-five.
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2.10.6 Verso, Left Column

1. In the name of God, the Merciful and Compassionate

2. Abū al-Ḥasan ibn Ḥusayn ibn Abū al-Ḥasan, 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 hundredEgyptian dīnārs, inminted coin, of full weight,

of good alloy, verified.

13. This buyer was released from these (the hundred dīnārs 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 datewas 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 ʾaṣl document) was witnessed on this blessed day,

21. which is the date of the fifteenth of Jumādā ii, in the year of five hun-

dred and seventy-two (25 December 1176). In four copies (i.e., copies of

the primary ʾaṣl document).

3 Commentary

3.1 Notes on the Text’s Contents

3.1.1 Recto

Line 1: تبث ‘it has been certified (and registered)’: The Ḥanafī 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 تبث ṯabata (literally: ‘it has become firm’) or ṯubbita ‘it has been made

firm’, فرتعا ʾuʿturifa ‘it has been recognised/certified’, حص ṣaḥḥa ‘it has been certi-

fied’. For registration of documents see al-Ṭarsūsī,Kitāb al-Iʿlām, 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.

faqad aṯbatat al-mamlūkah al-ḥujaj bi-mablaġ al-dayn fī majlis al-ḥukm al-šarif

‘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 Saʿīd al-Dawlah (‘Blessed One of the Dynasty’)

and his father has the title Rašīd al-Dawlah (‘Rightly Guided One of the Dyn-

asty’). Such honorific titles, whichwere bestowedby the Fāṭimid régime, reflect

the fact that the bearers had some kind of affiliation to a government office.

Since the buyer is described as a physician (mutaṭabbib), 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 Fāṭimid court. The

Genizah documents refer to several Jews who bore such honorific titles, e.g. t-s
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Ar. 7.23 ( הלודלארכפלגאלאןהכלא ‘the exalted priest, Pride of the Dynasty’), t-

s 12.290 ( יולהתפיןבהשמהלודלאינסםראכמלאובא ‘Abū al-Makārim, 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).

Thenames of the buyer’swife Bint al-Qawm(‘Daughter of the People)’, Amat

al-Qādir (‘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 readingwould be ةداقلاةما ‘Handmaid of the Leaders’.Women’s

names in theGenizah often reflect the profession of the father of the family, e.g.

girls from the family of a government secretary (kātib)were called Sitt al-Kuttāb

(‘Daughter of Secretaries’) (Goitein 1971, 355).

Many of the richest Jews inmedieval Egypt and of those connected with the

government (such as the Tustarī 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-aḥkām al-wikālah allatī bi-yadi-hi min-hā

‘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 hāḏā mā ʾištará pn1 li-pn2 bi-māli-hā wa-ʾamri-hā min pn3 ‘This is what

pn1 bought for pn2 with her money and her command from pn3’, which is the

formula proposed by the third century ah šurūṭ scholar Abū Zayd Aḥmad ibn

Zayd al-Šurūṭī (cf. al-Taḥāwī, al-Buyūʿ iii, 45.1). Our document has a fuller for-

mula bi-māli-hā wa-ʾamri-hā wa-ʾiḏni-hā la-hu fī ḏālika wa-ḍamāni-hi al-darak

fī-hā ‘with hermoney and by her command and permission to himwith regard

to that and (granting him authority) to guarantee against claims from a third

party with regard to it’. Crucially this transfers responsibility for thewarranty 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 (Edfū 854ce), in which a

woman buys a house from her husband: hāḏā mā ʾištarat Yūna ibnat Ḥalīṣā

ʾištaratmin zawji-hāYazīd al-jarrārmanzil la-hu ‘This is what Yūna, daughter of

Ḥelīṣā, has bought. She has bought from her husband Yazīd, 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: لماكلاةارملا ‘adult woman’. For the use of the term kāmil in the sense

of ‘adult’, see al-Maḵzūmī, Kitāb al-Minhāj, 64:20 and Khan, alad, pp. 115, 474.

The term is used for males and females; cf. al-rajul al-kāmil ‘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-imraʾah al-kāmil

(alad no. 126:2, p. 464). Also, synonymous adjectives lack feminine agreement

in medieval documents, e.g. t-s K6.162 al-marʾah al-bāliġ ‘the adult woman’

(alad no. 31:5, p. 189).

Line 5: For al-Mašhad al-Ḥusaynī ‘The Shrine of al-Ḥusayn’ in Cairo, see al-

Maqrīzī, Ḵiṭaṭ ii, 322–323, iii, 91; al-Sulūk i, 435. This was a shrine that housed

the relic of the head of al-Ḥusayn ibn ʿAlī ibn ʾAbī Ṭālib. The head was brought

from Ascalon to Cairo on the 8 Jumādā ii, 548ah (6 September, 1153ce). The

shrine, now known asMasjid al-Imām al-Ḥusayn ‘The Mosque of the Imām al-

Ḥusayn’, was built in 549ah/1154ce under the supervision of the vizier al-Ṣāliḥ

al-Ṭalāʾiʿ. Our document indicates that the legal transaction and the drawing

up of the document by the notary took place in al-Mašhad al-Ḥusaynī. 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 (ḥawānīt) 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: رادلا : The term dār 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: ةسورحملاةرهاقلاةيزعملابىتلارادلاىهو ‘and it is the house that is in al-Muʿizziy-

yah Cairo (may it be protected)’. Al-Muʿizziyyah is an alternative name for the

Fāṭimid capital al-Qāhirah (Cairo).Thenewly foundedcitywasoriginally called

al-Manṣūriyyah by the general al-Jawhar but was renamed al-Qāhirah by the

caliph al-Muʿizz on his arrival from theWest (al-Maqrīzī, Ḵiṭaṭ i, 377). For this
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reason, it is sometimes referred to as al-Qāhirah al-Muʿizziyyah. 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-sMisc. 29.24

(alad, no. 23, 509ah/1115ce) and also in numerous legal documents from the

Fāṭimid period written by Jewish notaries; cf. Worman (1906, 9).

Line 8: For the district of Zuwaylah (ḥārat Zuwaylah) in Cairo, see al-Maqrīzī,

Ḵiṭaṭ, iii, 8. This was named after a unit of troops in the invading Fāṭimid

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 ii Firk. Arab. 3 indicates that the house was in the north of Cairo ( fī

baḥriyyihā).

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’ (ḥārat al-yahūd). In 1917ce 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 housewas ‘in the dis-

trict of Zuwaylah, on the edge of the neighbouring district of Surūr al-Luʾluʾlī’.

I have not been able to identify the district of Surūr al-Luʾluʾlī in the literary

sources.

Line 8: لفسةعاق : The term qāʿah 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 qāʿah, is used to refer to the ground floor in general and, moreover, there

are references to structures attached to the qāʿah. The qāʿah here, therefore,

must be understood in the restricted sense of (iii) ‘courtyard’. Note, however,

that in someGenizah documents the qāʿah is said to be roofed, e.g. t-s Ar. 53.17,

recto 6 (Khan, alad no. 5, recto 6, p. 78): al-qāʿah al-laṭīfah 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: عبرملابابلاتاذ : ‘with a square doorway’, i.e. a rectangular door. The

genitive pronoun ḏāt 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 dār ‘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
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mentioned in the immediately preceding context, as is the case here, where it

seems to be presenting an attribute of the qāʿah.

Line 9: ىريحسلجم : For the occurrence of this term in Genizah documents

see Khan, alad no. 19:12, p. 135. Goitein (1983, 69) interprets this feature of

houses as an enclosed living room (< ḥayr ‘enclosure’), i.e. majlis ḥayrī. It

seems, however, that the living roomwas a t-shaped living roomwith two ves-

tibules and portico and its name comes from Qaṣr al-Ḥayr, which was built

by the Abbasid caliph al-Mutawakkil in Sāmarrāʾ (Yāqūt, Muʿjam al-Buldān

ii, 328). According to al-Masʿūdī (Murūj al-Ḏahab iv, 4–5) the Abbasid caliph

al-Mutawakkil introduced a t-shaped architectural structure called al-ḥīrī, in-

spired by and named after the pre-Islamic kingdom of al-Ḥīrah. The phrase

ىريحسلجم could, therefore, also be read asmajlis ḥīrī (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 Aḥmad ibn Ṭūlūn (see Vorderstrasse 2013, 300

and the references cited there).

Line 9: نيمكب 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: ةيمكىدرف farday kummiyyah ‘two single chests’. A kummiyyah, which

literally means a ‘sleeve ornament’, appears to have the meaning of a chest in a

vestibule (Goitein 1983, 387; Blau, Dictionary, 607).

Line 10: جودنك kandūj ‘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 kandū ‘beehive, storage jar’. The - j 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 ḵuristān was a shelf in the recess of a wall. The word is derived from

Persian, in which it designates a pantry (< ḵor ‘food’ + istān locative suffix); cf.

Goitein (1983, 66–67), Asbaghi (1988, 107).

Line 11: فيطللاالدسلا : ‘The narrow couch’. Cf. Dozy, Supplément vol. 1, 642 sv ةَّلِدسِ

banc rembourré (‘paddedbench’), canapé (‘couch’).Goitein (1983, 68) refers to it

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 ىَّلِدسِ sidillāwith a final long /ā/ vowel, as it has in
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our document. He defines it as ‘an oblong chamberwith awide and deep recess

on either hand at, or near, one extremity thereof’ and derives it from the Per-

sian ْهَلِدْهسِ ‘three-hearted’, ‘as though it were three chambers in one chamber’.

Lane (1954, 12) describes the sidillā in Egyptian houses of the early nineteenth

century ce as follows: ‘Sometimes themattress… lies upon a platform of stone,

about half a foot high, called “sidilleh” or “sidillè,” a word of Persian origin, and

also applied to a recess, of which the floor is similarly elevated, andnearly 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 laṭīf in the sense of ‘small’ or ‘narrow’ in

relation tohousehold furniture and architecture, see t-sAr. 53.17, recto 6 (Khan,

alad 5 recto, 6, p. 78): al-qāʿah al-laṭīfah ‘the small ground floor’.

Line 12. قوقحلاةروكذملارادلاهذهملسُتحتوه : 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: ةفص ṣuffah: In theGenizah 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 “ṣuffeh,” 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 ṣuffeh.’

Line 13: ةقرتسم 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 amaqʿad, 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 ṭāqah 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 قاط ṭāq ‘an arch … vaulted work; window’, from Middle

Persian tāg (Asbaghi 1988, 192). The tā marbūṭah of the Arabic singular form

ةقاط ṭāqa appears to be a back-formation from the plural تاقاط ṭāqāt.

Line 14: A ṭabaqah in the medieval documents could denote the upper floor or

an apartment forming part of it (Goitein 1983, 58).

Line 14: امهادحاةفصو ‘and the description of one of them’. Here ةفص is to be read

ṣifah ‘description’ not ṣuffah ‘bench’.

Line 16: جنهادابلا al-bādāhanj ‘ventilation shaft’, ‘wind-catcher’; cf. Goitein (1983,

79, 356–357; Harrison 2016, 72). This typically had a shaft protruding above the

housewith an opening facing towards the cooling breezes. Theword is anArab-

icised form of a Persian word bād-āhang ‘drawer of wind’ (Asbaghi 1988, 33). In

a later period this structure was known in Persian as bādgīr ‘wind-holder’ and

in Arabic asmalqaf (Rosenthal 1977).

Line 17: خبطملاردص ṣadr al-maṭbaḵ ‘thewall opposite the entranceof the kitchen’.

For this meaning of ṣadr see Goitein (1983, 65).

Line 18: ةعاقرود dūr qāʿah. This was the part of the inner floorwhere one slipped

off one’s shoes, whichwas 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: ناذكـلابةطلبم muballaṭah bi-l-kaḏḏān ‘paved with tuff gravel’. For kaḏḏān

see Dozy, Supplément ii, 450–451.

Line 19: ةوسكـلاةنازخلا al-ḵizānah al-kiswah ‘the wardrobe’. Presumably ḵizānat

al-kiswa is meant. This is how the phrase appears, with the initial noun in the

ʾiḍāfah, in the later documents relating to this house (ii Firk. Arab. 3, recto, 12;

Richards 1972, 109).

Line 21: رجحلابدوُقعَمملس sullammaʿqūd bi-l-ḥajar ‘a staircase with a stone arch’, i.e.,

it was built over an arch.

Line 21: ةسينك kanīsah ‘hut, shack’; cf. Blau, Dictionary 610. According to Dozy,

Supplément ii, 463 the word is used also to refer to a large litter for transport.
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Line 21: ةرضخملا al-maḵḍarah ‘garden; lawn’. This seems to be a better reading

than ةرضحملا , whichwouldmean ‘assembly room’ according toDozy, Supplément

i, 299. Some wealthy Jews had houses with roof gardens (Goitein 1983, 150).

The document ii Firk. Arab. 3, which describes the property in 638ah/1241ce,

refers to a saṭḥ muḵaḍḍar ‘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 bustān (Khan, alad no. 8:2, p. 61;

no. 25:8, 173) and jinān (Khan, alad no. 4:3, 9, 13, 16 pp. 72–73, no. 28:8,

p. 81).

Line 25: اهذافنو wa-nuffāḏi-hā ‘and its thoroughfares’. I am interpreting this

as the plural of nāfiḏ, a term that is used as an attribute of a thoroughfare

street.

Line 25: The term rawšan, which is of Persian origin, translated here as ‘win-

dowbalcony’ was an alcove consisting of a baywindow fromwhich inhabitants

could observe what was happening in the street below (Goitein 1983, 61). In

Middle and Modern Persian rowšan means ‘light, bright’. Cf. also Middle Per-

sian rōzan ‘window’ (MacKenzie 1971, 72).5

Line 27: هنيزخو wa-ḵazīnu-hu. This is referring to what is deposited (ḵazīn) in a

storeroom (ḵizānah).

Line 28: For the terms qualifying the coins, see Khan, alad, p. 28. The price of

the half portion of the housewas 65 dīnārs (beginning of Rabīʿ ii, 553ah/8May

1158ce). According to the faṣl on the right side of the verso (line 14), the

half portion was sold two years later (9 Rabīʿ i 555ah/ 25 March 1160ce) for

50 dīnārs. According to the faṣl on the left side of the verso on 15 Jumādā

ii 572ah/25 December 1176) the half portion of the house was, in turn, sold

to the owner’s son for 100 dīnārs. We see, therefore, that the cost of the half

portion fluctuated considerably in these transactions. One factor in these fluc-

tuationsmay 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 dīnārs in 555ah/1160ce coincided with the beginning

of the reign of the puppet child caliph al-ʿĀḍid and the enfeeblement of the

Fāṭimid state due to attempts by the Crusaders and the Sunnī Syrian rule Nūr

al-Dīn to gain control of Egypt. The conspicuous rise in price to 100 dīnārs in

5 I am grateful to Masoud Mohammadirad for drawing my attention to this.
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1176cemay have been brought about by a rise in demand for property in Cairo

after the burning of al-Fusṭāṭ by the vizier Šawār in 1168ce, 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-Fusṭāṭ moved

to Cairo.6 According to the document ii Firk. Arab. 3, the complete house was

sold on 17 Jumādā ii, 638ah/9 January 1241ce for 125 dīnārs.

