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This article deals with a short polemical tract
against Judaism written by the well-known Ot-
toman scholar A�mad b. Mu��af� ��shkubr�-
z�de (d. 968/1560). The author uses the same
arguments known to us from medieval polem-
ics, viz. that the Torah, which was abrogated
by Islam, contains references to the Prophet
Mu�ammad, despite the fact that it was tam-
pered with by the Jews. In addition to the Bi-
ble, ��shkubr�z�de quotes a number of later
Jewish sources that add an important dimen-
sion to his tract. After a brief introduction in
which the possibility of the author's indebted-
ness to Ibn Ab� ‘Abd al-Dayy�n, a Jewish
convert to Islam, is discussed, an edition and
translation of the text are provided.
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Este artículo estudia un corto tratado de polé-
mica en contra del judaísmo escrito por el co-
nocido erudito otomano A�mad b. Mu��af�
��škubr�z�de (m. 968/1560). El autor utiliza
los mismos argumentos que conocemos de la
polémica religiosa medieval, tales como que
la Torah, abrogada por el Islam, contenía re-
ferencias al Profeta Mu�ammad a pesar de
que su texto fue corrompido por los judíos.
Además de la Biblia, ��škubr�z�de cita una
serie de fuentes judías tardías que añaden una
importante dimensión a este trabajo. Después
de una breve introducción en que se discute
la posibilidad de la deuda del autor respecto a
la obra de Ibn Ab� ‘Abd al-Dayy�n, un con-
verso del judaísmo al Islam, se presenta una
edición y traducción del texto.

Palabras clave: Polémica musulmana contra
el judaísmo; Biblia; Imperio Otomano;
A�mad b. Mu��af� ��škubr�z�de; Ibn Ab�
‘Abd al-Dayy�n.

* This paper is part of a larger project involving the edition, translation and analysis
of a number of polemical treatises by Ottoman authors against Judaism; see Adang, C.,
Pfeiffer, J. and Schmidtke, S., Ottoman Intellectuels on Judaism: A Collection of Texts
from the Early Modern Period (forthcoming); see “Addendum” at the end of the paper.
The present writers wish to express their gratitude to Judith Pfeiffer for helpful remarks
on this article. Sections of this paper were presented by S. Schmidtke at the Shlomo Pines
Conference, held at The Hebrew University of Jerusalem in March 2005. The authors
wish to thank S. Stroumsa and W. Madelung for their help in interpreting various pas-
sages of the text.



1. Introduction

I

A�mad b. Mu��af� ��shkubr�z�de (901/1495-968/1561) was one
of the most prolific Ottoman scholars of the 10th/16th century 1 and
authored numerous theological, encyclopaedic and biographical works.
He is mostly renowned for his biographical work on Ottoman scholars,
al-Shaq�’iq al-nu‘m�niyya f� ‘ulam�’ al-dawla al-‘uthm�niyya, 2 which
later served ��jj� Khal�fa (or K�tib Çelebi, 1609-1657) as a major
source when compiling his Kashf al-
un�n, 3 and for his encyclopaedic
survey of disciplines of knowledge, Mift�� al-sa‘�da wa-mi�b��
al-siy�da f� maw��‘�t al-‘ul�m. 4 What is less known is that his literary
œuvre includes a brief polemical treatise against Judaism, apparently
his only work in the field of interreligious polemics. Although the ma-
jor biographical reference works do not mention the tract among his
writings, its authenticity is beyond doubt; the text is extant in five
manuscript copies, four of which explicitly mention him as the author. 5

The doctrinal intention of the treatise reflects the characteristic
Muslim perspective on Judaism; it is to prove that the Qur’�n, con-
taining the final divine dispensation, abrogates the earlier revelations,
including the Torah, and that accordingly the Jewish claim of the eter-
nity of the Mosaic law is to be rejected (fa�l 1: f� tazy�f dal�’il ta’b�d
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1 On his life and work, see Brockelmann, C., Geschichte der arabischen Litteratur,
1-2. Zweite den Supplementbänden angepasste Auflage, Leiden, 1943-49, 2, 425-26;
Supplementbände, 1-3, Leiden, 1937-42, 2, 633-34; Flemming, B., “TaÙ�köprüz�de,” in
EI, New Ed. 1-11, Leiden, 1960-2004, 10, 351-52; T�hir, B.M., Osmanli Müellifleri, 1-3,
Ankara, 2000, 1, 346-347; U�ur, A., Taškopr�z�de A�med ‘I��meddin Ebu’l-�ayr
Efendi. Hayatå, Æahsiyeti, Eserleri ve ¸lmi GörüÙleri, Diss. Atatürk Üniversitesi,
Erzurum, 1980; Köker, A.H. (ed.), TaÙköprülü zâde Ahmet Efendi (1495-1561), Kayseri,
1992; Sürün, A., TaÙköprizâde Ahmed Efendi’nin Tefsir Risâleleri. Diss. Marmara
Üniversitesi, Istanbul, 2002.

2 Eš-Šaqâ’iq en-No‘mânijje von Tašköprüzâde enthaltend die Biographien der
türkischen und im osmanischen Reiche wirkenden Gelehrten, Derwisch-Schei�’s und
Ärzte von der Regierung Sultan O�mân’s bis zu der Sülaimân’s des Grossen. Mit
Zusätzen, Verbesserungen und Anmerkungen aus dem Arabischen übersetzt von O.
Rescher, Konstantinopel-Galata, 1927.

3 ��jj� Khal�fa, Kashf al-
un�n ‘an as�m� al-kutub wa l-fun�n. Lexicon
bibliographicum et encyclopaedicum a Mustafa Ben Abdallah Katib Jelebi dicto et
nomine Haji Khalfa celebrato compositum, 1-7, G. Flügel (ed.), Leipzig, 1835-58.

4 K�mil Bakr� and ‘Abd al-Wahh�b al-N
r (eds.), Cairo, 1968.
5 See below, Section III.



d�n M�s�); that the Prophet Mu�ammad had already been predicted in
the Bible (fa�l 2: f� dal�’il nubuwwat nab�yin� Mu�ammad); and that
the divine revelation to Moses was later tampered with by the Jews
(fa�l 3: f� bay�n m� yadullu ‘al� ta�r�fihim al-tawr�t). 6

The characteristic doctrinal intention of the tract notwithstanding,
��shkubr�z�de’s polemic has a number of features that clearly set it
apart from earlier Muslim polemical writings against Judaism. The
range of sources the author used is wide and comprehensive, although
the Biblical material he quotes or refers to is almost exclusively taken
from the Pentateuch. 7 Yet within this corpus he uses material that
goes beyond the standard pool of verses that is typically adduced in
Muslim polemical writings. In addition to Biblical material, the au-
thor seems to have been acquainted with a considerable number of
Jewish religious texts and with the respective Jewish arguments rele-
vant to the issues discussed. He frequently refers to and quotes from
various commentaries on the Pentateuch; among them, the commen-
tary of Abraham Ibn Ezra (d. 1167), one of the most esteemed authors
among Jewish readers of the 16th Century Ottoman Empire, 8 figures
most prominently. In addition, he explicitly refers to the commentary
of Moshe Ben Nahman (also known as Nahmanides, d. 1270) and
uses other, not further specified exegetical literature. The author also
has a nearly verbatim quotation from the Talmud (Baba Bathra), and
his accounts of Jewish replies to Muslim charges and inner-Jewish
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6 For a survey of the main topics of Muslim polemics against Judaism in their histor-
ical development, see Lazarus-Yafeh, H., Intertwined Worlds. Medieval Islam and Bible
Criticism, Princeton, 1992; Adang, C., Muslim Writers on Judaism and the Hebrew Bi-
ble. From Ibn Rabban to Ibn Hazm, Leiden, 1996; idem, “Torah,” in Encyclopaedia of
the Qur’�n, 1-5, Leiden, 2001-06, 5, 300-11.

7 For lists of Biblical references typically adduced by Muslim polemicists, see
Strauss, E., “Darkhe ha-pulmus ha-Islami,” in Sefer ha-Zikkaron le-bet ha-Midrash
le-rabbanim be-Vinah, A. Schwarz (ed.), Jerusalem, 1946, 182-97; Adang, Muslim
Writers, 264-66 (Appendix Two: Biblical Passages Invoked as Testimonies to
Mu�ammad).

