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THE KHANMETI FRAGMENT OF LONDON 

Jost Gippert 

In his famous article of 1923, Ivane Javakhishvili for the first time drew the at-
tention of the scholarly world to the existence of the so-called khanmeti period 
of Georgian literacy [javaxiSvili 1922-23: 313-319]. One of the five manu-
script specimens he dwelt upon was the fragment of a Georgian-Hebrew palimp-
sest from the Bodleian Library in Oxford (ms. Georg. C 1 = ms. Heb. 2672),1 the 
Georgian undertext of which (written in large asomtavruli letters) had been pro-
posed by Frederick Cornwallis Conybeare to belong to the Old Testament book 
of Jeremiah2 and was determined as covering the passage of Jer. 17.26-18.8 by 
Javakhishvili [javaxiSvili 1922-23: 373-374; a photograph of the recto was 
printed ib., pl. X].  

Two further fragments of a Georgian-Hebrew palimpsest containing an un-
dertext from the book of Jeremiah were first published by Robert Pierpont Blake 
in 1932, in his catalogue of the Georgian manuscripts preserved in the library of 
the University of Cambridge (Taylor-Schechter ms. 12,183 and ms. 12,741, de-
scribed as nos. 1 and 2 of the 11 items of the collection).3 In their undertext, Blake 
was able to detect portions of Jer. 12.10-16 and 20.9-16, resp., with similar khan-
meti features as in the Oxford fragment. In a separate article immediately follow-
ing the catalogue [Blake 1932: 225-272],4 Blake undertook a thorough analysis of 

1 The other four manuscripts are all kept in the Korneli Kekelidze National Centre for 
Manuscript, Tbilisi, today (nos. A-737, A-89, A-844, and H-999).

2 Neubauer, Cowley 1906: 74: “Palimpsest of Jeremiah, chap. viii, in Georgian (9th cen-
tury, or perhaps earlier, according to Mr. F. C. Conybeare)”. – A first notice of the frag-
ment, without regard of its being a palimpsest, is found in Lewy 1895: 20; the Georgian 
undertext is first mentioned in Коковцов 1899: 195-205 and 413. The latter article also 
contains the first photographs (as plates X and XI, appended at the end of the volume).

3 The catalogue comprises photographs (Plates 1–4), sketches (Plates 1a–4a), and com-
plete transcripts of the Georgian undertext.

4 This article comprises photographs (Plates 7-8), sketches (Plates 7a-8a), and transcripts 
of the Oxford fragments. 
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both the Cambridge and Oxford fragments, concluding that both came from the 
Cairo Genizah and derived from the same codex.5  

In an article of 1937, Akaki Shanidze joined a third fragment to this set, viz. 
ms. Or. 6581 of the British Museum, London, one of three minor pieces also 
stemming from the Cairo Genizah [SaniZe 1937: 29-42].6 The Georgian un-
dertext content of this fragment had first been noticed by Oliver Wardrop in his 
catalogue of Georgian manuscripts in the British Museum [Wardrop 1913: 406 
under no. 3],7 who already stated its affinity to the Cambridge fragment Taylor-
Schechter 12,183.8 Wardrop tentatively proposed the following reading for the 
two sides of the fragment, without attempting at an identification of the text:  

d. m | a(?r)rEFERENCESArEFEREir    ei...d(a) | (?)qovlis ? erEFER
This reading was much improved on by A. Shanidze, who proposed the fol-

lowing rendering instead: 
yodi m | x(?)uam   Cemi d[a] | gulis

5 Explicitly stated also in Lake, Blake, New 1928: 289: “They unquestionably belong 
to the same manuscript as the Bodleian leaf, which, though bought in Jerusalem, came 
from Cairo”.

6 The article includes photographs of all three fragments (on pp. 40-42). 
7 Wardrop’s discovery had well been noted by Blake who wrote [Blake 1932b: 226]: 

“Through a reference in J. O. Wardrop’s Catalogue of the Georgian Mss. in the Brit-
ish Museum I discovered that one minute fragment is preserved there ... The British 
Museum fragment proved to be so small that it is impossible to place it, though it can 
be said with certainty that it belongs to the same codex as the fragments in Oxford and 
Cambridge”. Blake inspected the fragment himself, cf. ib. 228: “The British Museum 
specimen ... is a tiny, irregular bit of parchment, measuring about 38 by 30 mm. It is 
framed with two other palimpsest fragments containing Palestinian Syriac texts”.