Line 34: هلالصانابباتكو ‘andhehas adocumentwith the status of aprimarydoc-

ument (i.e. a certificate of his original ownership)’. The syntaxhere is somewhat

garbled. ii Firk. Arab. 3, line 5 has a parallel formula that is more transparent:

عيبلابلصفمهنملكىلعبتكوهللوصابتكةثلثواهبهلدهشياباتكهديىفرضحاو ‘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 whichwaswrit-

ten a supplementary document of the sale.’

Line 38: اهترامعو wa-ʿimārati-hi ‘its repair’. For this meaning of the term see Blau,

Dictionary, 458.

3.1.2 Recto, Witness Clauses

Line 3: ٦٥غلبملاو : 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: اهئادانيحىلاهذههتداهشلاريغمملعامو ‘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 17–18, 22–23, see al-Nuwayrī, Nihāyat al-ʾArab ix, 54:

هدنعاهماقأنأىلإهتداهشلارّيغمملعامو . For the expression ةداهشلاءادا ‘performing the

testimony’, see al-Siʿnāqī, al-Kāfī, iii, 330, al-Muqaddasī, al-Šarḥ al-Kabīr, xxix,

435.

Line 12: هللابةقثلاوكلذىدنعدهش ‘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 šahādah ʿalā šahādah. One of the functions of this was to

supplement the primary witnesses whenever there was some element within a

6 I am grateful to Lorenzo Bondioli, who suggested to me this correlation with the burning of

al-Fusṭāṭ.
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contract, or added to it, that might weaken the contract or expose it to a claim.

The secondarywitnesses 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

Line 10: لقتنادقهنا : This is the sentential object of the verb ʾaqarra at the begin-

ning of the document: ‘The elder, Saʿīd 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: لهكلجر rajul kahl ‘a middle-aged man’; cf. Khan, alad, p. 15. Accord-

ing to Ibn Sīda, Kitāb al-Muḵaṣṣaṣ i, 40, citing ibn Jinnī, the term kahl refers to

a man between thirty-four and fifty-one years of age.

Line 3: ةرمسلاقيقر raqīq al-sumrah ‘pure (i.e. uniform) in brownness’. For this

phrase in Genizah documents, see Khan, alad, p. 16.

Line 4: ةهبجلاحضاو wāḍiḥ al-jabhah ‘with a smooth forehead’, i.e. having a comely

forehead, not coarse with an excess of flesh; cf. Ibn Sīdā, Kitāb al-Muḵaṣṣaṣ i,

88, al-Maḵzūmī, Kitāb al-Minhāj, 64 and Khan, alad, p. 16.

Line 4: نينيعلالهشا ʾašhal al-ʿaynayn ‘with dark brown eyes’, i.e. eyes with dark,

red-brown irises; cf. Ibn Sīdā, Kitāb al-Muḵaṣṣaṣ i, 99, al-Maḵzūmī, Kitāb al-

Minhāj, 65, Khan, alad, p. 17.

Line 4: فنالاىنقا ʾaqnā al-ʾanf ‘with a hooked nose’; cf. Ibn Sīdā, Kitāb al-

Muḵaṣṣaṣ i, 132, al-Ṯaʿālabī, Kitāb Fiqh al-Luġa, 85, Khan, alad, p. 18.

Line 5: هيفامبهسفنىلعمهدهشاو ‘he called them to witness for himself with regard

to what is contained in it’. This is a development of the phrase šahida ʿalā 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

transactionswere completed orally bymeans of oral acknowledgement (ʾiqrār)

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 depositionmade 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 hāḏā mā ʾištarā pn ‘This is what pn bought’.

This presentation of the transaction from the perspective of the buyer and the

objective style canbe explainedby 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

autographwitness clauseswritten by thewitnesses. 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 faṣl. This lit-

erallymeans ‘section’. I have translated it as ‘supplementary document’. For the

term see Nuwayrī, Nihāyat al-ʾArab ix, 26:13. This has the form of a record of

legal acknowledgement, opening ʾaqarra pn (‘pn declared’), inwhich 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 ii Firk. Arab. 1, lines 34–35, 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 (ʾaṣl), 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 ʾaṣl

‘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

hāḏā mā ʾištarā pn ‘This is what pn bought’, as on the recto of ii Firk. Arab.

1.

The second of these was a document of šahādah ‘a document testifying in

his support to the validity of his ownership’. Many such documents of šahādah

from the Middle Ages are extant. They typically open with the formula šahida

al-šuhūd al-musammūna ʾāḵira hāḏā al-kitāb … ʿalā ʾiqrār pn ‘The witnesses at

the end of this document have borne testimony … to the acknowledgement of

pn’ or slight variants of this. Examples of šahādah documents relating to the

transfer of property include Vienna, National Library 10254 (ed. Thung 2006,

66–67) and Qaṣr Ibrīm 46 recto (ed. Khan 2024). Such documents can be con-

sidered to record acts of secondary witnessing (šahādah ʿalā šahādah) in order

to strengthen the protection of the contract against claims (Wakin 1972, 68–

70). Al-Ṭaḥāwī recommends that such šahādah documents contain a copy of

the full text of the ʾaṣl document and the names of its witnesses (al-Ṭaḥāwī, iii,

al-Buyūʿ, 12.0–12.2).

It is possible that these šahādah documents were a development of thewrit-

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 ʾaṣl and the šahādah of the seller had a faṣl

written on their verso recording an acknowledgement of the sale. The date and
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witnesses of these faṣl documents were the same as those of the new ʾaṣl 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 inKhan, 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 ḥilyah. Most of the

named parties in our document are not accompanied by a detailed ḥilyah.

The exception is the seller in the faṣl in the left column of the verso, Abū

al-Ḥasan ibn Ḥusayn ibn Abū al-Ḥasan, who is given a ḥilyah. The same per-

son in the earlier document in the right column of the verso, however, is not

given a ḥilyah. The explanation for this may be that the burning of al-Fusṭāṭ

by Šawār in 1168ce caused a large increase in the population of Cairo and this

occurred between thewriting of the document in the right column of the verso

(1160ce) and the writing of the document in the left column (1176ce).We have

already seen that this increase in population caused a conspicuous increase

in the price of the property bought in 1176ce. The practice of writing a ḥilyah

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-Fayyūm. It is sig-

nificant that both parties in the later document ii Firk. Arab. 3, dated 1241ce,

have a ḥilyah.

The typology of the formulae of the document of sale in ii Firk. Arab. 1

recto corresponds in most details more closely to that of the contemporary

documents from al-Fusṭāṭ 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 party7 is expressed by a formula that corres-

ponds broadly to the one that is found in the Genizah documents, but some-

whatmore detailed (recto, 31–33). As in theGenizahdocuments, it openswith a

protasis constructionwith the indefinitepronounmā ‘whatever’: fa-mā ʾadraka

fīmā ʿalay-hi ʿaqd hāḏā al-bayʿ al-maḏkūr 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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figure 10.1 ii Firk. Arab. 1 recto
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figure 10.2 ii Firk. Arab. 1 verso
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figure 10.3 ii Firk. Arab. 3 recto

of the aforementioned sale entailed’.The apodosis, however, opens fa-ḍamānu-

hu ʿalā hāḏā al-bāʾiʿ ḥattā yusallim ḏālika ‘this seller is obliged to standwarranty

for it anddeliver that’, whereas the corresponding section of thewarranty in the

Genizah documents typically opens fa-ʿalā hāḏā al-bāʾiʿ taslīm ‘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-ḍamān mā yajib (read so) fī ḏālika ʿalā

pn ḥattá yusallim ḏālika ‘thewarranty 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

Qiṣṣat al-Ğumǧuma: 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 306.13,1 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’

( ةمجمجلاةصق qiṣṣat al-ǧumǧumah).2There are a fewknowncopies of this popular

tale in the Cairo Genizah collections, but this is the only Arabic-script version

therein that has yet been identified.3 Moreover, it differs from the (possibly

later) extant versions in Arabic inHebrew characters in one importantway; the

skull’s interlocutor is referred to not as ‘that man’ ( صخشلاكلذ ḏālika al-šaḵṣ),

but as ‘ʿĪsá, Prophet of God’ ( هللايبنىسيع ʿĪsá nabīy ʾallāh).

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 Bursalı 2018), Urdu,

Persian (Pennacchietti 1996), and several Indonesian languages, including Ja-

vanese (Brakel-Papenhuyzen2002). Although thenarrative 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 cataloguingduties.The experience of working at thegruwas 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 Ørum (2017).

https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/
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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: ʿĪsá (or ʿAlī, Mūsá,

or an unidentified man)4 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, towhich the skull respondswith 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 oneweakness—and the reason for his disgrace—is that hewor-

shipped idols.He thus falls ill, dies, anddescends intohell,wherehe encounters

Munkar, Nakīr, 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 Abū Nuʿaym

al-Iṣbahānī’s (d. 1038ce) Ḥilyat al-ʾawlīyāʾ. However, its non-canonical status is

evident in its exclusion from Aḥmad b. Muḥammad al-Ṯaʿlabī’s (d. ca. 1035ce)

contemporaneousQiṣaṣ al-ʾanbiyāʾ, 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 Qurʾan (Tottoli 2003, 229, 232). Pennacchietti

(1996, 102–103) also finds references to this more limited narrative in the

twelfth-century ce works of al-Ġazzālī (d. 1111ce) and al-Ṭurṭūšī (d. 1127ce).

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

Šīʿī versions of the tale in which the main protagonist is ʿAlī, while Pennacchietti (2005, 298)

discusses a Judaeo-Persian version, which features Mūsá. 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 ‘thatman’. The skull’s own identity also changes; in some Christian

versions—be they in Syriac, Neo-Aramaic, or Arabic—the skull is identified as Arsānīs (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 (msGothaOrient. A 2212, fols. 2

verso–9 recto), in which the skull is named as Bālwān b. Ḥafṣ b. Daylam.
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some versions of the narrative,5 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 elementsmentioned above) is attributed to the composition of the Persian

tale, Ǧumǧuma-nāma, ascribed to Farīd al-Dīn ʿAṭṭār (d. 1221ce) (Pennacchi-

etti 1995, 145; Tottoli 2003, 239; cf. Bernardini 1999a; Babacan Bursalı 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.7 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—largely 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 Nakīr, 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-Ġazzālī (d. 1111ce) refers to the skull as a king—adetail absent

in other pre-thirteenth-century ce versions of the narrative—whichhe attributes to Šīʿī influ-

ence.

6 Ritter (1960) attributes the Persian tale to ʿAṭṭār. This attribution has been recently challenged

by Turkish Studies scholars (see Babacan Bursalı 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 1124ah/1712ce) (see

Connolly 2020) andmore than 30 versions written in Maghrebi- and Sūdānī-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 Bibliothèque de

Manuscrits al-Imam Essayouti) in Mali, and which are available to view via the Hill Museum

and Manuscript Library (hmml) (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.

https://www.vhmml.org
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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, andmagnanimity as a ruler. At the behest

of ʿĪsá, who asks the skull about its death, his experience of the grave, encoun-

ters with Munkar, Nakīr, and Mālik, 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 ʿĪsá about the six faces of the Angel of

Death. Bearing these elements inmind, it seems likely that this text would have

been committed to paper after the thirteenth century ce. 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 thematerial

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-

ally8—having sexual intercourse with one of his wives, before heading to the

ḥammām, where he falls ill. This personal detail is missing in many of the ver-

sions that canpositively be identified as havingbeenwrittendown inLevantine

and Egyptian contexts; I have only come across it in manuscripts of Maghrebi

andWest African origin.9 In Islamic teaching, individuals who engage in sexual

intercourse are considered ritually unclean and are morally obliged to wash

(ġusl) themselves before partaking in any further activities, such as eating or

drinking. This additional detail, therefore, provides important context for why

the king/sultanwent to the ḥammām—context that is omitted (if indeed itwas

ever included) in many of the extant versions of the narrative.

8 This version of the narrative states only that ‘I looked at one of mywives and [then tookplace]

what is between the [sic.] man and a wife. Then I entered the ḥammām.’ (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 Bibliothèque de Manuscrits al-Imam Essayouti 15389,

f. 3, lines 16–18), but in BnF Arabe 5616, the event is described explicitly:

مامحلاتلخدمثاهتعقاوفيتوهشتكرحتف]ن[هنمدحاىلاترظنفءاسنلاعممايالانمامويتنكانا
‘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 ḥammām.’ (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

/btv1b9065616f./f71.item.r=5616, accessed 1 February 2024); ms Mali Bibliothèque 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.

https://gallica.bnf.fr/ark:/12148/btv1b9065616f./f71.item.r=5616
https://gallica.bnf.fr/ark:/12148/btv1b9065616f./f71.item.r=5616
https://www.vhmml.org/readingRoom/view/160820
https://www.vhmml.org/readingRoom/view/160820
https://www.vhmml.org/readingRoom/view/161768
https://www.vhmml.org/readingRoom/view/161768
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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 ḥammām. Or does this fragment represent a regional version of the tale

popular in the Maghreb andWest 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 Qurʾan 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.10

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 16×10.7cm. As Posegay and Da Rold (forthcoming, 19–

20)11 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

1600ce.12 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 I am grateful to Dr Nick Posegay for allowingme to read the pre-print version of his forth-

coming article.

12 Gacek (2009, 189–190) states that wove paper’s heydaywas between themid 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 nomisṭarah 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 taʿlīq

and nastaʿlīq 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, ṣād and ḍād are written without a ‘tooth’ (or ‘denticle’). In

word-medial and word-final positions, kāf is rendered as an s-shape (kāf mab-

sūṭah), but in word-initial position, its form oscillates between kāf mabsūṭah,

a straight-lined form without a top stroke, and a curved-base with a straight,

diagonal top stroke (kāf maškūlah). The generous sweep of word-final nūn

alternates between a semi-circle and a bowl-like shape. Lām followed by ʾalif

is written as a ligature, whichmost closely resembles lām-ʾalif al-muḥaqqaqah,

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 ṣād and ḍād 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) nasḵī 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 As Dr Nick Posegay points out (personal communication), the seeming haste with which

this text was written downmight 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 wāw to the following mīm in the word مويلا ‘the day’ (verso, line 6) and the

conjoining of rāʾ and yāʾ in اميرك ‘generous’ (recto, line 6).14

3 Transcription and Translation15

Key:

{ } superscript word or letter.

⟨ ⟩ reconstruction based on another version.16

[ ] reconstruction based on this text.

( ) addition to the translation intended to aid readability.