8 On the renewed interest in Ibn Ezra during the 16th century in the Ottoman Empire,
see Lange, N. de, “Abraham Ibn Ezra and Byzantium,” in Abraham Ibn Ezra y su tiempo
[Abraham Ibn Ezra and His Age]. Actas del Simposio Internacional 1989, Madrid, 1990,
181-92; Miller, P.E., At the Twilight of Byzantine Karaism. The Anachronism of Judah
Gibbor, PhD Dissertation, New York University, 1984. See also Ben-Menahem, N.,
“Mefarshei Ibn Ezra al ha-Miqra,” in Areshet, 3 (5721/1961), 71-92; Simon, U., “Inter-
preting the Interpreter. Supercommentaries on Ibn Ezra’s Commentaries,” in Rabbi Abra-
ham Ibn Ezra. Studies in the Writings of a Twelfth-Century Jewish Polymath, I. Twersky
and J. M. Harris (eds.), Cambridge, 1993, 86-128.



discussions, particularly on the issue of abrogation and the theoretical
possibility of naskh on rational grounds, echo arguments that can be
encountered in Jewish writings such as Sa‘adya Gaon’s (d. 942) Kit�b
al-�m�n�t wa-l-i‘tiq�d�t, al-Qirqis�n�’s (10th c.) Kit�b al-Anw�r
wa-l-mar�qib, Maimonides’ Epistle to Yemen, and ‘Izz al-Dawla Ibn
Kamm
na’s (d. 1284) Tanq�� al-ab��th li-l-milal al-thal�th. 9 The
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9 See Sa‘adya Gaon, Kit�b al-Am�n�t wa-l-i‘tiq�d�t (Kit�b al-Mukht�r f� l-Am�n�t
wa-l-I‘tiq�d�t, J. Q�fi� (ed.), Jerusalem-New York, 5730/1970; idem, Kit�b al-Am�n�t
wa-l-i‘tiq�d�t (The Book of Beliefs and Opinions). Translated from the Arabic and the
Hebrew by S. Rosenblatt, New Haven, 1948 [repr. 1976], particularly Treatise III, Chap-
ters VII to X; al-Qirqis�n�, Kit�b al-Anw�r wa-l-mar�qib, L. Nemoy (ed.), New York,
1939-43, 1, 298-301; Friedlaender, I., “Qirqis�ni’s Polemik gegen den Islam,” in
Zeitschrift für Assyriologie, 26 (1912), 93-110 [containing an edition of chapters 15 and
16 of the the third discourse of Qirqis�n�’s K. al-Anw�r]; Hirschfeld, H., “Ein Karäer
über den [von] Mohammed gemachten Vorwurf jüdischer Tor�hfälschung,” in Zeitschrift
für Assyriologie, 26 (1912), 111-13; Maimonides, The Epistle to Yemen. Translated and
annotated by A. Halkin in Epistles of Maimonides. Crisis and Leadership, Philadelphia,
1985, 91-131; Perlmann, M. (ed.), Sa‘d b. Man��r Ibn Kamm�na’s Examination of the
Inquiries into the Three Faiths. A Thirteenth-Century Essay in Comparative Religion,
Berkeley-Los Angeles, 1967; idem, Ibn Kammuna’s Examination of the Three Faiths. A
Thirteenth-Century Essay in Comparative Study of Religion, Berkeley-Los Angeles
1971; Chapter Six of Nathana’el b. Fayy
m�, Gan Hasekhal�m [Bust�n al-‘uq�l], J.
Q�fi� (ed.), Jerusalem 1954; Ahroni, R., “From Bust�n al-‘uq�l to Qi�at [sic] al-bat�l.
Some Aspects of Jewish-Muslim Religious Polemics in Yemen,” in Hebrew Union Col-
lege Annual, 52 (1981), 311-30. On Jewish reactions to Muslim polemics, see
Ben-Shammai, H., “The attitude of some early Karaites towards Islam,” in Studies in Me-
dieval Jewish History and Literature, I. Twersky (ed.), Cambridge, 1984, 3-40; Fontaine,
T. A. M., In Defence of Judaism: Abraham ibn Daud. Sources and Structure of
ha-Emunah ha-Ramah, Assen, 1990, passim; Cohen, M. R. and Somekh, S., “In the
Court of Ya‘q
b Ibn Killis. A Fragment from the Cairo Genizah,” in JQR, 30 (1990),
283-314; Somekh, S., “Fragments of a Polemic Treatise from the Cairo Genizah,” [He-
brew] in Shivtiel Book. Studies in the Hebrew Language and in the Linguistic Traditions
of the Jewish Communities, I. Gluska and T. Kessar (eds.), Tel Aviv, 1992, 141-59;
Duties of Judah by Rabbi Yehudah Ben El‘azar, A. Netzer (ed., transl. and intro.), Jerusa-
lem, 1995, 537-45; Stroumsa, S., “Jewish Polemics against Islam and Christianity in the
Light of Judaeo-Arabic Texts,” in Judaeo-Arabic Studies. Proceedings of the Founding
Conference of the Society for Judaeo-Arabic Studies, Amsterdam, 1997, 241-50; Sklare,
D., “Responses to Islamic Polemics by Jewish Mutakallim
n in the Tenth Century,” in
The Majlis. Interreligious Encounters in Medieval Islam, H. Lazarus-Yafeh, M. R. Co-
hen, S. Somekh and S. H. Griffith (eds.), Wiesbaden, 1999, 137-61; Alfonso, E., “Los
límites del saber. Reacción de intelectuales judíos a la cultura de procedencia islámica,”
in Judíos y musulmanes en al-Andalus y el Magreb. Contactos intelectuales. Seminario
Celebrado en la Casa de Velázquez (20-21 de febrero de 1997). Actas reunidas y
presentadas por M. Fierro, Madrid 2002, 59-84; Frank, D., “‘A Prophet like Moses’. Exe-
gesis as Religious Polemic,” in idem, Search the Scripture well. Karaite Exegetes and the
Origins of the Jewish Bible Commentary in the Islamic East, Leiden, 2004, 204-47;



style of the treatise is very dense and concise, possibly because the
author assumed his reader’s familiarity with the arguments.

II

It is not clear whether ��shkubr�z�de had immediate access to the
sources he quotes from or refers to in his tract, or whether he relied
only on secondary material. Following the introduction of Hebrew
printing in Istanbul in 1504, prints of most of the sources he mentions
or quotes were available in the Ottoman capital. 10 However, it is hard
to imagine that a Muslim scholar could have acquired such a high
level of Jewish learning independently, seeing that it would require
thorough familiarity with Hebrew. It is therefore most likely that
��shkubr�z�de had secondary sources at his disposal.

The question of the originality of ��shkubr�z�de’s tract, which
cannot be decided at present, is also relevant in light of another po-
lemical treatise against Judaism that was composed in �afar
1016/May-June 1607, i.e. some fifty years after ��shkubr�z�de’s
death, and is written in Ottoman Turkish. It is extant in three manu-
script copies. 11 This treatise, which was composed by a certain Y
suf
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Chiesa, B. and Schmidtke, S., “The Jewish Reception of Samaw’al al-Maghrib�’s (d.
570/1175) If��m al-yah�d. Some Evidence from the Abraham Firkovitch Collection I,”
in JSAI, 31 (2006). For Jewish reactions to the Muslim dogma of the inimitability of the
Qur’�n specifically, see Sadan, J., “Identity and Inimitability. Contexts of Inter-Religious
Polemics and Solidarity in Medieval Spain, in the Light of Two Passages by Moše Ibn
‘Ezra and Ya‘aqov Ben El‘azar,” in IOS, 14 (1994), 324-47.

10 Rozen, M., A History of the Jewish Community in Istanbul. The Formative Years,
1453-1566, Leiden, 2002, 250ff; Ya‘ari, A., Hebrew Printing at Constantinople, Jerusa-
lem, 1967. The commentary on the Torah by Abraham Ibn Ezra was printed in 1514
(YA‘ARI, 70 n.º 24), the commentary by Nahmanides in 1522 (YA‘ARI, 84 n.º 95). Also
available in print were the commentaries by Rashi (d. 1105) (YA‘ARI, 59 n.º 2) and
Ya‘aqov ben Asher (d. ca. 1340) (YA‘ARI, 70 n.º 25), Sa‘adya’s al-Am�n�t wa-l-i‘tiq�d�t
in the original Arabic with Hebrew translation (YA‘ARI, 112 n.º 164), and Maimonides’
Responsa (YA‘ARI, 83 n.º 87), to name just a few of at least 126 books in Hebrew that
were printed in Istanbul between 1504 and 1566.