8 “The style of the writing resembles that of the fragment T–S. 12. 183 of the Cambridge 
University Library, and both probably belong to the same MS. of the Bible. These frag-
ments are from the Genizeh at Cairo”. – The two other frag ments stored under the same 
shelf number contain a Palestino-Aramaic undertext. Digital images of ms. Or. 6581 
are available on http://www.bl.uk/manuscripts/Viewer.aspx?ref=or_6581_f001r and ..._
f001v; colour images of f. 1v of the London fragment are also provided in Karanadze, 
Kekelia, Shatirishvili, Chkhikvadze 2018: 47 (no. 28.) and 291 (no. 153.). The same 
book offers colour images of the Oxford fragment, too (p. 61, nos. 50 and 51).

168



The Khanmeti Fragment of London   169

However, Shanidze did not attempt any identification of these shreds of text 
either. It is not surprising then that in the subsequent decades, only the fragments 
from Oxford and Cambridge have been taken into account for further investiga-
tions into their dating and the position they take in the history of the Old Georgian 
Bible.9  Nevertheless, a thorough re-analysis of the London fragment enables 
us to proceed a bit further. First of all, Shanidze’s reading can be improved on 
and extended by a few characters. In the second line of the first side, one char-
acter more is discernible at the beginning, most probably an Ⴀ, and the Ⴞ can be 
confirmed. On the second side, the second line seems to continue with a second 

Ⴑ
 perceived the Ⴄ).  We thus arrive at a representation that can

 be schematised linewise as follows:10

ႷႭႣႤ Ⴋ	 	 	 ႹႤႫႨ : ႣႠ	
ႠႾႭჃႠႫ	 	 	 ႢႭჃႪႨႱ	Ⴑ
ႫႤႪ 

This, now, fits astonishingly well with the Cambridge fragment Taylor-
Schechter 12,183, more precisely with the first lines each of the outer columns 
of its verso and recto as established by Shanidze, i.e., with Jer. 12.10 and 15. The 
text of the “verso” can be integrated with the recto of 12,183 with a few minor 
restitutions as follows in accordance with the Greek text:

... ... ...  ႬႠႼႨ (ἐμόλυναν) τὴν μερί- Jer. 12.10
Or. 6518 
“verso”

ႪႨ ႹႤႫႨ : ႣႠႬႠႼႨ δα μου, (ἔδωκαν) μερί-

Ⴊ Ⴈ ႢႭჃႪႨႱ	ႱႠႧ δα ἐπιϑυ-
ႵႭჃႫႤႪႨ ႹႤႫႨ	ႭჄ μητήν μου εἰς ἔρ-

T-S 12,183 
recto col. a

ႰႠႣ ႣႠ ႭჃႥႠ ημον ἄβα-
ႪႠႣ... τον...

9 Cf. danelia 1992: 279-280; meliqiSvili 2012: 56-57; and especially xaranauli  

2004: 314–333, who argued that the text form they contain is based upon a hexaplaric 
Greek text form of the 6th-7th centuries. 

10 Hereafter, a grey background indicates uncertain readings and a black one, reconstructed 
text.

, and of the third line we can make out traces of the characters ႫႤႪ
Wardrop already

(of which
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Note that the only major divergence as to the Greek text here consists of the 
omittance of ἔδωκαν ‘they gave’;11 on the other hand, the published images of the 
Cambridge fragment clearly show remnants of the Ⴊ and the Ⴕ at the beginning 
of the second and third lines as well as the ႫႨ following later on so that there 
can be hardly any doubt as to the reconstruction. For the restitution of ოჴრად 
და უვალად for the ‘desolate wilderness’ (ἔρημον ἄβατον) we may compare 
the cooccurrence of the two words in Jer. 50.12 in the Mcxeta Bible (ოჴერ და 
ურწყულ და უვალ); the Oshki and Jerusalem Bibles have უგზო instead of 
უვალ here.12  For the “recto” of Or. 6518, things are a bit less straightforward; 
however, the transition to the first line of the verso of Taylor-Schechter 12,813 
can as well be established with certainty: 

... ... ... (...ἐπιστρέψω καὶ) Jer. 12.15
Or. 6518 “recto” ႾႭჃႤႲႷႭႣႤ ႫႠႧ ἐλεήσω αὐτοὺς 

ႣႠ	ႣႠႾႭჃႠႫႩჃႣ καὶ κατοικ-
ႰႬႤ	ႨႢႨႬႨ	ႧႨႧႭ ιῶ αὐτοὺς ἕκα-

T-S 12,183 verso 
col. b

ႤႭჃႪႨ	ႱႠႫႩჃႣ στον εἰς τὴν κληρο-
ႰႤႡႤႪ	ႱႠ... νομίαν...

In this case, too, the Cambridge fragment has preserved some traces of char-
acters that must have pertained to the lines represented by Or. 6518, viz. the 
final ჃႣ of the second and, possibly, the second Ⴇ of the third line. What re-
mains problematical is the verbal form corresponding to Greek ἐλεήσω (αὐτούς) 
‘I shall have compassion (on them)’;13 if we  h ave <ხოჳეტ>ყოდე მ<ათ> here, 
i.e. ‘I shall talk to them’ as proposed above, we might expect this to have been 

11 ἔδωκαν + μερίδα is missing in Greek manuscripts of the Lucianic recension, and instead 
of ἔδωκαν, Symmachos has εταξαν; cf. Ziegler 1976: 211 n.