3.1 Recto

(And on their heads, they wore

crowns of) gold and silver,

studded with pearls, rubies,

and gems.

رهوحلاوٮوٯاىلاوردلاٮٮعصرمهصٯلاوٮهدلا

رهوجلاوتوقايلاوّردلاب17تعصرمةضفلاوبهذلا

1

And there were under my

control four thousand (sol-

diers) in whose hands were

un-sheathed swords,

ڡويسلامهىدىاٮفالاعٮراىمامرىڡںاكو

18هدرحٮملا

فويسلامهيديأبفالاعبرأيمامزيفناكو

ةدرجتملا

2

14 These ligatures have not been replicated in the transcription, here.

15 I am 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 aremine

(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. 90 verso–94 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; Bibliothèque 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 ةعصّرم (see §4).

18 The final letter could also be read as an additional dāl or perhaps even a yāʾ.
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so (that) no one was able to

reach me. But I (and) they—

we were worshipping idols

and

ماںصالادٮعنمهاناٮىكويلالصىدحاردٯىالو

امو

دبعنمه]و[انأتنكويلالصيدحأردقيالو

امومانصألا

3

and none of us declared:

“there is no god except Him!” I

had a thousand servant girls

هىراحڡلاىلںاكووهالاهلااللوٯىںماںمامو

ةيراجفلأيلناكووهاّلاهلااللوقينمانمامو

4

and a hundred wives from

among the daughters of kings.

I was the handsomest

ساىلانسحاٮىكوکولملاٮاىٮںمهارماهىامو

اهحو

سانلانسحأتنكوكولملاتانبنمةأرماةئامو

اهجو

5

and funniest person (in the

world)! I was generous in the

world; I loved the weak (and

vulnerable)

ٮىحاواٮىدلاىٯامىركٮىكوانسمهحصاو

]ڡ[اعصلا

تبحاوايندلايفاميركتنكو19انسمه]ك[حضاو

فاعضلا

6

and I clothed the orphans and

the widows. Then ʿĪsá, peace

be upon him, said,

ىسىعلاقکـلددعىٯلمارالاواماىىلاىسكاو

مالسلاهىلع

ىسيعلاقكلذدعبفلمارالاو20اماتيلاىسكاو

مالسلاهيلع

7

“tell me, O Skull, what did you

see of death and (its) appear-

ance?

هحووٮوملاٮىارڡىكهمحمحلااهىاىيىىرىحا

هجووتوملاتيأرفيكةمجمجلااهيأيينيربخأ

8

And the Angel of Death and

his terrors? And the grave and

its anguish? (What about)

Munkar

ركىموهٮٯىصورٮٯلاوهىٮعروٮوملاکـلمو

ركنموهتقيضوربقلاوهتبعروتوملاكلمو

9

19 Based on alternative versions of this narrative, I have read this as انسمهكحضاٯ ; on the

understanding that the kāf has been omitted by mistake. The alternative readings are

نّسلاكحاض (BnF Arabe 2761, 66 recto, lines 8–9) and نسلاكوحض (cul Qq. 173, 150 recto,

line 2).

20 ىماتي (see §4).
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and Nakīr and their tyranny?

And the fire and its torment?

And (what about) Mālik and

his agony?”

هٮصعوکـلامواهٮادعوراىلاومهٮلوصورىكٮو

هتصّغوكلامواهباذعورانلاومهتلوصوريكنو

10

The Skull answered him, “O

Prophet of God, you have

indeed asked me about a

prodigious matter. I shall tell

you

رماںعىٮٮلاسدٯلهللاىٮٮاىهلهمحمحلاٮلاٯٯ

کملعاميطع

رمأنعينتلأسدقلهللايبنايهلةمجمجلاتلاقف

كملعأميظع

11

O Prophet of God, that one

day i (was with) my wives and

I looked at one

ٮرطىںاياسىواٮاماىالاںمموىىٮاهللاىٮٮاى

دحاىلا

ترظننايئاسنوانأمايالانممويينأهللايبناي

دحأىلا

12

3.2 Verso

of them and (then took place)

that which is between (a) man

and a wife. Then I entered the

ḥammām.

]م[امحلاٮلحدداهحرولحرلاںىٮںوكٮامںهٮم

مامحلاتلخدذا21هجزولجرلانيبنوكيامنهنم

1

I stayed there (in) the washtub

(a while). Then (suddenly),

pallor came upon me, so they

carried me to my palace

يٮولمحفارڡصلا22يلڡراىڡنكرملا}اهىڡ{تلطاو

ىرصٯىلا

ينولمحف24ارفصلايلقزأتفنكرملااهيف23تّلظاو

يرصقىلا

2

and laid me on my bed, where

I slept that night, sorrowful

امومهمهلىللاکـلدتمٮويرىرسىلعينودٯراو

امومهمةليللاكلذتمنويريرسىلعينودقراو

3

and distressed. When I woke,

every physician in the city

came to me

ىڡںاكٮىىطلكىيىوىاٮحىصااملڡامومعم

يفناكبيبطلكبينوتاتحبصااملفامومغم

4

21 ةجوزو (see §4).

22 Could also be read as يب .

23 Form iv used as form i (see §4).

24 ةرفصلا (see §4).
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to treat me with all the remed-

ies for seven days, but they

ملڡماىاهعٮسهىودالاعيمحىلاىىٮوحلاعىهىىدملا

ملفماياةعبسةيودالاعيمجبينوجلاعيةنيدملا

5

were of no use to me. On the

eighth day, my limbs

تحىصانماىلاموىلايڡںاكاملڡايسںهىميٮعڡىى

تحبصأنماثلامويلايفناكاملفايشنهنمينعفني

6

began to tremble and my

tongue cleaved to the back

of my throat.

ڡٯسىٯهٯلعىدٯيٮاسلوٮدعٮرادٯيلصاڡم

ىٯلح

فقسيفهقلعتدقيناسلوتدعترادقيلصافم

يقلح

7

Then they (lit. he) gathered all

my possessions, for they (lit.

he) were not concerned about

me […]. Then I fainted

متىى]…[اںميىعىىعىملڡىكـلمعىمحىرصحاٯ

يمع

يمغمث]…[نمينعىنعيملفيكـلمعيمجبرضحاف

8

and I saw the Angel of Death;

for he was already present. His

head was in the seventh

ىڡهسارورصحدٯو}ٮ{وملاکـلمٮىارفيلع

اسلاامسلا

ءامسلايفهسارورضحدقوتوملاكلمتيأرفيلع

]ةعب[اسلا

9

heaven and his feet were at the

boundaries of the earth. He

had spread his wings across

East andWest

هىحاىحىدسصرالاموحٮيڡهيلحروهعباسلا

نٮٯڡاحالا

هيحانجبدّسضرألا25موختيفهيلجروةعباسلا

26نيقفاخالا

10

and in his right hand (he held)

a spear, while in his left (he

held a chalice). I saw that he

had six

هلٮىاروساكارسيلاهدىيڡونىمالاهدىىڡو

]ه[تس

سأك28ارسيلاهدييفو27⟩ةبرح⟨نيمألاهدييفو

ةتسهلتيأرو

11

25 I read this as موخت ‘limits, boundaries’ on the basis that it is the reading found in cul Qq.

173, 150 verso, line 13. However, other (later) manuscripts have موجن ‘stars’, here (see, e.g.,

BnF Arabe 2761, 67 verso, line 9).

26 Although there appears to be an initial (additional) ʾalif after the definite article here, this

should be read as نيقفاخلا ‘East andWest’ (cf. cul Qq. 173, 150 verso, line 14).

27 Reconstructed on the basis of cul Qq. 173, 150 verso, line 15.

28 ىرسيلا (see §4).



178 chapter 11

faces; a face above his head, a

face under his feet, a face

هحووهىلحرٮحٮهحووهسارٯوڡهحووهوحو

هجووهيلجرتحتهجووهسأرقوفهجووهوجو

12

on his right (side) and a face

on his left (side), a face behind

his back and a face

هحووهرهطڡلحهحووهلامسںعهحووهٮىمىںع

هجووهرهظفلخهجووهلامشنعهجووهنيمينع

13

in front of him.” ʿĪsá, peace be

upon him, said, “did you know

what he did (with them)?”

عٮصىامىٮملعلهڡمالسلاهىلعىسىعلاٯهمادٯ

عنصياميتملعلهفمالسلاهيلعىسيعلاقهمادق

⟩اهب⟨

14

4 Notes on Orthography and Grammar29

4.1 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 perhapsmore 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 productionor simplybe inkeepingwith theoverall 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: fāʾ, qāf, nūn, tāʾ (for

the pointing of ṯāʾ see §4.1.6.2), and yāʾ. Among these, qāf is marked with a

supralinear horizontal dash in only one out of 20 occurrences (5%). Fāʾ, which

is marked with a single supralinear dot in the eastern tradition, is pointed in

three out of the 35 instances inwhich it occurs (8.6%). The grapheme tāʾ, 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 nūn is marked

with a supralinear diacritical dot in nine out of 59 instances (15.3%). Finally,

29 In the examples from the text listed in §4, I have pointed the non-pointed graphemes to

ensure readability.
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the grapheme yāʾ, which is used to represent the consonant /y/ (voiced palatal

glide [j]), the long vowel /ī/ ([iː]), and the diphthong /ay/ ([aj]), is pointed in

23 out of 90 occurrences (25.5%). Of 22 instances in which yāʾ represents /y/,

only two of these are pointed. Of 53 instances in which yāʾ represents /ī/, 17 of

these are pointed. Of 14 instances in which yāʾ represents the diphthong [ay]

(assuming that it was pronounced as such), four of these are pointed.30

4.1.2 Representation of Final Long /ā/ Vowel

The final /ā/ vowel is represented inModern StandardArabic (henceforthmsa)

orthography in one of two ways; with ʾalif ṭawīlah (-ا) or ʾalif maqṣūrah bi-ṣūrat

al-yāʾ 31.(-ى) In this text, the two graphemes appear to be used interchange-

ably and, therefore, are likely to both represent the phoneme /ā/, e.g., e.g., اماتيلا

‘orphans’ (recto, line 7) (msa: ىماتي yatāmá); ارسيلا ‘the left hand’ (verso, line 11)

(msa: ىرسي yusrá); ىسيع ‘ʿĪsá’ (recto, line 7; verso, line 14) (msa: ىسيع ); ىلع ‘on’

(verso, line 3) (msa: ىلع ʿalá).

4.1.3 Representation of Medial Long /ā/ Vowels

The defectiva spelling of medial /ā/ in demonstrative pronouns is consistent,

e.g., كلذ ‘that’ (recto, line 7; verso, line 3) (msa: كلذٰ ḏālika), while elsewhere

this medial long vowel is spelled plene, e.g., مالسلاهيلع ‘peace be upon him’

(recto, line 7; verso, line 14) (msa: ʿalay-hi al-salām). While this is in keeping

with spelling practices found in pre-modern personal-use Qurʾan fragments

(see Connolly and Posegay 2021, 25–29), in which the medial long vowel /ā/ 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 -ti (-تِ) is written withmater

lectionis yāʾ (without the sublinear dots): يتملع ‘you knew’ (verso, line 14). In clas-

sical Arabic and msa (ʿalimti) and Modern Cairene Arabic (ʿilimti), this verbal

suffix is written and pronounced with a final short /i/ vowel: تِملع . Today, in

some other dialects, such as Sanʿānī Arabic, the final vowel of this verbal suffix

30 When not pointed with two sublinear dots or a single horizontal dash (i.e.,ي), the graph-

eme yāʾ in word-final form (i.e., (-ى is indistinguishable from the letter ʾalif maqṣūrah

bi-ṣūrat al-yāʾ .(-ى) ʾAlif maqṣūrah bi-ṣūrat al-yāʾ 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 ā and á are used here to represent ʾalif

ṭawīlah (ا) and ʾalif maqṣūrah bi-ṣūrat al-yāʾ ,(ى) 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 (ʿalimtī) (Watson 2002, 178). While it is possible that the use of

(non-pointed) yāʾ here is intended to convey the lengthening of the final vowel

from /i/ > [iː], 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,

( تِملع ) 2.m.sg. ( تَملع ), 1.c.sg. ( تُملع ), and 3.f.sg. ( تْملع ) suffix conjugation verbal

forms; without the final short vowels or sukūn, they can only be distinguished

from one another by context.

4.1.5 The Glottal Stop

The glottal stop [ʔ], which is represented with hamzah (ء) in msa orthography,

is not represented graphically, either in medial or final position in this text,

e.g., ساك ‘a cup’ (verso, line 11) (msa: kaʾs); هسار ‘his head’ (verso, line 12)

(msa: raʾsu-hu); امسلا ‘the heaven’ (verso, line 9) (msa: al-samāʾ); ياسنو ‘and my

wives’ (recto, line 12) (msa: wa-nisāʾ-ī). Its lack of orthographic representation

does not necessarily mean that it wasn’t pronounced, but there is no way of

knowing—from the text’s orthography—whether ʾalif or yāʾ, as they appear

in these examples, were intended to initiate the pronunciation of the glottal

stop, here. The omission of the grapheme representing [ʔ] is often understood

to indicate that the writer or copyist did not pronounce this phoneme. InMod-

ern Cairene Arabic and many Maghrebi dialects today, the [ʔ] 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 Ennaji et al. 2004; Abdel-Massih et al. 2009).

4.1.6 Graphemic Substitutions

4.1.6.1 ʾAlif, tāʾ, and hāʾ for tāʾ marbūṭah

The f.sg. nominal ending -ah is representedwith tāʾ marbūṭah (ة) in msa ortho-

graphy. In this text, the f.sg. ending is variously representedwith the graphemes

ʾalif, tāʾ, and—most commonly—hāʾ, e.g., ارفصلا ‘pallor’ (verso, line 2) (msa:

ةرفصلا al-ṣufrah);32 ردلاب ٮعصرم ‘studded with pearls’ (recto, line 1) (msa: ةعصرم

ردلاب muraṣṣaʿatan bi-l-durr); همجمجلا ‘the skull’ (recto, lines 8, 11) (msa: ةمجمجلا

al-ǧumǧumah). In none of the eleven instances inwhich hāʾ represents tāʾmar-

būṭah are the two supralinear dots normally associatedwith tāʾ marbūṭah used.

32 The interchangeability of ʾalif and hāʾ 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 ʾalef 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 bothMuslim

and Christian origin (den Heijer 2012, 162–163).

In the construct state, in which the first term ends with a tāʾ marbūṭah, hāʾ

is used, e.g., ماياهعبس ‘seven days’ (verso, line 5) (sabʿat ʾayyām); هارماهىامو ‘and a

hundred wives’ (recto, line 5) (miʾat ʾimraʾah).