11 MSS Giresun 102, ff. 128b-164a (copy dated Dhu l-Qa‘da 1245/April-May 1830;
see colophon f. 159a:12-15); Giresun 171, ff. 30a-45b (undated), Bagdatlå Vehbi Efendi
2022, ff. 101b-120b (copy dated 1177/1763-64; see colophon f. 120b:19). MS Giresun
171/2 contains a different version of the tract than is to be found in MSS Giresun 102 and
Bagdatlå Vehbi Efendi 2022. Significant differences are particularly to be observed in
Chapters 3 and 4 of the treatise. It is only at the end of MS Bagdatlå Vehbi Efendi 2022 (f.
120b:16-18) that a dated colophon of the author is to be found. For brief descriptions of
MSS Giresun 102 and 171/2, see T. C. Kültür Bakanli�i Kütüphaneler Genel Müdürlü�ü,



Ibn Ab� ‘Abd al-Dayy�n, 12 a Jewish convert to Islam, is significantly
longer and more detailed than ��shkubr�z�de’s epistle; among other
things, the treatise by Ibn Ab� ‘Abd al-Dayy�n contains a detailed au-
tobiographical introduction, brief introductory remarks to each of the
four chapters, and the original Hebrew Bible quotations transcribed in
Arabic script. However, apart from these features, both tracts are so
similar in structure, contents and argumentation that there cannot be
any doubt that Ibn Ab� ‘Abd al-Dayy�n either had ��shkubr�z�de’s
tract in front of him when writing his own, or that both writings go
back to a common, so far unknown, source. Ibn Ab� ‘Abd al-Dayy�n
even retains the Arabic rendering of the Biblical quotations as they
appear in ��shkubr�z�de’s tract without translating them into Turkish.
Moreover, what is apparently a mistake in most of the manuscripts of
��shkubr�z�de points likewise to the close connection with Ibn Ab�
‘Abd al-Dayy�n’s treatise: in fa�l 2, ��shkubr�z�de adduces five Bib-
lical proofs (dal�’il) as predictions for the Prophet Mu�ammad,
which are numbered as dal�l 1, 2, 3, 5, and 6 – there is no dal�l r�bi‘.
Comparison with Ibn Ab� ‘Abd al-Dayy�n’s text shows that
��shkubr�z�de’s proofs five and six indeed correspond to proofs five
and six in the latter’s treatise. The scriptural testimony included in
Proof Four of Ibn Ab� ‘Abd al-Dayy�n’s text (Gen. 49:10) figures in
��shkubr�z�de’s text as part of al-dal�l al-th�lith.

III

In what follows, we present an edition and translation of
��shkubr�z�de’s polemical tract against Judaism. No full analysis of
the text is undertaken at this point, though parallels with a number of
earlier sources are indicated. A more detailed discussion will be
found in our forthcoming monograph, Muslim Polemics against Ju-
daism from the Ottoman Period. A Collection of Texts (see above, first
note).
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Türkiye Yazmalarå Toplu Katalo�u. The Union Catalogue of Manuscripts in Turkey, 2,
Ankara, 1980, 86 n.º 209 and 210. For an edition, translation and analysis of this tract,
see Adang, Pfeiffer and Schmidtke, Muslim Polemics against Judaism.

12 The name of the author is mentioned explicitly in the introduction to and the con-
cluding remarks of the text (MSS Giresun 102, f. 128b:10-11, 158b:9-10; Giresun 171/2,
f. 30b:4, Bagdatlå Vehbi Efendi 2022, f. 101b:6) and, with a slight variation, as “Y
suf b.
‘Abd al-Malik al-Dayy�n” in Bagdatlå Vehbi Efendi 2022, f. 120b:3.



The edition is based on the five known manuscript copies of the
tract:

1. Veliyüddin (Bayezid) 3275/9, ff. 40b-44b, 23 lines per page,
13,6 � 21 cm [�]. The author is mentioned in the table of contents
(p. IIIa). The treatise itself is not dated, yet many of the thirty writings
contained in the majm�‘a (of 158 ff plus 3 unfoliated leaves at the be-
ginning of the collective codex) are dated, ranging from Dhu l-Qa‘da
963/September-October 1556 to Jum�d� II 969/March-April 1562.

2. Haci BeÙir A�a 666/33, 13 x 20,5 cm, ff. 197b-199b [�]. The
undated majm�‘a was written by different hands. There is no indica-
tion as to the author.

3. Carullah Efendi 2098/2, 15,3 � 21,8 cm, ff. 79b-88a [�]. The
codex consists of 276 ff. and is written by different hands. This trea-
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��shkubr�z�de

Ibn Ab� ‘Abd
al-Dayy�n (MS

Giresun 102,
ff. 128b-164a)

Ibn Ab� ‘Abd
al-Dayy�n (MS Giresun

171, ff. 30a-45b)

Ibn Ab� ‘Abd
al-Dayy�n (MS
Bagdatlå Vehbi

Efendi 2022,
ff. 101b-120b)

Autobiographical
Introduction

./. 128b-131a:12 30b-31b:21 101b-103a:18

Overview of Contents pp. xx-xx 131a:12-131b:3 31b:21-32a:7 103a:18-103b:5

Fa�l 1 pp. xx-xx 131b:3-144a:2 32a:7-[37a:10] 103b:5-111b:19

Introduction to Fa�l ./. 131b:3-132a:8 32a:7-16 103b:5-104a:4
Dal�l 1 (Deut. 4:2) pp. xx-xx 132a:8-133a:3 32a:16-32b:16 104a:4-104b:7
Dal�l 2 (Num. 23:19) pp. xx-xx 133a:3-135b:5 32b:16-33b:2 104b:7-105b:9
Dal�l 3 (Deut. 5:22-24) pp. xx-xx 135b:5-136b:9 33b:2-34b:1 105b9-107a:4
Dal�l 4 (Deut. 33:4) pp. xx-xx 136b:9-137b:1 34b:1-21 107a:4-107b:5
Dal�l 5 (Deut. 34:10) pp. xx-xx 137b:1-138b:7 34b:22-35a:15 107b:5-108a:16
Dal�l 6 (Ex. 31:16) pp. xx-xx 138b:7-144a:2 35a:16-37a:10 108a:16-111b:19

Fa�l 2 pp. xx-xx 144a:2-152a:2 [37a:10]-41b:21 111b:19-116b:13

Introduction to Fa�l ./. 144a:2-10 37a:10-17 111b:19-112a:7
Dal�l 1 (Deut. 18:18-19) pp. xx-xx 144a:10-146a:12 [37a:17]-38a:14 112a:7-113a:16
Dal�l 2 (Deut. 34:10) pp. xx-xx 146a:12-147b:8 38a:14-38b:21 113a:16-114a:9
Dal�l 3 (Deut. 13:1-5) pp. xx-xx 147b:8-148b:3 38b:21-39a:13 114a:9-115a:6
Dal�l 4 ./. 148b:3-150a:1 39a:13-39a:13-39b:10 115a:6-115b:2
Dal�l 5 (Deut. 33:2) pp. xx-xx 150a:1-151a:12 39b:10-40a:15 115b:2-116a:15
Dal�l 6 (Gen. 16:7-16,

25:12-16, 17:2, 17:20)
pp. xx-xx 151a:12-152a:2 40a:15-41b:21 116a:15-116b:13

Fa�l 3 pp. xx-xx 152a:2-155a:6 41b:21-45a:7 116b:14-119b:3

Fa�l 4 pp. xx-xx 155a:6-159a 45a:7-45b 119b:3-120b



tise, as well as all other treatises by ��shkubr�z�de contained therein,
was copied by Y
suf b. ‘Al� in 1125/1713-14 (see f. 160b).

4. Æehid Ali PaÙa 2767/2 (ff. 12b-14a) [�]. The entire codex
(which is undated) consists of eighteen treatises by ��shkubr�z�de; it
has a table of contents on p. II with the heading Majm�‘at ras�’il
al-F��il al-shah�r bi-��shkupr�z�de.

5. Nuruosmaniye 4902/3, ff. 19-24 [�]. The ris�la is preceded
by a title page (f. 19a), where the name of the author is given. We
only had a copy of this particular treatise at our disposal (which is un-
dated) and have not seen the entire codex.

The orthography was silently modernized, e.g., for . The
various abbreviations used in most of the manuscripts such as for

for for for , for for
were not specifically mentioned in the footnotes.

2. Edition
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3. Translation of the Epistle in Refutation of the Jews,
by A�mad b. Mu�
af� ��shkubr�z�de (d. 968/1561)

In the name of God, the Beneficent, the Merciful; praise be to God
alone, and prayer over him after whom there is no [further] prophet
and over his family and companions.

This epistle is made up of four parts. The first part exposes as spu-
rious the declaration of the eternal validity of the religion of Moses
(peace be upon him); the second part is about the proofs for the
prophethood of our prophet Mu�ammad (God bless him and grant
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him salvation); the third part is about the occurrence of corruptions in
the Torah, and the fourth part deals with invectives [uttered] by the
Jews.

Part One, exposing the spuriousness of the proofs [adduced] for
the eternity [of the religion of Moses], which are six in number

The first proof [adduced by the Jews]

In the Torah is said what is translated as follows: “All that I com-
mand you, do not add to it, nor diminish from it.” (Deut. 4:2). [The
Jews] say: If we would observe another sacred law (shar�‘a), this
would require that we add something to the precepts of the Torah and
detract something from it, and this is not admissible according to the
text of the Torah. 137

The [Muslim] reply

What is meant by “do not add to it, nor diminish,” is “[do not add
or diminish] of your own accord.” 138 The commentators of the Torah
explain this clearly, and the wording of the expression confirms this,
as is well known to the discerning and intelligent. 139 Hence it does
not necessarily follow from this that it is forbidden to follow a
prophet who produces an addition or omission on the part of God (ex-
alted is He). What is stated by one of the commentators of the Torah,
to the effect that “on the basis of this it has been said: ‘no prophet will
come with a new commandment anymore,’” points to the falsity of
what he has mentioned, by phrasing it in such a way as to imply that it
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137 See similarly Deut 12:32 (“What thing so ever I command you, observe to do it:
thou shalt not add thereto, nor diminish from it.”) This scriptural evidence is adduced,
e.g. by Maimonides, The Epistle to Yemen, 112.

138 Cf. Ibn Ezra’s Commentary on the Pentateuch. Deuteronomy (Devarim), H. N.
Strickman and A. M. Silver (transl. and annot.), New York, 2001, 21-22. That the quoted
prohibition applies to man only and that God may indeed later on add precepts to those of
the Torah was also maintained by al-Qirqis�n�; cf. Adang, Muslim Writers, 210.

139 This and similar phrases echo the use of such expressions (e.g., ve-ha-maskil
yavin – “the intelligent will understand”) by the Jewish commentators referred by
��shkubr�z�de.



is doubtful 140 and by the wording of the expression [in the biblical
verse], as is obvious to the discerning and perceptive.

The second proof [of the Jews]

It is said in the Torah, “The Lord is not a man, that he should lie,
or the son of man that he should become regretful” (Num. 23:19). It is
well known that abrogation is [God’s] regret for a law given previ-
ously, and this is absurd from the rational as well as the scriptural
point of view according to the text of the Torah. Thus there is no abro-
gation following the religion of Moses (peace be upon him).

The [Muslim] reply

The meaning of regret is that a free agent produces an act and sub-
sequently realizes the benefit that is in its opposite. This is impossible
with regard to Him, 141 far exalted is He above this. The meaning of
abrogation is merely the alteration of legal rulings according to the
changing states and conditions of the people, just like a physician
who alters his treatment according to the changing states of his pa-
tient. Now, this is not impossible, but sheer wisdom and pure mercy.
In the alteration of the law of Moses (peace be upon him) in particular
there is pure wisdom, which is apparent also to the scholars, namely
that because slavery [negatively] affected all the actions of the Israel-
ite nation, ignorance settled in their minds and deficiency was firmly
imposed on their brains.

For this reason the Torah limits itself to promise and threat as far
as this world is concerned, because they were precluded from under-
standing the hereafter and its conditions. When thereafter the people
became increasingly disposed to understand the concerns of the here-
after, the conditions of the hereafter were reported in the other [i.e.,
later] revelations. 142 However, abrogation occurs also among the rul-
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140 I.e., by using the expression “it has been said”.
141 It would suggest that there are limits to the knowledge of the omniscient God.
142 That the Pentateuch does not give any details about the Hereafter and about re-

ward and punishment but is limited to precepts applicable to this world only, is also re-
ported by Ibn Kamm
na as a Muslim polemical argument against Judaism (Examination,



ings of the Torah, so that their reply is in fact [identical to] our
reply. 143

The third proof [of the Jews]

It is said in the Torah: “These are the words God speaks to you
with a great voice and He wrote them on two tables of stone and you
said, ‘We have heard God’s voice out of the midst of the fire’” (cf.
Deut. 5:22-24). The[ir] way of argumentation is that when they made
their belief in Moses (peace be upon him) conditional upon hearing
the speech of God (exalted is He) with their own ears, God (exalted is
He) gave them what they wished and spoke the verse referred to in or-
der to force them [to believe]. From this it may be understood that be-
lief is necessarily conditional on hearing the voice of God (exalted is
He), and this has not been heard after Moses (peace be upon him).

The [Muslim] reply

The Children of Israel pleaded with Moses (peace be upon him)
saying “We cannot hear the voice of God (exalted is He) another time,
otherwise we shall completely perish; so ask your lord not to do that
again.” Therefore He says in the Torah: “The Children of Israel said,
‘If we hear the voice of God one more time, we shall die. You go near,
and hear all that He shall command you’” (cf. Deut. 5:25-27). Then
God (exalted is He) approved of this saying of theirs and says in the
Torah: “God (exalted is He) says: ‘They have spoken well’” (cf. Deut.
5:28). It is obvious, now, that they did not demand what has been
mentioned because of Moses’ prophethood (peace be upon him), but
because they denied the very principle of prophethood, 144 for they
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ed. 40; transl. 63-64). The same motive is also to be found in al-�ajar� (d. after 1640),
Kit�b N��ir al-D�n ‘al� l-qawm al-k�fir�n (The Supporter of Religion against the Infidel).
Historical study, critical edition and annotated translation by P. S. van Koningsveld, Q.
al-Samarrai and G. A. Wiegers, Madrid 1997, 108 (Arabic), 165 (translation).

143 That is, they, too, are forced to admit the existence of abrogation. The author later
on enumerates Biblical examples that are interpreted as cases of abrogation within the
Pentateuch; see below Part One, Proof Six.

144 I.e., what motivated them was not their wish to see the prophethood of Moses
confirmed, but they were merely challenging him, not believing that he could actually
persuade God.



were following [certain] Indian philosophers who used to tell them:
“Mankind is unable to hear the speech of God (exalted is He).” For
this reason they were in doubt about the prophethood of Moses (peace
be upon him), even though they had witnessed the brilliant miracles
he worked. Ibn Ezra has explained this in detail in his commentary. In
addition, God (exalted is He) said in the Torah, quoting the Children
of Israel: “The Lord our God has shown us His might and His great-
ness, and has made us hear His voice out of the midst of the fire; we
have seen this day that God talks with man, and that he stays alive”
(cf. Deut. 5:24). From this verse it may be understood that they did
believe in the possibility of mankind hearing the speech of God (ex-
alted is He), and that they acknowledged prophethood. If believing in
the possibility of hearing the [divine] voice is linked to the belief in
the principle of prophethood [in general], not in that of Moses (peace
be upon him) in particular, then the verse on the basis of which they
argue in order to make their point does not prove that belief in the
other prophets is conditional upon hearing God’s voice [contrary to
what they hold].

The fourth proof [of the Jews]

It is said in the Torah: “Behold the Torah became the inheritance
of the congregation of Jacob” (cf. Deut. 33:4). From these words it
may be understood that the congregation of Jacob (peace be upon
him) was required to follow the Torah in particular [to the exclusion
of other laws]. 145

The [Muslim] reply

Is that what is to be understood from this is that following the To-
rah was specifically imposed upon the Children of Israel [and not on
anyone else], not that the Children of Israel were required to follow
the Torah in particular.
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145 What seems to be implied is that the Torah was given to the Jews as a lasting leg-
acy. This scriptural evidence is adduced, e.g, by Sa‘adya, The Book of Beliefs and Opin-
ions, 158.