4.1.6.2 Tāʾ for ṯāʾ

In one of the rare instances of grapheme-pointing, the initial letter of the

adverb ّمث ‘then, after that’ (ṯumma) is pointed with two supralinear dots: مت

‘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

[ɵ], as it is in msa. The interdental fricative phonemes */ṯ/, */ḏ/, and */ḏ̣/

are realised as dental-alveolar stops (*/ṯ/ > [t], */ḏ/ > [d], and */ḏ̣/ > [dˠ])

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/composerwas not concernedwith—orwas

unaware of—the standardised orthography.

4.1.7 ʾAlif Tanwīn

The indefinite accusative marker -an is generally represented with two supra-

linear fatḥas, one atop the other (◌ً) in vocalised texts. When used to mark

indefinite nouns in the accusative case (except those with the f.sg. (tāʾ mar-

būṭah), f.pl. endings, and final hamzah preceded by a long vowel), the letter

ʾalif ṭawīlah usually acts as a seat ًا) ). In this text, there are several instances in

which ʾalif ṭawīlah is suffixed to indefinite nouns and one instance inwhich the

f.sg. ending (non-construct state) is represented with tāʾ, e.g., ايش ‘something’

(verso, line 6) (msa: šayʾan); امومهم ‘sorrowfully’ (verso, line 3) (msa: mahmū-

man); ردلابتعصرم ‘studded with pearls’ (recto, line 1) (msa:muraṣṣaʿatan bi-l-

durr).

Whether tanwīn ʾalif would have been pronounced here as [an], [aː], [a], or

indeed pronounced at all, is almost impossible to decipher. However, the sub-

stitution of hāʾ (which is the most common representation of the f.sg. ending

in this text, see above) with tāʾ 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 iv Verb

There is one instance in this fragment, in which a form iv suffix conjugation

verb is used to convey the meaning of a form I verb; اهيفتلطا ‘and I stayed

there …’ (verso, line 2) (msa: اهيفتّلظو wa-ḏ̣alltu fī-hā). The meaning of this

verb in forms ii and iv 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 iv suffix conjugation verbs is

noted as a common feature in contemporaneous Arabic-language texts written

in Hebrew letters (see Blau 1981, 111; 1995, 75–77).

4.2.2 Negation

Three different particles of negation appear in this text; lam (see, verso, lines 5–

6) and lā (see, recto, line 3) are favoured for verbal negation, while the particles

mā and lā 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; ينعىنعيملف

‘for he was not concerned about me’ (verso, line 8) (msa: يبنِعيملف lam yaʿni).

4.2.3 Demonstrative Pronouns

Althoughweonly have one example of demonstrative pronominal-nounagree-

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: كلذ

ةليللا ‘that night’ (verso, line 3) (msa: ةليللاكلت tilka al-laylah). It is worth not-

ing, however, that its pre-nominal position reflects the normative classical

Arabic andmsa practices andMoroccanArabic grammar, rather than the post-

nominal position favoured inmodern 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 ʾalif ṭawīlah attached to

indefinite nouns in the accusative case. Its use is not consistent, but where it

34 On the 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 occur, it is used in accordance with msa norms. For example, the indef-

inite adjective karīma(n) acts as the predicate (and thus takes the accusative

case) of kān(a), with the subject being implicit within the verb; اميركتنكو

ايندلايف ‘I was generous in the world.’ (recto, line 6). In another example, two

indefinite passive participles are marked with ʾalif (tanwīn) to mark that they

are expressing the state in which the action of the verb is performed, in a

constructive referred to as ḥāl (circumstantial accusative); امومهمةليللاكلذتمنو

امومغم ‘I slept that night sorrowful and distressed.’ (verso, lines 3–4). The phrasal

comparative (tamyīz) is employed in the text; مهكحضاواهجوسانلانسحأتنكو

انس ‘I was the handsomest and funniest person (in the world)!’ (recto, lines 5–

6).

5 Summary

Like somany 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, andwhichmay—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 Introduction1

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.2

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.3 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 intoArabic by ʿAbdAllāh ibn al-Muqaffaʿ (died ca. 756 or 759ce).The

original Persian copyhas been lost though.Kalilawa-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 Bibliothèque 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 (1220ce). 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

(erc) 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—ʾIlāḏ, Balāḏ and Iirāḵt’ (https://​

www.lib.cam.ac.uk/collections/departments/taylor‑schechter‑genizah‑research‑unit/fragm

ent‑month/fotm‑2021/fragment‑0). It is reproduced here, slightly modified by the editors,

with permission fromMohamed Ahmed.

3 Editor’s note: On other Arabic folk tales in the Cairo Genizah, see in the present volume, ‘Qiṣ-

ṣat al-Ğumǧuma: An Arabic-script Version of ‘The Story of the Skull’ in the Cairo Genizah

Collections’ by Magdalen M. Connolly.

https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/
https://www.lib.cam.ac.uk/collections/departments/taylor-schechter-genizah-research-unit/fragment-month/fotm-2021/fragment-0
https://www.lib.cam.ac.uk/collections/departments/taylor-schechter-genizah-research-unit/fragment-month/fotm-2021/fragment-0
https://www.lib.cam.ac.uk/collections/departments/taylor-schechter-genizah-research-unit/fragment-month/fotm-2021/fragment-0
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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 andplate 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 catalogueof the t-sNewSeries, Shivtiel andNiessen (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.Amore extensive find, it consists of six leaves (threebifolia), 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 Ilāḏ, Balāḏ, and Irāḵt, 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 Bmābrūn: نوربامببطاخيكلملا ןורבאמבּבטאכׄיךלמלא 13

“I was asleep on the back of my clothes

until I heard six voices

يباوتأرهظالعاميانتنك
ـلانمتعمسف

יבאותארהטׄאלעאמיאנתנכ
לאןמתעמספ

14

coming from the ground. Then I con-

tinued my sleep

مثتظقيتسافتاوصأ٦ضرأ

تبقعأفتدع

םתֹתטׄקיתסאפתאוצאוץׄרא
תבקעאפתדע

15

and I had 8 dreams, which I told the

Brahmin about. They interpreted them

for me

نيمهربـلااهبتثدحفمالحأ٨
اهوربعف

לאאהבתתדחפםאלחאח
אהורבעפןימהרב

16
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(cont.)

Translation Arabic transcription Hebrew script Line

and I am worried about this, and I did

not wish to be extinct and to lose my

تقفشأوكـ]ـل[دنمفياخانأو
بطعيوكلهأنأ

תקפשאוך]ל[דןמףיאכאנאו
בטעיוךלהאןא

17

kingdom”. He told him about his dream,

and so Bmābrūn interpreted it

هايو]رهـ[ـيلعصقويكـلم
لاقفاهرسفف

האיו]רה[ילעץקויכלמ
לאקפאהרספפ

18

for him: “You should not be sad, my

Lord, for what you saw,

كلملاوهياينزـ]ـحت[الن]ورب[امب
تيأرامل

4והיאיןו]חת[אלן]ורב[אמב
תיאראמלךלמלא

19

and you should not let worries arise

in your heart because of this dream.

Because, there is nothing

ايشاهنمكردصيفوجلتخيالو
الهناف

אישאהנמךרדציפוגלתכיאלו
אלהנאפ

20

going to harm you or reach you. As for

the two fishes …

امأكيلالصيالوهوركمكبيصي
ناتكمسلا

ךילאלציאלוהורכמךביצי
ןאתכמסלאאמא

21

We find the same part of the story in the following pages of bnf Arabe 3465:

bnf ms. Arabe 3465, fol. 132r:

يلاموكلملااهيأكلابام:ميكحلاهللاقف

اهتصصقفمالحأةينامثمانملايفتيأرينإكلملاهللاقفنوللاريغتمكارأ

bnf ms. Arabe 3465, fol. 132v:

تعمساممرمأميظعكلذنمينبيصينأفئاخانأوةمهاربلاىلع

لاقفهيلعبلغأنأوأيكـلمينمبصغينأىشخأويايؤرلمهريبعتنم

كتربخاوكيلعاهتصصقتئشناوكمالحايلعصصقاتئشنإميكحلاهل

اذهكلملااهيأكنزحياللاقفربخاكيفنملبكلملالاقهعيمجتيارامب

bnf ms. Arabe 3465, fol. 133r:

…نيتكمسلاريسفتامأهنمفختالورمألا

Although themain 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 ךלמלאאהיאאי , meaning ‘my Lord’.
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are among the main differentiators here. Take, for example, the name of the

wise man (al-Ḥakīm), who was called نويرابك Kbāryūn in the bnf Arabic-script

ms. He takes the name ןורבאמבּ Bmābrūn in the Genizah fragment t-s Ar.6.32.

This is not the only name that is distinctive in the two versions. Themain char-

acter in the story also holds two completely different names. In the Arabic

script, she is called تخاريا Īrāḵt, but in the Hebrew script she is דאלבא Ablād.

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 ( םאלחאח 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. All in 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 Sāqawayh?

Nadia Vidro

1 Introduction1

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.2 One bibliographical conundrum involves two treatises ascribed to

Saadya: The Refutation of Ibn Sāqawayh (Kitāb al-Radd ʿalā Ibn Sāqawayh) and

The Refutation of the Unfair Attacker on the Mishnah and the Talmud (Kitāb al-

Radd ʿalā al-Mutaḥāmil ʿalā 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 Sāqawayh,3 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 Sāqawayh.4 Ibn al-Hītī stated in the

Chronicle of Qaraite Doctors that Ibn Sāqawayh argued against the Rabbanites

and Saadya on the calendar and festivals, forbidden fats, and the validity of the

rabbinic tradition.5 Moses Ibn Ezra referred to Ibn al-Sāqawayh in Maqāla 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, Saʿadya Gaon, Oxford, Portland, Oregon: The Littman Library of Jewish Civilization,

2013, p. 147.

3 See below, near n. 15.

4 On Ibn Sāqawayh, see S. Poznanski, The Karaite Literary Opponents of Saadiah Gaon, Lon-

don: Luzac & Co., 1908, pp. 4–8; M. Zawanowska, “Ibn Sāqawayh”, 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_0011070, and the literature cited there.

Assaf believed to have found a fragment of an anti-Saadyan polemic composed by Ibn

Sāqawayh (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-Hītī’s Arabic Chronicle of Karaite Doctors”, The Jewish Quarterly

Review 9/3 (1897), pp. 429–443, esp. pp. 435 (text), 442 (translation); L. Nemoy, Karaite Antho-

https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/
http://dx.doi.org/10.1163/1878-9781_ejiw_SIM_0011070
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Ḥadīqa as the author of a work entitled Kitāb al-Faḍāʾiḥ (Book of Infamies).6 A

polemic against Kitāb al-Faḍāʾiḥ published by Harkavy describes it as a book

intended to demonstrate that the rabbinic tradition contradicts the Scripture

and that the rabbis of theTalmuddeviated fromthe rabbis of theMishnah.7The

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 Sāqawayh 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.8 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 Sāqawayh was chiefly on the

calendar and The Refutation of the Unfair Attacker on anthropomorphism.9

Poznanski appears to have viewed the books as entirely unrelated and even tar-

geting different persons.10 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 Exégèse

dans ‘Le Jardin de la Métaphore’ de Moïse Ibn ʻEzra, Philosophe et Poète Andalou du xiie

Siècle, 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. 655–668, esp. pp. 663 (text), 666 (translation)). On the identification of this

Genizah fragment see below, near n. 11. See alsoPoznanski,TheKaraite LiteraryOpponents,

pp. 4–5.

8 A. Geiger, Niṭʿe Naʿamanim (Sammlung aus Alten Manuscripten), Breslau: S.L. Heilberg,

1847, part ii, p. 46. Geiger’s theory (Niṭʿe Naʿamanim, part ii, pp. 46–47) that Ibn Sāqawayh

was the Arabic name of Salmon b. Yeruḥamwas refuted by subsequent scholars (J. Mann,

Texts and Studies in Jewish History and Literature, vol. ii: 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 Sāqawayh”).

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 Sāqawayh was

mainly on the calendar is repeated inM. Steinschneider,DieArabische LiteraturDer Juden:

Ein Beitrag Zur Literaturgeschichte Der Araber, Grossenteils Aus Handschriftlichen Quellen,

Frankfurt A.M.: J. Kauffmann, 1902, p. 51 (para 31 no. 15). Poznanski abandoned this divi-

sion of subjects once manuscripts of The Refutation of Ibn Sāqawayhwere 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 Kitāb al-Faḍāʾiḥ, which he identified as The Refutation of Ibn Sāqawayh

(rnl Evr Antonin B 204, fol. 2),11 and two further fragments of this refutation

were published by Hirschfeld in 1903 (t-s 10Ka5 and t-s 8Ka10.1, the latter of

which overlaps with rnl Evr Antonin B 204, fol. 2).12 These publications made

it clear thatThe Refutation of Ibn Sāqawayhwas notmerely on the calendar, but

also followed the contents of Kitāb al-Faḍāʾiḥ and addressed the full range of

topics in the Rabbanite-Qaraite debate.13 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-

mutaḥāmil), which Hirschfeld identified as Saadya’s Refutation of the Unfair

Attacker.14 Hirschfeld adopted Poznanski’s theory that The Refutation of Ibn

Sāqawayh 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 Sāqawayh.15 This view

was accepted by many subsequent scholars.16 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’ (‘j.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 Sāqaweihi”, suggesting that he viewed The

Refutation of the Unfair Attacker as directed at a different opponent.

11 Harkavy, “Fragments of Anti-KaraiteWritings”, 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. 98–112, esp. pp. 99–112.

Hirschfeld correctly argued that rnl Evr Antonin B 204, fol. 1 also belongs to the same

work (p. 100).

13 As also acknowledged by Poznanski in his later publications (The Karaite Literary Oppon-

ents, pp. 6–7; “Addenda and Corrigenda”, p. 235).

14 H.Hirschfeld, “TheArabic Portion of theCairoGenizah at Cambridge. (EleventhArticle.)”,

The Jewish Quarterly Review 18/11 (1905), pp. 113–120, esp. pp. 113–119.

15 Hirschfeld, “The Arabic Portion xi”, p. 114.

16 S. Eppenstein, Beiträge zur Geschichte und Literatur im Geonäischen 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 Sāqawayh”. Hirschfeld’s theory was further developed by

Assaf, who believed that Ibn Sāqawayh’s Kitāb al-Faḍāʾiḥ was refuted by Saadya in The

Refutation of Ibn Sāqawayh, to which Ibn Sāqawayh 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, Beiträge,

p. 109. Assaf ’s theorywas strongly doubtedbyMannand refutedbyZucker (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 Sāqawayh 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 8Ka10.1 (published by Hirschfeld as The

Refutation of Ibn Sāqawayh) and t-s 8Ka10.6 (published by Hirschfeld as The

Refutation of the Unfair Attacker), Ayala Meyer Eliyahu (from the fgp Philo-

sophy, Theology, and Polemics team) noted that these fragments were written

in a similar handwriting, employed the same graphic signs, had the samewidth

of the written area,17 and used identical expressions; for example, הנשמלא

דומלתלאו אפסותלאו . These similaritieswere entirely ignored inHirschfeld’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.18

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 Sāqawayh) and t-s 8Ka10.6 (publishedbyHirschfeld asTheRefutation of the

Unfair Attacker) invoke Prov. 25:8, a repetition which he regarded as improb-

able in one and the same treatise.19 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 Sāqawayh’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: 14.7cm; line height 0.8cm. The height of the fragments cannot be compared due

to the damage to t-s 8Ka10.1.