The fifth proof [of the Jews]

It is said in the Torah: “And there arises no prophet like Moses
from among the Children of Israel” (cf. Deut. 34:10). From this may
be understood that there is [to be] no prophet after him. 146

The [Muslim] reply

What is mentioned in the Torah is the expression ve-lo qam, and
this expression indicates past tense in the Hebrew language, so that
the correct rendering is: “and there did not arise a prophet like Moses
(peace be upon him) from among the Children of Israel.” Their inter-
preting it as an imperfect 147 contradicts one of the rules of their lan-
guage, and with this interpretation they merely intended to sow con-
fusion when they asserted their false claims, namely about the
eternity of the religion of Moses (peace be upon him). What a man
called Levi 148 reported about the expression ve-lo qam having to be
interpreted as an imperfect —which he backed with a number of say-
ings from the books of the prophets— this, too, is a kind of confusion,
for what is found in the books of the prophets is only the expression
ve-lo q�m, with an aleph between the qaf and the mim. Because of
this it has the meaning of a future tense, unlike the verse mentioned
above, for there the aleph referred to does not appear, so that it has the
meaning of a past tense according to the rules of their language, al-
though even if it were an imperfect, the proof would still not be con-
clusive, for the verse contains a restriction to the Children of Israel.
What is demonstrated by the verse, then, is [only] the rejection of an-
other prophet [coming] from among the Children of Israel specifi-
cally, but not [of all future prophets] in the absolute sense; in fact, it
points to the coming of a prophet from outside the Children of Is-
rael, 149 on the basis of the method of argumentum e contrario, which
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146 Cf. similarly Maimonides, The Epistle to Yemen, 111.
147 This grammatical interpretation can be found, e.g, in Japheth ben Eli’s (fl. 10 c.)

Commentary on Deuteronomy; cf. Frank, “A Prophet like Moses,” 244.
148 We were unable to identify this person.
149 To this typical Muslim argumentation which can also be found, for example, in

Ibn Qutayba’s (d. 889) Dal�’il al-nubuwwa (see Adang, Muslim Writers, 269), Japheth b.
Eli has the following reply in his Commentary on Deuteronomy (tr. Frank, “A Prophet



is accepted among their scholars to the point that they have based
many of their legal rulings on this method.

The sixth proof [of the Jews] it is said in the Torah: “The Children
of Israel shall observe the sabbath throughout their generations for-
ever” (cf. Exod. 31:16). They say: If we would follow a law other
than that of Moses (peace be upon him), this would then require the
non-observance of the sabbath, even though the observance of the
sabbath is eternally binding on us. This then would imply that we ob-
serve the sabbath and not observe it at the same time. This is impos-
ing the impossible, which is completely absurd. 150

The [Muslim] reply

This is an obvious lie, for “eternity” is not the sense in which the
word ‘olam which occurs in the Torah can be understood. Rather, it
has the meaning of a long duration in their language. Ibn Ezra has
made this clear in his commentary on some verses and he corrobo-
rated this by what is found in the books of some of the prophets
(peace be upon them), to the effect that [the word] occurs in the abso-
lute sense of time, and he quotes what is found in the books of Solo-
mon, son of David (peace be upon both of them), where past time is
indicated, 151 and what is found in the book of David (peace be upon
him), where the meaning of a certain span of time is intended. 152

Also, it is stated in the commentary on some verses of the Torah that

Al-Qan�ara (AQ) XXIX 1, enero-junio 2008, pp. 79-113 ISSN 0211-3589

A�MAD B. MU��AF� ��SHKUBR	Z�DE’S (D. 968/1561) POLEMICAL TRACT AGAINST JUDAISM 103

like Moses,” 245): “‘In Israel’ does not signify that prophets like Moses will arise in na-
tions other than Israel. It (indicates) rather, that since the nation of Israel is a ‘special pos-
session among all the nations’ (Ex 19:5, Deut 7:6), the noble prophets who were sent (to
them) go forth to other nations as well. Jonah ben Amittai was sent, for example, to
Niniveh to encourage (its people) to repent, just as the prophets Isaiah, Jeremiah, Ezekiel,
Amos, and Nahum all prophesied concerning the nations of the world. It was common
knowledge among the nations that the true prophets came from the nation of Israel. Thus,
the king of Aram sent Naaman to Elisha (2 Kings 5) and Hazael was sent to him likewise
upon his entry into Damascus (2 Kings 8:8). And thus the king of Babylon sent to Heze-
kiah (2 Kings 20:12) that he might learn from him the significance of the miracle. For
this reason (the verse states) ‘in Israel’”.

150 For this argument, see, for example, Sa‘adya, The Book of Beliefs and Opinions, 158.
151 Referring to Ecc. 1:10.
152 Cf. also Abraham Ibn Esras Kommentar zur Urgeschichte, Übersetzt und erklärt

von D. U. Rottzoll, Berlin-New York, 1996, 105-106 (on Gen 3:7); Abraham Ibn Esras
langer Kommentar zum Buch Exodus, Übersetzt und erklärt von D. U. Rottzoll,
Berlin-New York 2000, 653-53.



‘olam is another expression for yovel, and that yovel stands for a [mo-
ment in] time which is generally recognized among them and which
falls once every fifty years, when commercial transactions and all
other agreements are annulled and slaves are set free (cf. Lev.
25:10-17). Moshe ben Nahman reported that the maximum limit of
‘olam is fifty years, 153 whereas [another] one of them attested that
with regard to the sabbath, it appears in the sense of eternity, also ac-
cording to what is said in the Torah concerning the sabbath, where it
says: “it is a sabbath for God in all your dwellings” (Lev. 23:3), that
is, as long as you dwell in the land. 154

To this will be replied that what is mentioned here [refers to]
places in general, which does not require that time in general is
meant. The principle underlying this is that some of the rulings of the
Torah are specific for Jerusalem, some are specific for other places,
and some are generally applicable to all places. The import of His
saying “in all your dwellings” is that [keeping] the sabbath belongs to
the third category.

It may be said: The word ‘olam is mentioned in connection with
the Almighty, and cannot, therefore, refer to anything but eternity.

The reply to this is that what is mentioned with regarded to the Al-
mighty is the word ‘olam together with a qualification, namely the ex-
pression va-‘ed, 155 and eternity is only to be understood from the ex-
pression va-‘ed, not from the word ‘olam.
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153 Cf. Ramban (Nachmanides), Commentary on the Torah. Exodus, Rabbi Dr. C. B.
Chavel (transl. and annot.), New York, 1973, 348-49 (on Ex 21:6).

154 On this issue, see Sa‘adya Gaon, The Book of Beliefs and Opinions, 171, where
the various positions are summarized: “Now some of the proponents of the theory of ab-
rogation base their view on an analysis of the term ‘forever’ (‘olam) concerning which
they assert that they note that it has in the Hebrew language a variety of meanings. Our
rejoinder is: Yes, it has three possible meanings. One of these is ‘fifty years.’ The other is
‘the lifetime of the thing referred to.’ The third, again, is ‘as long as the world will exist.’
Now when we apply this term to the Sabbath law, the first two possibilities are at once
eliminated, only the last being retained. For we note that Jeremiah, although he lived
something like nine hundred years after Moses and the lapse of many centuries and gen-
erations of the offspring of the Children of Israel, exhorted them to observe the Sabbath
and to refrain from working on it. Thus Scripture says: Neither carry forth a burden out
of your houses on the sabbath day, neither do ye any work, but hallow ye the sabbath day,
as I commanded your fathers (Jer. 17:22). Since, then, the period of fifty years, as well as
that of the lifetime of the individuals in question, is eliminated, the only one of the [dif-
ferent] types [of meaning that can be applied to the term ‘olam] that remains is [that of]
the duration of the world.”

155 Referring to Ex 15:18.



It has been objected to this that the word ‘olam occurs in the tenth
part of the fifth book without the qualification of the expression
va-‘ed, even though here it also refers to the Almighty. 156

We reply that the commentators have stated in general that the
word ‘olam in this passage has neither the meaning of time, nor of a
long duration, nor the meaning of eternity, but rather means [chang-
ing] events, for the word ‘olam is equivocal, and there is nothing dis-
honest about this. But what is referred to in this place is that “God
(exalted is He), shall say “In time I shall lift up my hand to the Throne
and the See; by the truth of my being living and lasting forever! 157 In
time I shall whet my sword and grip it in order to take vengeance, I
shall take vengeance from the polytheists and demand justice from
the enemies”” (cf. Deut. 32:40-41). 158 Thus the word ‘olam appears
here in the vague sense of time, and nothing else.

Moreover, the Jewish sect rejects abrogation in the strongest terms,
although it occurs in the [very] Torah in numerous places. Thus, for ex-
ample, the consumption of meat was forbidden according to the law of
Adam (peace be upon him), 159 whereas in the time of Noah (peace be
upon him), it was ordered; 160 circumcision was first made incumbent
upon the Children of Israel, 161 then its practice was forbidden in the
desert, and subsequently they were ordered [to perform it] again after
forty years; 162 at first, daughters were not entitled to inherit, but then it
was ordered that they be made to inherit, and if there are no daughters,
[the inheritance] should be given to their brothers; 163 Aaron (peace be
upon him) was [at first] ordered to worship inside the tabernacle every
day, 164 while later on he was forbidden to enter it except once a year. 165
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156 Referring to Deut 32:40-41.
157 Hebrew: �ai anokhi le-‘olam.
158 There are considerable discrepancies between the biblical text and the alleged

quotation adduced here.
159 Referring to Gen 1:29.
160 Referring to Gen 9:3.
161 Referring to Gen 17:12.
162 Referring to Joshua 5:2-5.
163 See Num. 27:1-9; 36:2.
164 Referring perhaps to Ex. 30:7.
165 Referring to Ex. 30:10; Lev. 16:2, 16:29-34. The intention of the argumentative

strategy of adducing Biblical statements that were interpreted as early examples of inter-
nal abrogation was to force the Jews to admit the doctrine of abrogation in general, to un-
dermine the authority of their Scriptures and to force them to acknowledge that the
Qur’�n is the final divine dispensation; see Lazarus-Yafeh, Intertwined Worlds, 39ff.



Part Two, concerning the proofs of the prophethood of
Mu�ammad (may God bless him and grant him salvation)

The first proof [provided by the Muslims]

It is said in the Torah: “I will raise up a prophet for them from
among their brethren, like you, and I will put my rulings into his
mouth; and he shall speak unto them all the words that I shall com-
mand them, and he who will not listen to these commandments and
will not obey them, I will demand [it] of him” (Deut. 18:18-19). 166

This verse contains proof for the possibility of [God’s] sending a mes-
senger after Moses (peace be upon him), and this is obvious; and
[proof] that this prophet must no doubt come from the offspring of
their brothers, and not from the Children of Israel [themselves], as
well as [proof] that this prophet must be “like you”, that is, in bring-
ing a new revealed law, [all this is] connected with His saying “I will
put my rulings into his mouth”. Now it is clear that our prophet
Mu�ammad (God bless him and grant him salvation) is of the off-
spring of Ishmael (peace be upon him), who is the brother of Jacob
(peace be upon him), and that he came with a new revealed law. It is
[likewise] apparent that Joshua (peace be upon him) was from among
the Children of Israel, as were all the other Israelite prophets, and not
from the kinship of their brothers. Moreover, [Joshua] was the deputy
of Moses (peace be upon him), but he did not come with a new re-
vealed law. In addition, it is impossible that this prophet was Jesus
(peace be upon him), for the Gospel does not contain new legislation
that differs from what is laid down in the Torah. Thus it has been es-
tablished that this prophet is our prophet Mu�ammad, the Chosen
One, prayer and peace be upon him.
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166 On the use of this Scriptural evidence (and the similar verse Deut 18:15) for the
advent of the prophet Mu�ammad among earlier Muslim scholars, see Strauss, “Darkhe
ha-pulmus ha-Islami,” 191-92; Lazarus-Yafeh, Intertwined Worlds, 18-19, 104, 125, 150;
Adang, Muslim Writers, 144, 158, 160, 264, 269; Frank, “A Prophet like Moses”, 234ff;
‘Abd al-�aqq al-Isl�m�, al-Sayf al-mamd�d f� l-radd ‘al� a�b�r al-yah�d (Espada
extendida para refutar a los sabios judíos), E. Alfonso (ed., intro., transl. and notes), Ma-
drid, 1998, 59ff (Arabic), 67ff (translation); al-�ajar�, K. N��ir al-D�n, 114-15 (Arabic),
171-72 (translation).



The second proof

It is said in the Torah, “And there arose not a prophet from among
the Children of Israel whom God (exalted is He) knew face to face”
(cf. Deut. 34:10). They disagree about this [verse]. Some say: the ex-
pression lo qam in the Torah has the meaning of “did not arise” in
Arabic, and thus conveys a negation in the past tense. Others say that
it has the meaning “will not arise,” and as such indicates the eternity
of the religion of Moses (peace be upon him).

[Our] reply is that even if it did have the meaning of “will not
arise,” it is still qualified by his being from the Children of Israel, and
does not prove that no prophet will arise from among others than
themselves.

Some say that this prophet is Joshua (peace be upon him), but this
is absurd for a number of reasons. First, Joshua (peace be upon him)
is consistently referred to in the Torah by his proper name; secondly,
he is from among the Children of Israel; thirdly, he did not bring a
new revealed law, but was rather the deputy of Moses (peace be upon
him); and what is to be understood from what is mentioned in the
verse referred to, that is, His saying “whom God —exalted is He—
knew face to face” is that he should be the recipient of a revelation
and a religious law.

Some say that [this prophet] is Balaam the son of Beor, but this is
untenable for two reasons. First, Balaam was not a prophet but a sor-
cerer; and second, he was an unbeliever who was killed by the sword
during the time of Joshua (peace be upon him), killed because of his
unbelief. 167

The third proof

It is said in the Torah: “If there arises a prophet from among you,
or a seer of visions and brings a proof or a miracle, and he says,
‘Come and worship a deity other than God’, do not accept him and do
not obey him, but kill him” (cf. Deut. 13:1-5). They say: His saying
“do not accept him and do not obey him” proves that there is [to be]
no prophet bringing the truth after Moses (peace be upon him).

Al-Qan�ara (AQ) XXIX 1, enero-junio 2008, pp. 79-113 ISSN 0211-3589

A�MAD B. MU��AF� ��SHKUBR	Z�DE’S (D. 968/1561) POLEMICAL TRACT AGAINST JUDAISM 107

167 Referring to Num 22:20-34, 31:8.



The reply [to this] is that the words “and he says, ‘Come and wor-
ship a deity other than God’” proves by way of the method of argu-
mentum e contrario that if he were to say “Worship God,” he would
be accepted, and [the method of] argumentum e contrario is accepted
among them. It is obvious that the order to obey him would only ap-
ply if he would exchange that which is positively allowed in the Torah
for something prohibited and vice versa, 168 and his call to [obey] God
would be known from the truthfulness of his call. It is said in the To-
rah, with regard to the offspring of Judah: “The rule and the power
shall not depart from between his feet, until a powerful man shall
come, and all the nations will gather to him” (cf. Gen. 49:10). From
these words it may be understood that the rule and the power will de-
part from the offspring of Judah, and the government has [indeed] de-
parted from them in the time of our prophet Mu�ammad (God bless
him and grant him salvation).

The fifth proof 169

It is said in the Torah: “God came from Mount Sinai, and rose up
from Mount Seir, and shined forth from Mount Paran” (Deut.
33:2), 170 that is, the rules of God (exalted is He) came, meaning the
Torah. The [Jews] say: The angels dressed the Torah like a bride, and
took it first to Seir, which is the domain of Jesus (peace be upon him),
but its people did not accept the Torah. Then they took it to Paran,
which is the domain of Ishmael (peace be upon him), but its people
did not accept it [either]. Then they took it to Sinai, which is the do-
main of Moses (peace be upon him), and his people accepted the To-
rah. Now, there is no indication in the verse mentioned of the appear-
ance of another prophet after Moses (peace be upon him).
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168 ��shkubr�z�de adduces this argument in support of his claim that the Torah has
been abrogated.

169 There is no “fourth proof”; see above.
170 This verse is one of the most popular Biblical verses adduced by Muslim writers

as prediction of the prophethood of Mu�ammad. See Lazarus-Yafeh, Intertwined Worlds,
109; Adang, Muslim Writers, 264, 268, Frank, “A Prophet like Moses”, 229ff; see also
Kar�jak�, Mu�ammad b. ‘Al�, Kanz al-faw�’id, 1-2, ‘Abd All�h Ni‘ma (ed.), Beirut,
1405/1985, 1, 205. For Jewish responses, see, for example, Sa‘adya, The Book of Beliefs
and Opinions, 164ff.



The reply [to this is that] the meaning of this verse disagrees with
what they have mentioned, for its sequence does not agree with the
sequence in their account. The truth is what Ibn Ezra relates in his
commentary, even if he phrases it in such a way as to suggest doubt,
namely that what is intended by the rulings that came from Mount Si-
nai is the Torah which the people of Moses (peace be upon him) fol-
lowed, and [what is intended] by he rules that rose up from Seir is the
Gospel that the Christians follow, and the fact that Seir is the location
of Jesus (peace be upon him), is clearly expressed in the Torah, and
that [what is intended by] the rules that shine forth from Mount Paran
is the Qur’�n which was revealed to our prophet Mu�ammad (God
bless him and grant him salvation), Paran being the location of
Ishmael (peace be upon him), 171 which is [also] clearly expressed in
the Torah, and our prophet Mu�ammad (God bless him and grant him
salvation) is from the descendants of Ishmael (peace be upon him).