19 Hirschfeld, “The Arabic Portion xi”, 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,whatwill youdo in the end if your fellowputs 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,22 with the follow-

20 rnl Evr Antonin B 204, fol. 2r:

היזכ֗ווההחיאצ֗פבאתכהנאלחיאצ֗פלאבאתכהבאתכהימסתיפבאצאדקהנאירמעלו
ךערךתאםילכהביפתחרשאמילע

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. Kafiḥ, Proverbs with R. Saadya Gaon’s Translation and Commentary, Jerusalem:

Akiva Yosef, 1976 [Hebrew], p. 197).

21 t-s 8Ka10.6, fol. 1v:

ילאץ֗רעתיםלהנאינמתפהמצכ֗יזכ֗יןאעמטאמבוהיזכ֗ולאג֗כ֗אלארדקת֗יחןמוהלג֗כ֗פ
התירחאבהשעתהמןפרהמבירלאצתלאלאקאמכוהמאזלאהעפנתאלת֗יחבהילעדרלא
ךערךתאםילכהב

My edition and translation; see also Hirschfeld, “The Arabic Portion xi”, pp. 116 (text),

118 (translation). In his commentary on Prov. 25:8, Saadya interprets ךערךתאםילכהב (“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-taqallub fī iʿṭāʾ al-ʿilla;

Kafiḥ, Proverbs, pp. 197–198).

22 See also Eppenstein Beiträge, pp. 109–110nn.4, 5. Despite accepting Hirschfeld’s theory,

Eppenstein believed that such parallels between Harkavy’s fragment of The Refutation of

Ibn Sāqawayh (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 twoworks 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 (t-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 (hāḏā al-mutaḥāmil)” 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. 2r, 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” (hāḏā al-jāhil) (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 8Ka10.1, which appears to have originally

belonged to the samemanuscript 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 8Ka10.1, 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 (Ḥullin) preserved in ms Sassoon 1062 and published by Kafiḥ.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.25 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. Kafiḥ, Ha-Rif le-Massekhet Ḥullin, 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 Kafiḥ’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. 67n.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 ms Sassoon 1062, p. 97 reads ארקיושוריפיפןיעצ֗ומיפךלאד֗ינעמיפהידעסוניברלפתחאדקפ
דומלתלאוהנשמלאילעלמאחתמלאילעדרלאבאתכוהו “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 יפו
‘and in’ instead of והו ‘which is’ (Mann, “Varia”, p. 67n.199). This reading was also adopted

by Kafiḥ (Ha-Rif le-Massekhet Ḥullin, p. 63).

26 ms Sassoon 1062, p. 98, Kafiḥ, Ha-Rif le-Massekhet Ḥullin, p. 64.
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I present a parallel edition of this quotation and of a passage in The Refuta-

tion of Ibn Sāqawayh as published by Hirschfeld (the division into paragraphs

is mine).

The Refutation of Ibn Sāqawayh27 Quotation from The Refutation of the Unfair

Attacker or from Saadya’s Leviticus Commentary28

ההג֗והללארצ֗נלאקפ
ערשדקאמאהנמןיברצ֗ילעןישדקומלאאצ֗עאןאוהו
.השאוהסילוטקפשד]ו[קוהפאלכאמסאנללןוכיל
השאושדוקוהפאלכאמראנלללעג֗דק]א[מאהנמו
הלאחמאלאיהתשדקומלאהמהבלאןמהילאלאפ
השאושדק

ערשדקאמאהנמןיברצ֗ילעןישדקמלאאצ֗עאןאוהו
השאאוהסילוטקפשדקוהפאלכאמראנלאלןוכיןא
השאוהושדקוהפאלכאמסאנלאללעג֗דקאמאהנמו
שדקהלאחמאליהתשדקומלאהמיהבלאןמהילאלאפ
השאו

שדקלאלג֗אןמאמהדחא.ןיידחהמזליאהלכאןמפ
ולאקאד֗כו.חוחינחירהשאלג֗אןמרכ֗אלאוט]יס[בלא
ינשבהילאףאןיוולינשבבלחההמםי]נ[הכתרותיפ
.התבהילאלרכד֗אלפןילוחלאהמהבלאיפאמאו.ןיוול
אלאמךאד֗ו.לג֗רלאאד֗הךלד֗רצ֗חיהנאןט֗יןאאלא
.הוזיג֗י

לוקלאיקאבו

יפלאלחהילאלאןאאחיצפאלוקדומלתלאיפולאקו
הילא)!(התעמאלאייבאלאפפר֗הילמ֗או֗קללוחלא
בלחלכארקרמא29הלועהילמ֗ארסתיתהזהןמזב
אמאו30.הוושבהוושהרבדולכאתאלזעוש֗ב֗כורוש
.הרוט֗חמריגפןתשלשיפתסיליתלאהילאלא

ןמזבהילאהתעמאלאייבאלאפפברלאקדקפאצ֗יאו
בשכורושבלחלכארקמ֗אךלעהילמ֗א)!(רסתותהזה
ןתשלשבהושהרבדולכאתאלזעו

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 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.

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,

27 Myedition and translationof t-s 10Ka5, fol. 6r. See alsoHirschfeld, “TheArabic Portion iii”,

p. 111.

28 My edition and translation of ms Sassoon 1062, p. 98. See also Kafiḥ, Ha-Rif le-Massekhet

Ḥullin, 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 ךילע
30 הוושב is perhaps an error for ןתשלשב or for ו֗גורושב .
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(cont.)

The Refutation of Ibn Sāqawayh 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”.31 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.

and the rest of the statement.

They explicitly said in the Talmud that the fat-tail of

a non-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

to your (claim), the verse states: ‘You shall eat no

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.

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.

7:23)—only what is the same in all three of them.”33

The similarities between these two texts are obvious. The first paragraph is

identical verbatim, apart from the order of the phrases אלכאמראנלאל ‘to be

31 Sifra Nedavah 19:2.

32 The closest passage in the printed Talmud is bT Keritot 4a: דיבזברלירמברהילרמאדכ
הושהרבדזעובשכורושבלחלכהארקרמאךילעהילרמארסתיתןילוחדהילאהתעמאלא

ןתשלשב (see also bT Ḥullin 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 ןילוחד (‘of a

non-sacred animal’) appears in place of הזהןמזב (‘at this time’). Interestingly, the variant

reading הזהןמזב is also attested in Halakhot Gedolot para 64: דיבזברלירמברהילרמא
ולכאתאלזעובשכורושבלחלכארקרמאךילעהילרמארסתיתהזהןמזבהילאהתעמאלא

ןלוכבהושהרבד , suggesting that this reading may have been current in geonic period

Babylonia but was ‘corrected’ in later European manuscripts of the Talmud to ןילוחד
which is better fitting in contextual terms (see this passage on fgp, where the follow-

ing manuscripts are listed with the reading ילוחד : London, bl Add. 25717 (402, Ashkenazi

handwriting, 13th century); Munich, bsb Cod. Hebr. 95 (Ashkenazi handwriting, 1342ce);

Vatican bav Vat. ebr. 118–119 (Ashkenazi handwriting, 13th century), Vatican bav Vat. ebr.

120–121 (Ashkenazi handwriting, end 12th–beginning 13th century)). I thank Prof. Sacha

Stern (ucl) for discussing this quotation with me.

33 See n. 32.
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consumed by the fire’ and אלכאמסאנלאל ‘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 Sāqawayh is not included in the quotation, the

omission indicated by לוקלאיקאבו ‘and the rest of the statement’. In the third

paragraph, the same talmudic passage is adduced, with the same deviations

from the printed text.34 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 Sāqawayh.

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.35 Importantly, the author stressed his reliance specifically on two

works by Saadya36 and did not list The Refutation of Ibn Sāqawayh as one of

them. Since the text in thequotation is found inTheRefutation of Ibn Sāqawayh,

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 Sāqawayh and The Refutation of the Unfair Attacker are one

and the same work, and some can be explained by other factors. t-s 8Ka10.1

and t-s 8Ka10.6 could have been part of amiscellany that containedmore 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 Sāqawayh, 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 See n. 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. Boʿaz includes a lengthy polemic against Saadya on the permissibility of

the fat-tail, with quotations from Saadya’s commentary on Leviticus (rnl Evr Arab i 4508,

quotations on fols. 107r–107v, 109r–109v, 54r–54v, 113v–114v, 214r–214v). The text under dis-

cussion is not attested in these quotations.

36 ms Sassoon 1062, p. 97, Kafiḥ,Ha-Rif le-Massekhet Ḥullin, p. 63: ןיעצ֗ומ “two places” (see full

text in n. 25). ms Sassoon 1062, p. 98, Kafiḥ, Ha-Rif le-Massekhet Ḥullin, p. 64: רצ֗חאאמנאו
ןיתכ֗סנלאןיד֗הילעופקיסאנלאעימג֗סילןאלאד֗ה “I am bringing this because not everyone

knows these two books” (for הכ֗סנ in the sense of “book”, see J. Blau, Dictionary of Medi-

eval Judaeo-ArabicTexts, Jerusalem:Academyof HebrewLanguage, 2006 [Hebrew], p. 692;

see alsoH. Ben-Shammai, “Edition andVersions 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 andprevents 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 Sāqawayhdoes 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 Sāqawayh on mul-

tiple occasions.38 Sometimes Qaraites mention the title in an indirect form:

“the book in which he refuted Ibn Sāqawayh.”39 Among Rabbanite authors,

Mubashshir b. Nissi ha-Levi discusses an opinion expressed by Saadya in “the

bookof his refutationof Ibn Sāqawayh”.40Moses IbnEzra,writing inMaqāla al-

Ḥadīqa about the need to understand anthropomorphisms in a metaphorical

sense, says: “Saadya Gaon explained this in Kitāb al-Tamyīz and in his refuta-

tion of Ibn Sāqawayh, 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, l. 54); t-s 10K20.9, t-s

Misc.36.147 (Allony, The Jewish Library, no. 4, p. 16, ll. 107–108); t-s 10K20.7 (Allony, The

Jewish Library, no. 16, p. 68, ll. 7–8); t-s Ar.52.213 (Allony, The Jewish Library, no. 17, p. 70,

ll. 7–8, 16–17); t-s Misc.36.150 (Allony, The Jewish Library, no. 30, pp. 110, 112, ll. 19, 45);

ena 1290.5 (Allony, The Jewish Library, no. 39, p. 153, l. 24); t-s 13K1 (Allony, The Jewish Lib-

rary, no. 73, p. 279, l. 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, ll. 1–2). However, this reconstruc-

tion does not fit well with the remaining letters and with the word הקפ “jurisprudence” at

the end of the entry.

38 E.g. Yefet b. Eli, Commentary on Exodus, rnl Evr Arab i 41, fol. 147v and Commentary on

Deuteronomy, rnl Evr Arab i 19, fol. 80v; Sahl b. Maṣliaḥ, Book of Commandments, rnl

Evr Arab i 819, fol. 3r; Jeshua b. Judah, Tafsīr Tora Ṣiwwa Lanu, rnl Evr Arab i 551, fol. 88v;

Anonymous, Refutation of Kitāb al-Tamyīz, rnl Evr Arab i 865, fol. 5r; a quotation from

Salmon b. Yeruḥam(?) 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: ילעהיפדריד֗לאבאתכלא
היוקאסןב ; Anonymous(?), Commentary on Leviticus 23:24, bl Or. 2518, fol. 73r: הבאתכ

היוקאסןבאילעהבדריד֗לא (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 J. Blau, Y. Yahalom, Rav Saʿadya Gaʾon in the Focus of Controversies in Baghdad: Saʿadya’s

Sefer Ha-Galuy andMevasser’s Two Books of Critiques onHim: A Critical Edition, Jerusalem:

Ben Zvi Institute, 2019 [Hebrew], p. 324, l. 15: היוקאסןבאילעהדרבאתכ .
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who unfairly attack the religious law and those who uphold it”.41 Nissim b.

Jacob states that Saadyadealtwith the topic of anthropomorphism in “thebook

of The Refutation of the Objector (Heb. ןעוטהלעהבושתה ), known in Arabic as

Kitāb al-Radd ʿalā al-Mutaḥāmil.42 Finally, the above-mentioned commentary

onHilkhot AlfasimentionsThe Refutation of the Unfair Attacker on theMishnah

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.WhileMoses IbnEzramentions both Ibn Sāqawayhand “otherswho

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

Sāqawayh 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 Sāqawayh 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 Sāqawayh, whereas those

who accepted his opinions (Nissimb. 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 Sāqawayh 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 titleThe 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

Sāqawayh. If so, the titles, too, supply no convincing evidence in favour of the

existence of two separate works against Ibn Sāqawayh.

41 nli Heb 8°5701, pp. 46–47: ןבילעהדריפוזיימתלאבאתכיפל״צזןואגהידעסונברןיבדקו
אהילמאחוהעירשלאילעןילמאחתמלאןמהריגילעוהספנלחיאצ֗פלאבאתכבחאצהיוקאס

(see also Poznanski, “The Anti-Karaite Writings”, p. 245n3; Harkavy, “Fragments of Anti-

Karaite Writings”, p. 661; Fenton, Philosophie et Exégèse, p. 289). For the translation of

הספנלחיאצ֗פלאבאתכ as The Book of His Own Infamies, compare Fenton, Philosophie et

Exégèse, p. 371. Harkavy’s emendation “refutation of Ibn Sakaveihi, the author of the באתכ
חיאצ֗פלא , [where the Gaon] controverted the latter himself” seems unnecessary.

42 Poznanski, “The Anti-KaraiteWritings”, 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; Kafiḥ, Ha-Rif le-Massekhet Ḥullin, p. 63).
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3 Conclusions

This article addresses a longstanding bibliographical problem concerning two

hitherto unreconstructed polemical works by Saadya Gaon: The Refutation of

Ibn Sāqawayh and The Refutation of the Unfair Attacker on theMishnah and the

Talmud. In 1905, H. Hirschfeld suggested that these were two separate works

against a single 10th-centuryQaraite scholar, Ibn Sāqawayh. 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

Sāqawayh 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

Sāqawayh 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

Sāqawayhwas 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 (Ḥadīṯ) were committed

to writing and circulated as fully written texts. The dogma of iʿjāz al-qurʾān,

which cemented the Qurʾān’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 Qurʾān 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 ce. 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.1

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 theMiddle Ages; 1982) introduced ethnology to the study of

theEuropeanMiddleAges. Amonghis various contributions LeGoff 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.

https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/
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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.2 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):

95–107 (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 CriticalTheory. Oxford:University Press: 2010. https://www.oxfordreference.com/displa

y/10.1093/oi/authority.20110803100114325;jsessionid=64ED8DDB08DCF2FEE9974CA6BD16C

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
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 theKaraites, but also amongRabbanites. Inmy 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 andArabic culture,was onewithwhich the learned

Jewish elites clearly identified, as when producing, exchanging, and owning

books.4

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 še-

be-ʿal peh). It also explains why “normative” Judaism, namely, traditional Rab-

“Historicizing Prophetic Literature: Yefet ben ʿEli’s commentary onHosea and its relationship

to al-Qūmisī’s ‘Pitrōn’ ”, 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 Yerūḥīm. Oxford University Press, 2023.

4 For a detailed discussion seeM. Polliack, “The Karaite Inversion of “Written” and “Oral” Torah

in Relation to the Islamic Arch-Models of Qurʾan 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, thoughmore gradually andmore 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 tunewith theKaraite interpreters, Rabbanite

commentators also found themselves asking questions about the “textuality”

of Hebrew scripture.5 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.6 Hence, we find a keen interest in

the literary and linguistic aspects of the biblical text expressed in the writings

of Karaites such as Abū Yūsuf Yaʿqūb al-Qirqisānī (d. 960ce) and Yefet ben ʿEli

(d. c. 1009ce), 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 traditionalmodes of thinkingon theHebrewBible as the revealed

“Word of God” to be interpreted through open-endedmidrašic 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 theMuslimmodel 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 andSemiotics,Tel-AvivUniversity

[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-Qirqisānī 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 nationsmight have spokenHebrew) or translates their

tongues intoHebrew; are there signs in the text, asks al-Qirqisānī, as towhether

their words were transmitted in the original? (Principle 6.)

Al-Qirqisānī 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-Qirqisānī, 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-Qirqisānī 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.7

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 themas awide and flexible theoretical concept. The differentiation

7 For a discussion of al-Qirqisānī’s principles, see L. Nemoy, Karaite Anthology: Excerpts from

the earliest literature. New Haven: Yale University Press, 1952, 42ff.; 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 ʿEli’s works, in particular. Here, I suffice with two examples. First, in com-

menting on Esther 1:1, Yefet explains the intention of themudawwin’swording:

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 themudawwin to inform us of thematter on account

of which Israel enjoined upon themselves (the continual observance of)

the two days of Purim, it was inevitable that he should recount thatwhich

took place of their affairs (during the reign of Ahasuerus), from their first

to their last […] He then continues to link the report together (silsilāt al-

qawl), in order to point out that the king prescribed that which Esther

andMordechai had in mind concerning the matter of the annihilation of

Israel’sworst enemies, and also (to show)what they received as a religious

obligation on account of these two days.9

Yefet further suggests themudawwin of Esther, whomever hemight 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 bookwhich 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 9:25: ‘The mudawwin

indicates that the Jews found rest from their enemies (only) when Haman as

well as his sons had been impaled.’ ”10

Often throughout his commentary on the Torah too, Yefet systematically

distinguishes between the “voice” (qawl, literally: ‘saying, utterance’) of the

characters in the Bible commentaries of Yefet ben ʿEli”, 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 ʿEli the Karaite

on the Book of Esther, Leiden: Brill, 2008, pp. 167–169. SeeWechsler’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 (iSam 1:6), as follows:11

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-qāla 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

openlymarked off as issuing from themudawwin, representing hiswords,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 (taḥrīf ) God’s message, and hence their texts have been abrogated

(nasḵ), as impaired or inauthentic, by the Qurʾān. Though he does notmention

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-midrašic traditional reading of the Hebrew Bible as intrinsically

multi-significant, regardless of its textual cohesion.12

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 thediscourse gaps employedby themudawwin. TheKaraite grammarian

Yaʿqūb Yūsuf ibn Nūḥ used the term ʾiḵtiṣār in designating the ‘elision of let-

ters in the morphological derivation of a word and the elision of words from

a verse’.13 Ibn Nūḥ’s terminology is almost identical to Yefet’s, namely, kalimah

muḵtaṣirah al-tadwin refers towords that ‘exist implicitly in the structure of the

text but have been omitted in the explicit written form (ʾuḵtuṣira fī l-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.’14 Yefet extended Ibn Nūḥ’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 ʾiḵtiṣār, 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

implicit in its literary structureorpattern. It is as if this abstracted structurepre-

serves the contours of an ideal or complete literary form,whichwas in themind

12 For further examples of Yefet’s identification of narrative technique in prophetic literature

and other genres seeM. Polliack, “The Unseen Joints of the Text: On themedieval Judaeo-

Arabic concept of elision (iḫtiṣār) and its gap-filling functions in biblical interpretations”,

inWords, 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, p. 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.15TheBible translator and interpreter is able, nevertheless, to reconstruct

this full structure by comparing between its different realisations in thewritten

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 accuratemeaning

of the text as intimated by the expression of the abstract structure within the

written form of the text. Al-Qirqisānī 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.16

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.17 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 upmeaning. 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 JewishNarrative, 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 midrašic 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 Karaismwas the beginning-of-the end of the drawn-out, elasticmental

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 byAbraham Ibn ʿEzra 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 withmedieval

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 twowomen, and these accounts have remained unpublished, thoughmen-

tioned andquoted by StefanReif in his 2004 account of theCambridge scholars

involved in the discovery of theCambridgeGenizah collection (Reif, 2004, 332–

346). The aim of the present paper is to give a fresh account to the sisters’ 1896

journey fromMargaret’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.1 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.

https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/
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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.3 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.4 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 28.5×22.5cm.

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 aremostly without original captions, it is likely that somewere taken on

the journey Margaret describes and those included in this chapter have been

chosen specifically to illustrate the narrative.5

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

in languages. Anotable local Scottishminister,WilliamBruceRobertson (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, theymade their first trip to Palestine, including Jerusalem. Both

sisters latermarried, 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 earlymanuscript sources. Despite beingmarginalised

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 themonastery of St Catherine in Sinai,

as well as visits to Syria and the Coptic monasteries on the Nile (Soskice, 2010,

124–187 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://cudl.lib.cam.ac.uk/​

collections/westminster/1.

http://cudl.lib.cam.ac.uk/collections/westminster/1
http://cudl.lib.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 9th March, after the sisters had taken the train

fromCairo to Kawa Zara, a small station on the Suez Canal where they camped

overnight. Theywere so close thewater’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

for sleeping.Themain tent is shown inFig. 4.Themain tents andbaggage 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

makeourdaily journey longer than they couldhelp.They take a goodmeal

at 7pm, and go on smoking, eating and talking until 1 am.

Cairo, 4
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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 8pm 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 unaccompaniedwomen.One of the guards, namedMohammed,

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 1890 by Flinders Petrie, this was the

first archaeological site in Palestine to be scientifically excavated andwas iden-

tified by him as the site of Lachish. In 1891–1892, this workwas continued under

the sponsorship of the Palestine Exploration Fund (pef) by Petrie’s American

student, Frederick Bliss, whom the sisters were tomeet in Jerusalem a few days

later (Hallote, 2006, 99–118).

On 19thMarch, 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 connectionswith 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, roundwhich 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 JaffaGate, guarded again byTurkish soldiers. On their final

night under canvas, on 22ndMarch, 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 followingmorning theymoved,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

providesmany vivid descriptions.Here shemet FrederickBliss, 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.6 Margaret ponders this deeply, and remarks:

6 In 1894–1898, 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 citywalls”, 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.7 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, 4–5

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 thewalk to the greenhill

and the city walls, butMargaret 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, andwere celebrated on the 5th to 8th

of April. Margaret and her sister were much involved in these, and onMaundy

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.8 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 onour previous visit, but theGreekPatriarch kindly sent us tick-

ets, and wewended 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 spokewith in Jerusalem at the time, regarded theHoly 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 ownbelief 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 amajor 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 themore homage he receives, the less he becomes like

a follower of the meek and lowly Saviour whose minister he is.

Jerusalem, 16

OnEasterMonday, the sisters visited theGreek Patriarch in his palacewhere he

was presenting each of a line of Russian pilgrimswith 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 PercyWheeler (1859–1944), a well-knownmedical 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 furtheringChristianmissionary efforts (Yaron andLev, 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 themwithout criticism; but there is

also a sense of her unease towards the Eastern Christian traditions where they

contradict her ownbeliefs. Shehardly 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 eponymousRobin-

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

theTempleMount, known asWarren’s shaft (Ben-Arieh, 1984, 153). Some of this

work would have been contemporary at the time of the sisters’ 1869 visit, but

Agnesmakes nomention 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 andWarrenwere 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 towork both

at Tell el-Hesy and Jerusalem, was a natural successor to this work and had

excavated both the fortifiedwalls dating from the age of the secondTemple 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 deathmust have been keenly felt.Margaret

brings her narrative to an end here as if her train of thoughtwas 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,

DrWheeler took the sisters to see the Syriac Bishop, and theymanaged to pho-

tograph some manuscripts in the Syriac Convent. During the visit on Maundy

Thursdaywith 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,

Margaretmakes nomention of this until the final page of her second narrative,

declaring that the results of their expeditionhadbeenworth 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 nomanuscriptswith themon their over-

land trek. No details are given as to the source of the manuscripts acquired in

Jerusalem, but it is likely that SolomonWertheimer, amanuscript and book col-

lector, may have been resident in the city at the time. Hewas a known dealer in

Genizah manuscripts and had already supplied the Cambridge University Lib-

rary with a number of fragments during the 1890s. Agnes also mentions that

manuscripts had been purchased on their way back to Jaffa from “a dealer on

thePlain of Sharon.” Rebecca Jefferson gives amoredetailed descriptionof pos-

sible sources of thesemanuscripts in her recent publication on the provenance

of the Genizah collection (Jefferson, 2022, 117–119).

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 fromCairo and those from Jerusalem, the sisters donated toWestminster

College in Cambridge.9

5.5 Return to Cambridge

Margaret and Agnes reached home in Cambridge on 3rdMay 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 cul in 2013, can be viewed in the Cambridge Digital Library at: http://cudl.lib.cam.ac.uk/​

collections/lewisgibson/1.

http://cudl.lib.cam.ac.uk/collections/lewisgibson/1
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.10

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 bymiddle

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 1890s (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.

http://cudl.lib.cam.ac.uk/collections/genizah/1


236 chapter 15

had written of this expedition with a broad brush, but all the detail of their

experiences is to be found inMargaret’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 shementions 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 associationswith theBible text and the life anddeath of Jesus,

which had, over time, become sacred spaces (Ridinger, 2021). Despite her own

Presbyterian faith and belief thatworship 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).11

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 Introduction1

In 1898ce, SolomonSchechter andCharlesTaylor agreed todonate their ‘hoard’

of Cairo Genizahmanuscripts 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.2

Four years later, Schechter was living in New York and no one in Cambridge

wasworking 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

Collectionwas conditional on a certain amount of work being done on the col-

lection within a stated period.”3 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 toRebecca Jefferson and LiamSims

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 theHumanities, Law, andNarratives, ed. NachumDershowitz 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 1866–1971’, Jewish Historical Studies 44

(2012): 139–163.

https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/
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(1871–1909), a Baptist bookseller and Sunday-school teacherwhowould be paid

just two shillings an hour for the work.4

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 oneway 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.6

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 boywas no typical student; he did not talkmuchof books or shewany

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 inWorman’s notebooks, signed off

by the cul Secretary, Harry Gidney Aldis (1863–1919). Thank you toH.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 describeWorman’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/.

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

wasnot any striking power in one subject: itwas all donewell and easily—

very well, with remarkable ease.7

Though somewhat directionless, already Worman could excel in many

disciplines, an ability that would eventually serve himwell 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,8 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.9

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 ledWorman to co-found the CambridgeMen’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.10 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-

bridgeReview, 480–481 on 17 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 y.m.c.a. Committee,

‘Extract from theAnnual Report of the Cambridge y.m.c.a., 1909’, in ErnestWorman (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.”11 In 1901, the congregation electedhimdeacon and appointedhim secret-

ary of the church.12 From then on, he kept meticulous minutes—probably not

unlike his later manuscript catalogues—of each churchmeeting.Wormanwas

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.13 In a strange act of “passive resistance” that contradictsWorman’s usual

generosity, in at least four years (1904, 1905, 1907, 1908), he also joined a few

dozenBaptistswho refused to pay the public educationportion of their income

tax. This decision was in protest of their tax money paying for schools of other

denominations.14

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 andbookmaking that hewould later parlay into employment at theCam-

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

Old Schools, which was the site of cul prior to 1934. It was also whereWorman

met G.J. 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; cip, “St. Andrew’s Street Young

Men’s Bible Class: The Annual Soirée,” 5 issued 30 Nov. 1889.

12 A list of Baptist deacons in Cambridgeshire, includingWorman and Smith, appears in cip,

“Baptist Motor Tour in Cambridgeshire,” 6 issued 20 July 1906.

13 cip, “Death of a Prominent Baptist,” 8 issued 11 June 1909; cip, “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 JamesWorman’.
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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. Theremust 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.15

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.”16 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.17 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.”18

Worman’s employment atMacmillan&Bowes ended inMarch of 1895when

culhiredhimas aLibraryAssistant.Gray recalled that hewouldoften return to

the bookshop after the library closed to spend time with the remaining staff.19

15 G.J. 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 22November 2022, https://idiscover.lib.cam.ac.uk/permalink/f/t9gok8/​

44CAM_CON_TRImig10000123312.Other copies survive at theBritishLibrary, theNational

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 connectionwith him, andmany a quiet talk havewe had on sub-

jects not of business, and it will be long before I forget his kindness to me

when in trouble and distress.20

Worman began his cul work mainly as a copyist, called upon by scholars

around theworld to transcribemanuscripts thatwere 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.21 The result was that

Worman spentmuchof his time correspondingwith 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.22

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, ‘AnEighth-

Century Genizah Document’, Jewish Quarterly Review 17 (1905): 430.

22 cul ms Add. 7339/74 (“E. Gordon Duff to ErnestWorman, 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.24 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 thatWor-

man also worked alongside University Librarian Francis Jenkinson,26 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 yourself.”27 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.29 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

examineRowlandwhen the alleged criminal diedmereminutes 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 outWorman 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’, 11–12.

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 andUpdated 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 appointedWormanOriental Curator for 1908 on November 23rd, 1907;

cul ms Add.4251/1525 (“Ernest JamesWorman: Letter to H.T. Francis, 1907”).