The sixth proof is that the scholars (a�b�r) of the Jews attach great
importance to numerology; for example, the angel said to Hagar during
her pregnancy: “Twelve kings will proceed from your seed,” 172 and
[elsewhere] He indicated this number with the expression zeh, which is
twelve. In the fifth part of the first book the period during which the no-
ble [city of] Jerusalem was inhabited is indicated with the expression
be-zot, 173 which, according to numerology is 404, and it was indeed so;
and it refers to our prophet Mu�ammad (God bless him and grant him
salvation) with the expression bi-me’od me’od (bi-m�d m�d) in three
places, and the expression bi-m�d m�d is, in numerology, ninety-two,
which is [also] the numerical value of the noble name, that is, the name
Mu�ammad (God bless him and grant him salvation). 174
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171 Cf. Ibn Ezra’s Commentary on the Pentateuch. Deuteronomy (Devarim),
Strickman and Silver, 276. For the midrash based identification of Seir with Christianity
and Paran with the Arabs, see also Cohen, M. R., Under Crescent and Cross. The Jews in
the Middle Ages, Princeton, 1994.

172 See Gen 16:7-16 and Gen. 17:20.
173 Referring to Lev. 16:3.
174 The numerical value of the expression “exceedingly” (bi-me’od me’od) had al-

ready been adduced by earlier Muslim writers such as Samaw’al al-Maghrib� (d.
570/1175) and ‘Abd al-�aqq al-Isl�m�; Samaw’al al-Maghrib�, If��m al-Yah�d. Silencing
the Jews, M. Perlmann (ed. and transl.), New York, 1964, 31 (Arabic text), 46 (transl.);
If��m al-yah�d. The Early Recension, Marazka, I., Pourjavady, R. and Schmidtke, S.
(eds.), Wiesbaden, 2005, 26-27; and ‘Abd al-�aqq al-Isl�m�, al-Sayf al-mamd�d, 40
(Arabic), 60 (translation). It was also known to Ibn Kamm
na, Maimonides and Rabbi



Part Three, explaining what points to their distortion
of the Torah

This is [found] in a number of passages that they were unable to
circumvent except by resorting to inane and incorrect language and
far-fetched evasions, [attempting to] protect their religion from the
criticism of the masses, to the point that one of their exegetes said, by
way of directive: whoever belongs to those endowed with knowledge
shall keep his arguments regarding these passages safe from the accu-
sations of the masses and the ignorant, among [these passages] being:
“Abraham travelled in the land to the place [called] Shekhem, to Elon
Moreh, and the Canaanite was at that time in the land” (Gen. 12:6).
What is meant by “the land” is the kingdom of Canaan, son of Noah,
which remained in the hands of the Canaanites until Joshua ben Nun
(peace be upon him) conquered it, and this period lasted more than
1,000 years. These lands are a holy land, and Elon Moreh is in the vi-
cinity of Jerusalem. As these lands were in the hands of the
Canaanites when Abraham (peace be upon him) travelled there, they
cannot have been conquered by Joshua (peace be upon him), although
it is clearly stated that that land would be conquered in the days of
Joshua (peace be upon him). It is clear that such a contradiction can-
not occur in the words of God (exalted is He), but has been added. 175

Ibn Ezra, who is their leading exegete, said: “There is a mystery in
this on which those who are in the know keep silent.” In another place
he says: “If you have grasped the secret of the twelve —meaning the
twelve verses written at the end of the last book— all of them point to
the fact that these verses were written after the times of Moses (peace
be upon him).”

Among them is [the one stating] that Moses (peace be upon him),
when he had completed the Torah, ordered that it be kept in a case
whose description is mentioned in the Torah, and he ordered in the
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Jehudah Ben El‘azar (see their detailed refutations in Examination, ed. Perlmann, 95; The
Epistle to Yemen, 107-109; Duties of Judah, 537ff). For further references, see Laza-
rus-Yafeh, Intertwined Worlds, 107; Ahroni, “From Bust�n al-‘uq�l,” 315. However,
whereas earlier authors only adduced Gen 17:20 which refers specifically to Ishmael and
his progeny, ��shkubr�z�de’s statement that there are three instances in the Biblical text
where this expression is found is unusual. He probably had in mind also Gen 17:2 and
17:6, both referring to God talking to Abram/Abraham about his prospective progeny in
general.

175 See also Spinoza’s explanation on this passage, below n. 179.



Torah that [the people] were to assemble three times a year and to re-
cite the Torah; 176 in addition, it is mentioned in the Torah that Moses
(peace be upon him) called upon the scholars to meet with the leaders
and to advise and apprise them that they would corrupt themselves af-
ter his death. 177 What is mentioned in the twelve verses 178 literally
points to the fact that God (exalted is He) summoned Moses and
showed him Jerusalem and the mountains surrounding it. Then he
died there by God’s decree (exalted is He), and he was buried there,
and [the location of] his grave is not known until now. His people fol-
lowed Joshua (peace be upon him). 179
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176 Cf. Deut. 16:16, Ex. 23:17, Ex. 34:23-24.
177 Cf. Deut. 31:28-29.
178 Viz. Deut. 34:1-12.
179 What Ibn Ezra labels as the “mystery of the twelve,” specifically referring to

Deut. 34:1-12 describing Moses’ death and burial, was one of several cases in the text of
the Pentateuch which suggest that the entire Torah cannot have been written by Moses. In
his exegesis on Deut. 1:2, Ibn Ezra also lists the following verses among the “mysteries”:
Gen 12:6, Gen 22:14, Deut 3:11, and Deut. 31:22. This was later taken up in detail by
Baruch Spinoza (d. 1677) in Chapter Eight of his Tractatus Theologico-Politicus,
(Gebhardt Edition, 1925, S. Shirley (transl.), Leiden, 1989, 162-63), although Spinoza’s
interpretation of Ibn Ezra’s intention is evidently too far-reaching: “The words of Ezra in
his commentary on Deuteronomy are as follows: ‘Beyond the Jordan, etc.’ If you under-
stand the mystery of the twelve, and also ‘Moses wrote the Law,’ and ‘the Canaanite was
then in the land,’ ‘it shall be revealed on the Mount of God,’ and again ‘Behold his bed,
bed of iron,’ ‘then shall you know the truth.’ In these few words he gives a clear indica-
tion that it was not Moses who wrote the Pentateuch but someone else who lived long af-
ter him, and that it was a different book that Moses wrote. To make this clear, he draws
attention to the following points. 1. The preface of Deuteronomy could not have been
written by Moses, who did not cross the Jordan. 2. The Book of Moses was inscribed in
its entirety on no more than the circumference of a single altar (Deut. ch. 27 and Joshua
ch. 8 v. 30 etc.), and this altar, according to the Rabbis, consisted of only twelve stones.
From this it follows that the Book of Moses must have required far less space than the
Pentateuch. This, I say, was what our author meant by his reference to ‘the mystery of the
twelve,’ unless he was referring to the twelve curses in the aforementioned chapter of
Deuteronomy. Perhaps he believed that these could not have been contained in Moses’
Book of the Law, because Moses bids the Levites read out these curses in addition to the
recital of the Law, so as to bind the people by oath to observe the recited laws. Or again
he may have wished to draw attention to the last chapter of Deuteronomy concerning the
death of Moses, a chapter consisting of twelve verses. But there is no need here to give
closer scrutiny to these and other conjectures. 3. Deuteronomy ch. 31 v. 9 says, ‘And Mo-
ses wrote the Law.’ These words cannot be ascribed to Moses; they must be those of an-
other writer narrating the deeds and writings of Moses. 4. In Genesis ch. 12 v. 6 when the
narrative tells that Abraham journeyed through the land of Canaan, the historian adds,
‘The Canaanite was then in the land,’ thereby clearly excluding the time at which he was
writing. So this passage must have been written after the death of Moses when the
Canaanites had been driven out and no longer possessed those lands. In his commentary



Ibn Ezra said in his commentary: “If you grasp that secret, you
will reach the degree of truth.” [Rabbi] Judah even said: “If the Torah
was revealed to Moses (peace be upon him) in its entirety, how, then,
can the report that it contains of his death be correct? Thus it can be
understood from this that [these verses] were written after the death
of [Moses], peace be upon him, and that Joshua (peace be upon him)
wrote them. [Rabbi] Shimon objected to this that if it is correct that
Moses (peace be upon him) completed the Torah and ordered that it
be preserved, how, then, can it be correct that Joshua (peace be upon
him) added to it? Some say that [Rabbi] Shimon interpreted the law
among them, and that his words are highly esteemed by them, so what
Ibn Ezra mentions about there being a secret in it is not correct.” 180

Others say: the basis of Ibn Ezra’s saying is that this addition is not by
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on this passage, Ibn Ezra makes the same point in these words: ‘And the Canaanite was
then in the land.’ It appears that Canaan (the grandson of Noah) took the land of Canaan
which had been in the possession of another. If this is not the true meaning, some mystery
lies here, and let him who understands it keep silent. That is to say, if Canaan invaded the
land, then the sense will be that the Canaanite was already in the land, as opposed to
some past time when the land was inhabited by another nation. But if Canaan was the
first to settle in that region (as follows from Gen. ch. 10), then the words are intended to
exclude the present time, that is, the time of the author. This could not be Moses, in
whose time the land was still possessed by the Canaanites; and this is the mystery con-
cerning which Ibn Ezra urges silence.”