29 Marriage Certificate of Ernest JamesWorman andClara Smith (part of the latter’s applica-

tion for financial support from the Royal Literary Fund in 1909). Thank you toMenachem

Butler for sending me a copy of this application. For Clara’s biography, see Martinsen,

‘ClaraWorman; Ernest JamesWorman’.
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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,31

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 tokeepmeonat theTaylor-Schechter collection “over-time”

andwill not takeme away from you; therefore please don’t run away from

me.

Yours Sincerely,

ErnestWorman

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, heworked alongside cul librarians AugustusTheodore Bartho-

lomewandCharles Sayle, both of whommaintained somewhat discreet homo-

sexual relationships. The pair attendedhis funeral together.33Wormanwas also

30 cul ms Add.4251/1525 (“Ernest JamesWorman: 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 ii (1752–1900), Volume ii

(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 andExquisiteTastes”A.T. Bartholomew:ALifeThroughBooks’,TheBookCollector

Autumn (2016): 395–396; and Will T., ‘Love in the Library: Charles Sayle, A.T. Bartho-

lomew, and theMaking of aGayBibliography’, Scene404: UncreepyMagazine, 16May 2005,

https://web.archive.org/web/20060222095607/https://scene404.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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a lifelongmember of the CambridgeYoungMen’s ChristianAssociation, 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.

ButWorman 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 y.m.c.a. Committee, ‘y.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 ymca 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 9 years andmore, 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 deathwas tuberculosis after fourweeks of illness.

Worman died in his and Clara’s home at 19Warkworth Street, witnessed by her

brother, Oswin Smith.37 Likemanyotherswhoknewhim, Bartholomewviewed

Worman’s death as shockingly sudden. Clara herself remarked: “My husband

was, comparatively, but a youngman 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.39

The Cambridge Independent Press ran an anonymous obituary titled “Death of

a Prominent Baptist,” making special mention of his service to the congrega-

tion.40 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.41 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 culms Add. 8786/1/1–14. Formore 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 thatWorman 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 thatWorman, ever the academic outsider, was dying of

tuberculosis. cip, “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/


ernest james worman and the victorian genizah 249

authored an obituary for the Cambridge Review and they, along with R. Brimley

Johnson, G.J. 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.42 I suspect the ymca 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 thework in

whichhe tookpart he didmore thanhewas ever creditedwith. YourCom-

mittee are glad to place on record their high appreciation of his character

and services.43

Facing the title page of thismemorial book is a photograph ofWorman taken in

1904. Two copies of this photograph are known. One is in the possession of cul

(gbr/0265/ua/ULIB 12/2/4). The other is presumably lost, but JonathanPalmer

copied it in 1910while printing the volume.44 At the bottomof 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 y.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 inWorman’s handwriting: “Yours ever, Ernest Worman.” We do not

knowwhoWorman gave this picture to, although considering he signed it with

their shared surname,wemight assume itwas notClara.HenryThomas Francis

was among the authors who wrote for the book, so perhaps it was him. Altern-

atively, G.J. 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, ErnestWorman.”45

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 hismost 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 themanuscripts in five notebooks labelled

according to the classmarkswithin:Glass Book i, Glass Book ii, BoundVolumes,

10J1–9/13J13–26,46 and 18J1–18J2. 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 thatWorman reachedwhen identify-

ing Genizah documents, but also his process while working towards those con-

clusions.47 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 gru.Various loose sheets of paper are also tucked between the pages of the

notebooks, includingmoremanuscript descriptions,Worman’s personal notes,

hourly time logs, and a draft report on his progress in the t-s Collection:

Nov. 28. 1906

Report on the Taylor-Schechter Collection

The progress of cataloguing these mss. from Feb. 1906 to date is now as

follows:

Glass. Of T.S. 32, T.S. 28, T.S. 24, T.S. 20, andT.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 fewmonths 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-preservedmanuscripts beforemoving on to

smaller fragments.49The inside cover of thenotebook “Glass i” is inscribedwith

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 ii” has February 1907. These

notebooks do not currently have cul accession numbers. The notebook “18J1–

18J2,” 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

for 1910, 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 1909.50 The physical

lists are held at cul as mss Add.6404–6405. They contain the names, dates,

andmeasurements of most of the fragments inWorman’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 “BoundVolumes,” that mss

t-s 13G1 and t-s 13G2 are in the notebook but not the handlist. In the unlabelled

notebook, t-s 13J25.15–13J16.24 and t-s 10J1.1–t-S 10J9.33 are likewise missing

from the handlist. Aldis further noted that all the manuscripts in Worman’s

final notebook (t-s 18J1.1–35 and t-s 18J2.1–13) 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 inWorman’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.

C.S.

8 June 1923

“C.S.” was Charles Sayle, one of the cul librarians who worked with Worman

and attended his funeral. The handwriting of the note matches that in Sayle’s

diaries.51 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 ii: t-s 13J1.1–23, 13J2.1–25, 13J3.1–27, 13J4.1–24, 13J5.1–8, 13J6.1–33, 13J7.1–30,

13J8.1–31, 13J9.1–19, 13J10.1–16, 13J11.1–9, 13J12.1–5, 13J13.1–30, 13J14.1–25, 13J15.1–25, 13J16.1–24,

13J17.1–24, 13J18.1–30, 13J19.1–30, 13J20.1–30, 13J21.1–36, 13J22.1–35, 13J23.1–23, 13J24.1–29, 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 amongWorman’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

n0tes 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), althoughWor-

man referred to some additional manuscripts using defunct classmark formats

like “Box K.3.” Another envelope is labelled “Notes to and FromNaharai [b. Nis-

sim] in t-s Collection by E.J. Worman.” It holds more than 80 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 SeferYeṣirah). 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 J.D. Pearson, ‘Curiosities of Bygone Days’, Genizah Fragments 28, no. October (1994): 2.
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We do not know whoWorman 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

thatWorman had already transcribed.53

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-sWorman 1.”

3.4 The t-s Classmarks

Mirroring the medieval letter that slipped into Worman’s personal papers, it

seems that someone at culmay have mistakenWorman’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-sMisc.31.35 consists of 35 pieces of paper,mostwhich havewriting inWor-

man’s hand:

P1 Quotation of a work by Abraham Harkavy

P2–3 Notes and citations in German

P4–6 Transcription of an English document titled “Bridewell Orders”

P7–9 Grammatical notes comparing Arabic, Persian, Turkish, and Urdu

P10 Hebrew glossary and grammatical paradigms with notes on Arab-

ic and Persian

P11–21 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’, Ṭemirin: Meqorot u-Meḥqerim ba-Qabbalah u-va-Ḥasidut, 1982,

9–29; and A. Peter Hayman, Sefer Yeṣira: Edition, Translation and Text-Critical Comment-

ary (Tübingen: 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 byMoses 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.54 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, itmay be surprising how littleWorman’s contemporariesmentioned 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.55 Death interrupted his work, but he had

already accomplished much, and had moreover made the continuation

of his labours far easier for a successor.56

54 Dunbar I. 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 Likemany peoplewhohavewritten aboutWorman, 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

TheBibliographyProjectwas the first project undertakenby theTaylor-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 todiscover 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.1

https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/
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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

SolomonSchechter; four had come fromCairo toCambridge 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. i–xiii. 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’ owncollectionof 41mss, exemplifies thewider problemsassociatedwith

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-f0under 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, Abrahamsdidnot actively engage in thepursuit 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

preferrednewbooks: “For dusty old tomes, I go to thepublic library; butmyown

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 booksmust be sweet and clean… If my copy is to be soiled, I want to do

all the soiling myself.” (Abrahams, 1912, 107). After his death, his 3,000-volume

library was divided between theMocatta 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 themwere early European-printedworks 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 themall.” (Abrahams, 1896a, 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, 1897a, 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,

1897c, 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 RichardGottheil alsomentioned the cemetery in connection toAbrahams in amemorial 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 encounterwith a genizah inOldCairowas 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 ormethod of acquisition, or

whethermore thanone fragmentwas involved.Abrahamsconcludes 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

articlewas published, and the fragment placed inhuc, Abrahamswas 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 knowwhat 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 andwas able toworkwith the collectionmore 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 devotedmuch 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

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-

bergManuscript Society database, it’s possible to discover that Abrahams pub-

lished another 28 genizah fragments between 1903 and 1925. Unfortunately, 21

of these fragmentswere citedwithmissing or inaccurate call numbers.Thiswas

in part because the fragments were still undergoing classification; for example,

Abrahamswouldnot have realised that themanuscript 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 It is 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-sMisc.14 and t-sMisc.19, for example, both beginwith 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 Solomonha-Levi

de Veali Saba of Alessandria, Italy, from themid-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

11th–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 iv 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 Haggadah. 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 i–xiii. 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 ix were

“acquired by the Cambridge University previous to Mr. Schechter’s visit to

Egypt.” The last three fragments x–xiii 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.Theseweremss i–iiwhichwere found tobemss

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 fgpBibliographyCTeam, began to track down the other

fragments, and he first succeeded in identifying ms viii as Or.1081.2.33. 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 itmust havebeen sold to the Library by SolomonAaronWertheimer.

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 themanuscripts. I was able to

usemydatabase to confirm that Abrahams’ms vii wasWertheimer’s Add.3366.

Hebrew manuscripts acquired by Cambridge University Library in the 1890s,

including those purchased from Solomon AaronWertheimer, were designated

Add. numbers in the 3000 range. Sixty-eightmanuscripts purchased fromWer-

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 fromWertheimer 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 vi (Or.1080.13.53), ms iii (Or.2116.19.8), ms xi

(Or.2116.19.9), ms xii (Or.2116.19.10), ms xiii (Or.2116.19.11). Thus, the four in the

Or.2116 series were in Abrahams’ collection and the other one, in the Or.1080

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’ ms 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

simpleobservationopened thekey to theWertheimer collection. I then realised

that the numbers on the Jenkinson inventory corresponded with the num-

bers supplied byWertheimer 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 andwhile Schechterwas still in Cambridge; theywere placed

in the t-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 possessionwhile heworked

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 himwith 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 evermentioned 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. 12a, 15, 19, which suggests

that theymust have comewith 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 scholarwho examined the collection before itmoved 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 AMediterranean

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

11th–12th centuries. Goitein cited them as “Christ College, Cambridge, Abra-

hams Collection” ix 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 theAbrahams

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 howmuch we still assume—or take for granted—

concerning their provenance.
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Appendix 1: Israel Abrahams Collection in Call Number Order

Call no. Reif catalogue no. Description Stated provenance

Or. 2116. 1 662 Collection of poems, 17–18c, Sefardi

(N. African?), 342ff., paper

Part of the Israel Abrahams Collection;

transferred in 1961 from the Library of the

Faculty of Oriental Studies

Or. 2116.

2–3

504 Collection of piyyutim, 17–18c, Sefardi

(N. African?) script, 142ff., paper

Part of the Israel Abrahams Collection;

transferred in 1961 from the Library of the

Faculty of Oriental Studies

Or. 2116. 4 490 Piyyutim for Sabbath and Festivals,

9–11c, Oriental, 2 ff., vellum

Part of the Israel Abrahams Collection;

transferred in 1961 from the Library of the

Faculty of Oriental Studies

Or. 2116. 5 451 Prayers and blessings for special occa-

sions, 19c, Ashkenazi square and

cursive, 20ff., vellum

Part of the Israel Abrahams Collection;

transferred in 1961 from the Library of the

Faculty of Oriental Studies

Or. 2116. 6 960 Final Testament (Alessandria, Italy),

18c, Ashkenazi (Italian?), 37 ff., paper

Part of the Israel Abrahams Collection;

transferred in 1961 from the Library of the

Faculty of Oriental Studies

Or. 2116. 8 796 Yesirah and Sod ha-Temunah, 15–16c,

Italian, 78ff., paper,

Part of the Israel Abrahams Collection;

transferred in 1961 from the Library of the

Faculty of Oriental Studies

Or. 2116. 9 971 Letter of Appeal, 11c, Oriental

(N. African?), 1 f., paper

Part of the Israel Abrahams Collection;

transferred in 1961 from the Library of the

Faculty of Oriental Studies

Or. 2116. 10 968 Letter on business matter (Cairo?),

11–12c, Oriental, 1 f., paper

Part of the Israel Abrahams Collection;

transferred in 1961 from the Library of the

Faculty of Oriental Studies

Or. 2116. 11 129 Homiletical commentaries on the

Five Megillot, 17c, Sefardi hands,

339ff., paper

Part of the Israel Abrahams Collection;

transferred in 1961 from the Library of the

Faculty of Oriental Studies.

Or. 2116. 12 299 Collection of communal decrees, 17–

18c, Sefardi (N. African), 40ff., paper

Part of the Israel Abrahams Collection;

transferred in 1961 from the Library of the

Faculty of Oriental Studies.

Or. 2116.

12a. 1

910 Scroll of Antiochus, 12–13c, Oriental

square, 6 ff., paper

Part of the Israel Abrahams Collection;

transferred in 1961 from the Library of the

Faculty of Oriental Studies

Or. 2116.

12a. 2

509 Piyyutim for Penitential Use, 12–13c,

Oriental square, 2 ff., paper

Part of the Israel Abrahams Collection;

transferred in 1961 from the Library of the

Faculty of Oriental Studies

Or. 2116.

12a .3

401 Siddur of Saʾadyah Gaon, 11–12c, Ori-

ental square, 1 f., paper

Part of the Israel Abrahams Collection;

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)

The manuscript was bound in leather. Described by

Loewe

Former owner name: Solomon

Nahmias; some repairs; bound

in cloth with leather spine

Described by Loewe

Probably from the

Cairo Genizah

Placed under glass. Described by Loewe

Owner (title page): Hayyim b.

Moses Schuster (?)

Described by Loewe

Described by Loewe

Described by Loewe

Placed under glass. Roman numeral labels mark line

count.

“Christ College, Cambridge, Abrahams Collection

no. ix” (Goitein, 1967, 562)

Probably from the

Cairo Genizah

Placed under glass. “Christ College, Cambridge, Abra-

hams Collection no. x” (Goitein, 1967, 429)

Former owner: Samuel סוליונוא Bound in quarter brownMorocco, with vellum tips and

marbled paper sides by Gray of Cambridge.

Enclosed document dated 1509

involving rabbis of Jerusalem;

Unbound, in envelope

“… I 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.”

Possibly from the

Cairo Genizah

Possibly from the

Cairo Genizah
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(cont.)

Call no. Reif catalogue no. Description Stated provenance

Or. 2116.

12a .4

911 Scroll of Antiochus, 12c, Oriental, 2 ff.,

paper

Part of the Israel Abrahams Collection;

transferred in 1961 from the Library of the

Faculty of Oriental Studies

Or. 2116.

12a. 5

912 Scroll of Antiochus, 11–13c, Oriental,

2 ff., paper

Part of the Israel Abrahams Collection;

transferred in 1961 from the Library of the

Faculty of Oriental Studies

Or. 2116. 13 580 Astrological tracts, 15–16c, Italian

hands, 37 ff., paper

Part of the Israel Abrahams Collection;

transferred in 1961 from the Library of the

Faculty of Oriental Studies.