180 See The Babylonian Talmud. Hebrew-English Edition. Translated into English
with notes and glossary Chapters I-IV by M. Simon, Chapters V-X by I. W. Slotzki, un-
der the editorship of Dr. I. Epstein, London-Jerusalem-New York 1976, 1, 15a: “Who
wrote the Scriptures? [...] The Master has said: Joshua wrote the book which bears his
name and the last eight verses of the Pentateuch. This statement is in agreement with the
authority who says that eight verses in the Torah were written by Joshua, as it has been
taught: [It is written], So Moses the servant of the Lord dies there. Now is it possible that
Moses being dead would have written the words, ‘Moses died there’? The truth is, how-
ever, that up to this point Moses wrote, from this point Joshua wrote. This is the opinion
of R. Judah, or, according to others, of R. Nehemiah. Said R. Simeon to him: Can (we
imagine the) scroll of the law being short of one letter, and is it not written, Take this book
of the Law? No; what we must say is that up to this point the Holy One, blessed be He,
dictated and Moses repeated and wrote, and from this point God dictated and Moses
wrote with tears, as it says of another occasion. The Baruch answered them, He pro-
nounced all these words to me with his mouth, and I wrote them with ink in the book.
Which of these two authorities is followed in the rule laid down by R. Joshua b. Abba
which he said in the name of R. Giddal who said it in the name of Rab: The last eight
verses of the Torah must be read [in the Synagogue service] by one person alone? It fol-
lows R. Judah and not R. Simeon. I may even say, however, that it follows R. Simeon,
[who would say that] since they differ [from the rest of the Torah] in one way, they differ
in another.” See also Israelsohn, I., “Les huit derniers versets du Pentateuch,” Revue des
Études Juives, 20 (1890), 304-7.



Joshua, nor by any other prophet, but only occurred in the later gener-
ations, but they did not mention how this addition was [supposedly]
implemented.

Part Four, on the Jews’ defamation of the prophets

Among them is their attribution of a grave sin to Lot (peace be
upon him) after the destruction of his people, despite the fact that they
say that no grave sins can proceed from the prophets. This attribution,
whatever it is, is mentioned in the fourth part of the first book. 181

Among them is that it has been mentioned that a grave sin is attrib-
uted to David (peace be upon him) in the tenth part of the first
book. 182 Similar things are numerous, but we will not speak of them
at length.

Finis.

Addendum

Shortly before this article went to the press, we obtained copies of
a number of additional manuscripts of Ibn Ab� ‘Abd al-Dayy�n’s po-
lemical tract, which will be discussed in the forthcoming monograph
referred to in the first note.

Recibido: 13/03/06
Aceptado: 29/06/06
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181 Probably a reference to Gen. 19:30-38.
182 The reference given by the author is wrong as he evidently has the story of II

Samuel 11-12 in mind.
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Corrigendum - Fe de erratas 

 

The text should read as follows (changes in bold type): 

El texto que debe figurar es el siguiente (cambios en negritas): 

 

1. Page 79, footnote (*)    /    Página 79, nota a pié de página (*) 

 

* This paper is part of a larger project involving the edition, translation and 

analysis of a number of polemical treatises by Ottoman authors against 

Judaism supported by the Gerda Henkel Foundation; see Adang, C., 

Pfeiffer, J. and Schmidtke, S., Ottoman Intellectuels on Judaism: A Collection 

of Texts from the Early Modern Period (forthcoming); see “Addendum” at the 

end of the paper. The present writers wish to express their gratitude to Judith 

Pfeiffer for helpful remarks on this article. Sections of this paper were 

presented by S. Schmidtke at the Shlomo Pines Conference, held at The 

Hebrew University of Jerusalem in March 2005. The authors wish to thank S. 

Stroumsa and W. Madelung for their help in interpreting various passages of 

the text. 
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- Last paragraph    /    Último párrafo: 

A more detailed discussion will be found in our forthcoming monograph, 

Ottoman Intellectuels on Judaism: A Collection of Texts from the Early 

Modern Period (see above, first note). 

 

- Note 11, last line    /    Nota 11, última línea: 

For an edition, translation and analysis of this tract, see Adang, Pfeiffer and 

Schmidtke, Ottoman Intellectuels on Judaism. 
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Ṭāshkubrīzāde 

Ibn Abī ‘Abd  

al-Dayyān (MS 

Giresun 102, ff. 

128b-164a) 

 

Ibn Abī ‘Abd  

al-Dayyān (MS Giresun 

171, ff. 30a-45b) 

Ibn Abī ‘Abd  

al-Dayyān (MS 

Bagdatlı Vehbi 

Efendi 2022,  

ff. 101b-120b) 

Autobiographical 

Introduction 

./. 128b-131a:12 30b-31b:21 101b-103a:18 

Overview of Contents p. 86 131a:12-131b:3 31b:21-32a:7 103a:18-103b:5 

Faṣl 1 pp. 87-92 131b:3-144a:2 32a:7-[37a:10] 103b:5-111b:19 

Introduction to Faṣl ./. 131b:3-132a:8 32a:7-16 103b:5-104a:4 

Dalīl 1 (Deut. 4:2) p. 87 132a:8-133a:3 32a:16-32b:16 104a:4-104b:7 

Dalīl 2 (Num. 23:19) pp. 87-88 133a:3-135b:5 32b:16-33b:2 104b:7-105b:9 

Dalīl 3 (Deut. 5:22-

24) 

pp. 88-89 135b:5-136b:9 33b:2-34b:1 105b9-107a:4 

Dalīl 4 (Deut. 33:4) p. 89 136b:9-137b:1 34b:1-21 107a:4-107b:5 

Dalīl 5 (Deut. 34:10) p. 89 137b:1-138b:7 34b:22-35a:15 107b:5-108a:16 

Dalīl 6 (Ex. 31:16) pp. 89-92 138b:7-144a:2 35a:16-37a:10 108a:16-

111b:19 

Faṣl 2 pp. 92-95 144a:2-152a:2 [37a:10]-41b:21 111b:19-

116b:13 

Introduction to Faṣl ./. 144a:2-10 37a:10-17 111b:19-112a:7 

Dalīl 1 (Deut. 18:18-

19) 

p. 92 144a:10-146a:12 [37a:17]-38a:14 112a:7-113a:16 

Dalīl 2 (Deut. 34:10) p. 93 146a:12-147b:8 38a:14-38b:21 113a:16-114a:9 

Dalīl 3 (Deut. 13:1-5) p. 93 147b:8-148b:3 38b:21-39a:13 114a:9-115a:6 

Dalīl 4  ./. 148b:3-150a:1 39a:13-39a:13-39b:10 115a:6-115b:2 

Dalīl 5 (Deut. 33:2) p. 94 150a:1-151a:12 39b:10-40a:15 115b:2-116a:15 

Dalīl 6 (Gen. 16:7-16, 

25:12-16, 17:2, 17:20) 

pp. 94-95 151a:12-152a:2 40a:15-41b:21 116a:15-

116b:13 

Faṣl 3 pp. 95-97 152a:2-155a:6 41b:21-45a:7 116b:14-119b:3 

Faṣl 4 p. 97 155a:6-159a 45a:7-45b 119b:3-120b 
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- Last paragraph before “Edition”    /    Último párrafo antes de “Edition”: 
 
(...) were not specifically mentioned in the footnotes. In the footnotes to the edition 
references to the exegetical works of Abraham Ibn Ezra and Nahmanides 
(Ramban) on the Torah are according to the following edition: Torat Ḥayyim. 
Ḥamishah ḥumshei Torah 1-7. Mugahim ͑al-pi ha-massorah shel Keter Aram 
Ẓovah ve- ͑al-pi ha-nusaḥ shel kitvei-yad ha-qeruvim lo, ͑ im Targum Onqelos. 
Jerusalem, Mossad ha-Rav Kook, 5757/1997. 
 