Or. 2116. 14 184 pt Shabbat, 9–11c, Oriental, 1 f., 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, 14c, Oriental, 2 ff.,

paper

Part of the Israel Abrahams Collection;

transferred in 1961 from the Library of the

Faculty of Oriental Studies

Or. 2116. 17.

1

301 Tract on the laws of Peʾah, Oriental

square, 11–13c, 1 f. vellum

Part of the Israel Abrahams Collection;

transferred in 1961 from the Library of the

Faculty of Oriental Studies.

Or. 2116. 17.

2

347 Selection of Responsa, 11–12c, Ori-

ental, 2 ff., vellum

Part of the Israel Abrahams Collection;

transferred in 1961 from the Library of the

Faculty of Oriental Studies

Or. 2116. 17.

3

233 Midrash on Exodus, 10c, Oriental

square, 1 f., vellum

Part of the Israel Abrahams Collection;

transferred in 1961 from the Library of the

Faculty of Oriental Studies

Or. 2116. 17.

4

183 Selections from bt Qiddushin, 11–12c,

Oriental, 1 f., vellum

Part of the Israel Abrahams Collection;

transferred in 1961 from the Library of the

Faculty of Oriental Studies

Or. 2116. 18 216 Introduction to the Talmud, 11–13c,

Oriental (?) square, 2 ff., vellum

Part of the Israel Abrahams Collection;

transferred in 1961 from the Library of the

Faculty of Oriental Studies

Or. 2116. 19.

1

914 Scroll of Antiochus, 11–12c, Oriental

square, 2 ff., vellum

Part of the Israel Abrahams Collection;

transferred in 1961 from the Library of the

Faculty of Oriental Studies

Or. 2116. 19.

2

915 Scroll of Antiochus, 11–12c, Oriental

square and N. African cursive hands,

2 ff., paper

Part of the Israel Abrahams Collection;

transferred in 1961 from the Library of the

Faculty of Oriental Studies

Or. 2116. 19.

3

877 Homiletical and exegetical notes on

Bemidar and other texts, 17–18c, Ori-

ental Sefardi hands, 10 ff., paper

Part of the Israel Abrahams Collection;

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

Possibly from the

Cairo Genizah

“… I 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.”

Possibly from the

Cairo Genizah

“… I 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

Possibly from the

Cairo Genizah

Possibly from the

Cairo Genizah

“… I 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.”

Possibly from the

Cairo Genizah

Possibly from the

Cairo Genizah

Possibly from the

Cairo Genizah

Possibly from the

Cairo Genizah

From the Cairo

Genizah

Unbound.

“The fragment is taken from the Cairo Geniza, and I

have to thank Prof. Schechter for the privilege of print-

ing it”

Probably from the

Cairo Genizah

“… I 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.”

Unbound
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(cont.)

Call no. Reif catalogue no. Description Stated provenance

Or. 2116. 19.

4

518 Supplicatory and penitential pray-

ers, 18c, Oriental (N. African?), 46ff.,

paper

Part of the Israel Abrahams Collection;

transferred in 1961 from the Library of the

Faculty of Oriental Studies.

Or. 2116. 19.

5

945 Divorce Document Formulary, 1778,

N. African square and cursive, 1 f.,

paper

Part of the Israel Abrahams Collection;

transferred in 1961 from the Library of the

Faculty of Oriental Studies

Or. 2116. 19.

6

300 Communal Decrees Regarding Unau-

thorised Acts of Marriage, 17–18c,

Oriental square, 1 f., paper

Part of the Israel Abrahams Collection;

transferred in 1961 from the Library of the

Faculty of Oriental Studies

Or. 2116. 19.

7

394 Additional prayers and readings for

daily use, 16–17c, Sefardi (N. African?),

1 f., paper

Part of the Israel Abrahams Collection;

transferred in 1961 from the Library of the

Faculty of Oriental Studies.

Or. 2116. 19

.8

413 Pesah Haggadah, 12–13c, Oriental, 2 ff.,

paper

Part of the Israel Abrahams Collection;

transferred in 1961 from the Library of the

Faculty of Oriental Studies

Or. 2116. 19.

9

414 Pesah Haggadah, 11c, Oriental square,

2 ff., paper

Part of the Israel Abrahams Collection;

transferred in 1961 from the Library of the

Faculty of Oriental Studies

Or. 2116. 19.

10

415 Pesah Haggadah, 12–13c, Oriental, 6 ff.,

paper

Part of the Israel Abrahams Collection;

transferred in 1961 from the Library of the

Faculty of Oriental Studies

Or. 2116. 19.

11

416 Pesah Haggadah, 11–12c, Oriental, 2 ff.,

paper

Part of the Israel Abrahams Collection;

transferred in 1961 from the Library of the

Faculty of Oriental Studies

Or. 2116. 19.

12

915 Scroll of Antiochus, 11–12c, Oriental

square and N. African hands, 2 ff.,

paper

Part of the Israel Abrahams Collection;

transferred in 1961 from the Library of the

Faculty of Oriental Studies.

Or. 2116. 19.

13

267 Collection of Halachic Discussions,

9–11c, Oriental square, 2 ff., vellum

Part of the Israel Abrahams Collection;

transferred in 1961 from the Library of the

Faculty of Oriental Studies

Or. 2116. 19.

14

266 Halakhot Gedolot, 11c, Oriental, 2 ff.,

vellum

Part of the Israel Abrahams Collection;

transferred in 1961 from the Library of the

Faculty of Oriental Studies

Or. 2116. 19.

15

215 Novellae on bt Baba Qama, 17–18c,

Sefardi (N. African?), 6 ff., paper

Part of the Israel Abrahams Collection;

transferred in 1961 from the Library of the

Faculty of Oriental Studies.

Or. 2116. 19.

16

106 Commentary on Genesis, 16c, Sefardi,

4 ff., paper

Part of the Israel Abrahams Collection;

transferred in 1961 from the Library of the

Faculty of Oriental Studies.

Or. 2116. 19.

17

109 Commentary on Exodus, 17–18c,

Sefardi (N. African?), 6 ff., paper

Part of the Israel Abrahams Collection;

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

Cairo Genizah

“Among the many interesting mss. which Mr. S. Schech-

ter has obtained from the Cairo Geniza”

Probably from the

Cairo Genizah

“… brought from Cairo by Mr. E.N. Adler”

Probably from the

Cairo Genizah

“… brought from Cairo by Mr. E.N. Adler”

Probably from the

Cairo Genizah

“… brought from Cairo by Mr. E.N. Adler”

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

ms number

Call

number

Collection Donor/seller Date of dona-

tion/sale

Date ms

classified

Identification

i t-s

H2.107

Taylor-Schechter

Genizah Collection

Charles Taylor

and Solomon

Schechter

1897 1897–1902 Published

Material, vol. ii,

p. 519

ii t-s

H2.108

Taylor-Schechter

Genizah Collection

Charles Taylor

and Solomon

Schechter

1897 1897–1902 Published

Material, vol. ii,

p. 519

iii Or.2116.

19.8

Israel Abrahams

Collection

Israel Abrahams 1925, 1953, 1961 1961 Emanuel Fried-

berg

iv Uniden-

tified

N/A N/A N/A N/A Unidentified

v t-s ns

j506

Taylor-Schechter

Genizah Collection

Charles Taylor

and Solomon

Schechter

1897–1898 1950s Jonathan Karni

vi Or.1080

13.53

Cambridge Uni-

versity Library

Genizah Collection

Solomon Aaron

Wertheimer

1894 1950s Emanuel Fried-

berg (ms)

Rebecca Jef-

ferson (seller)

vii Add.

3366

Cambridge Uni-

versity Library

Genizah Collection

Solomon Aaron

Wertheimer

1894 1950s Rebecca Jeffer-

son

viii Or. 1081

2.33

Cambridge Uni-

versity Library

Genizah Collection

Solomon Aaron

Wertheimer

1894 1950s Emanuel Fried-

berg (ms) Ezra

Chwat and

Rebecca Jef-

ferson (seller)

ix Or. 1081

2.83

Cambridge Uni-

versity Library

Genizah Collection

Solomon Aaron

Wertheimer

1894 1950s Rebecca Jeffer-

son

x Uniden-

tified

N/A N/A N/A N/A Unidentified

xi Or. 2116

19.9

Israel Abrahams

Collection

Israel Abra-

hams (previously

owned by Elkan

Nathan Adler)

1925, 1953, 1961 1961 Emanuel Fried-

berg

xii Or. 2116

19.10

Israel Abrahams

Collection

Israel Abra-

hams (previously

owned by Elkan

Nathan Adler)

1925, 1953, 1961 1961 Emanuel Fried-

berg

xiii Or. 2116

19.11

Israel Abrahams

Collection

Israel Abra-

hams (previously

owned by Elkan

Nathan Adler)

1925, 1953, 1961 1961 Emanuel Fried-

berg
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chapter 18

Senior Assistance for a Junior Initiative:

S.D. Goitein and the Genizah Research Unit

1973–1985

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.1 I was privileged to be in regular contact, both

personally andby correspondence,withProfessor Shelomo (Fritz)DovGoitein,

a pioneer and ultimately the doyen of research into Genizah2 documents from

1973ce 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.

https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/
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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

workbut 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 aswell

as praise when he thought they were warranted.4

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 informationwithout hesitation. Especially in hismonumentalwork

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 I am 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; andWasserstrom 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 sdgwas, 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:6

A year later, on 7October 1955,which happened to beHoshaʿnaRabba,Mr

Creswick, theLibrarian, camedown to theAnderson room formanuscript

reading and said tome: “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-

Liverpoolwaswritten on it, but also, in another script, of course, theword:

Rubbish. Some smaller crates were also around. The Librarian said: “We

have had this material for about sixty years and nowmust 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.



284 chapter 18

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.7

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 fewweeks 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 Iwas

obviously enthused by the idea of taking broad care of the needs of such a rich

source of Hebrew and Jewish history.8 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 GershonWeiss,

who had completed a doctorate under his supervision,9 and I was able to come

to sdg’s office, hear fromhimhowhemanaged his extensiveGenizah research,

7 For the fuller background, see Reif 2000, 245–246.

8 Further details are in Reif 2021, 161–165.

9 GershonWeiss, who taught at Temple University, sadly died in 1981 at the early age of 46; see

Goitein 1976–1988, 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 themany that hemen-

tioned, were the sorting and conservation of themany thousands of fragments

in the remaining thirty-two crates and the preparation of a bibliography of all

publishedworkon the items that hadbeen available until that point.Hedidnot

shy away from acknowledging his own personal interest in using such mater-

ial, as soon as it became available, for his multi-volume work AMediterranean

Society. TalkswithNaphtaliWiederwere to follow in the summer andheoffered

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

HebrewUniversity of Jerusalemand the IsraelAcademy in recruiting theneces-

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.10 sdg was

keen to have Weiss appointed to one of those posts and pressed his case with

me andwith Jerusalem.11 I believe that theremust 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.
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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.”12 sdg 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 Tarbiẕ two years after the discovery and identifica-

tion.13

sdgand Iwere in correspondencewhen Iwas 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.”14 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 fromMr. 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.”15 I

was able to assure him thatmy plans for smaller andmoremanageable binders

were alreadyunderway. sdgcameagain toCambridgeUniversity Library in the

summer of 1979while I was on study leave at theOxford Centre for Hebrew and

Jewish Studies. He again contributed important descriptions to our records of

the documentarymaterial,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.”16

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 sdg

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.17 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.”).18 When Khan’s first paper appeared, he read it “with

much interest”.19 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.].”20 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]”.21 This last comment perhaps

indicated a little impatience with what he evidently saw as Jerusalem’s tend-

ency to exercisemore control over the project than he thought necessary. Once

sdg knew that Imight 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 hewished to knowmore about the involvement of

the American Friends of Cambridge University, and its director, Gordon Wil-

liams, in the Unit’s fund-raising operations.24 Unlike some scholars, he was

alwaysmeticulous about giving credit for any assistance hehad received andhe

specifically checkedwithme, not only once, howprecisely 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 somany 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 Reif 1997, 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 Ḥummayāt together with Derek Latham at

Manchester might be willing to have a look at the medical fragments, perhaps

to do the job himself.”27 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.28

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.”29 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 recommendationsmake a poor impression.”30When

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.31

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 sdg to scr, 19.02.81: “To convertmy 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 publicationswere sent to sdg, he always repliedwith 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 andnoted that scholars and studentswouldbe 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 theNewSeries “hazy”.33 Even the little pamphlet thatweproduced

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.”34

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. Yijū.36 Although he was glad to

seeMalcolmDavis’s Hebrew Bible Manuscripts37 (“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.39 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”.40When he read a piece I hadwritten for the Cambridge Review, he

remarked that I “should havementioned 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.41

33 sdg to scr, 11.02.74.

34 sdg to scr, 27.06.78.

35 Hopkins 1978.

36 sdg to scr, 09.10.78.

37 Davis 1978.

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 to 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 tome to have the support and encouragement of

such amajor figure as sdg in the plans I wasmaking for rectifying the Library’s

failure over a number of decades to meet the extensive needs of those many

thousands of precious Genizah items.42 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”,43

sdgwasmuchpleasedby thedevelopmentswithin theUnit andwasnot 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 made44 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.”45 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 JewishHistorical 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.”47

Gratified as I was by his remarks, I nevertheless felt that a more senior scholar

than I should undertake the task and prevailed uponProfessor ShelomoMorag,

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, 01.12.75 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 1981,48 was that sdg had completed a dissertation

on the subject of Prayer in the Qurʾan 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 howmany 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).”49

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-

menthewas examiningwith theGermanphrase “und soweiter” (= “and soon”).

My latewife, 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”50 and did not fail to “extend greetings” to all those who had

been present.51 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”52

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 בהזהתורתנצ (as in Zechariah 4:12)53 and in another he asked us to “kiss for

me the eyes of your םידומח (as we say in the Geniza [sic.]).”54

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.55 When his book Letters of Medieval Jewish Traders was

published,56 he told me which publications had been furnished with review

copies and suggested that I write one of the reviews.57 His concern for indi-

vidualswas alsomanifest in someof his letters. ConcerningAlexander Scheiber

in Budapest, he informedme: “I wrote him repeatedly and received no answer,

and I amdisquieted”58 and hewrote of A.L.Motzkin: “He rarely answers letters,

evenmine; so do not despair if you remain without answer.”59 He also inquired

whether I had “heard anything fromDr Lebedev of the Saltykov-Shchedrin Lib-

rary in Leningrad.”60 sdg often shared with me his plans and his progress. In

1982 he wrote: “These days I am working day and night to ready vol. iv of A

Medit. Soc. (900 pp.) for the U Cal. P. Vol v (and definitely the last!) is well pro-

gressed.”61 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

fewweeks 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 praisedmagnanimously. 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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