12 The Greek text of the Septuagint has only ἔρημος ‘desert’ in the corresponding verse 
(Jer. 27.12). – There are several other cooccurrences of ოჴერ- and უვალ- attested; 
e.g., in Juanšer’s Life of Vaxt’ang Gorgasali (§ 15; p. 239, l. 2 in qarTlis cxovreba 
1955); the passion of Davit and Ḳonsṭanṭine (§ 35; p. 259, l. 9 in Zveli qarTuli 

agiografiuli literaturis Zeglebi 1971; or the Vita of St. Symeon the Stylite 
(§ 199; p. 328, l. 4 in qarTuli agiografiuli Zeglebi 1918).  

13 Aquila and Symmachos have οικτιρησω instead of ἐλεήσω (cf. Ziegler, o.c., 212 n.), 
which does not help.
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combined with something like წყალობით ‘with compassion’ expressing a sim-
ilar meaning.14 If the restitutions are correct, we gain with დახოჳამკჳდრნე 
‘I shall settle them in (their own inheritance)’ a hitherto unregistered khanmeti 
form, corresponding to დავამკჳდრნე in the Mcxeta Bible and opposing itself 
to დავაშჱნნე in the Oshki and Jerusalem Bibles. The transition between the 
Cambridge and London fragments is further confirmed by the Hebrew overtext, 
which in the case of the Cambridge fragments has for long been identified as be-
longing to the tractate Bāḇā Qammā in the text form of the Jerusalem Talmud.15 
The London shreds, which have hitherto remained undeciphered,16 fill the gaps of 
the Cambridge fragment at the indicated positions neatly, yielding, e.g., the fol-
lowing wording at the junction of Or. 6518 (a) with the verso of Taylor-Schechter 
no. 12,183v:17 

“If an ox (that is) deaf-mute, insane, or young falls inside (a pit, the owner is) 
liable. Rabbi Eleazar said, thus is the Mishna: an ox that is deaf-mute, an ox that 
is insane. If a boy or a girl, a slave or a maidservant (falls inside, the owner is) 
exempt.” 

14 Cf., e.g., the verse წყალობით ეტყოდა უფალი მართას ‘With compassion the Lord 
talked to Martha’ in a vesper hymn authored by Ioane Minčxi (no. 93; p. 258, l. 3 in the 
edition by xaCiZe 1987).

15 Cf. Blake 1932a: 210, who erroneously mentions the 9th chapter; the text is from the 5th 
chapter instead.

16 Cf. the description in Margoliouth 1915: 579, no. 1154: “Another palimpsest (middle 
piece), the lower writing being Georgian, and the upper writing Rabbinic Hebrew (also 
apparently oriental) probably belonging to a date not far removed from the first-de-
scribed fragment. – The Hebrew fragment seems to deal with the Calendar, the word שדח 
occurring twice, besides בא ,הנש, and apparently also ירשת.”

17 Indications of missing or barely readable characters as above. – For the text passage (BQ 
5.9(6) ~ 5a, 44-46 ~ 26a, ll. 5-7) cf. Guggenheimer 2008: 151 (with vocalisations) and 
further the English translations by Guggenheimer 2008: 152; Neusner 1984: 128; and 
the German translation by Wewers 1982: 95. The passage is not included in the edition 
of the Genizah fragments by Ginzberg 1909: 242, pace Blake 1932a: 210 n.1.
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Taking all this evidence together, there can hardly be any doubt that the frag-
ment kept in London belongs not only to the same codex as the fragments of Ox-
ford and Cambridge but even to one of these fragments exactly, viz. ms. Taylor-
Schechter 12,183, completing its upper corner as illustrated in Figure 1 for the 
recto and Figure 2 for the verso.

Figure 1: ms. Taylor-Schechter 12,183r 
joined with ms. Or. 6581

Figure 2: ms. Taylor-Schechter 12,183v 
joined with ms. Or. 6581
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londonis xanmeti fragmenti

iost giperti

statiaSi ganxilulia londonis britaneTis muzeumis xelnaweris, 

Or. 6581-is patara palimfsesturi fragmenti, romlis zeda fena 

Seicavs ebraul teqsts, xolo qveda fena _ asomTavruliT dawe-

ril xanmet teqsts. dawvrilebiTi kvlevis Sedegad navaraudevia, 

rom fragmenti dakavSirebulia sxva palimfsestur fragmentTan, 

romelic inglisSi, kerZod kembrijis teilor-Sexteris koleqci-

aSi inaxeba da romlis qveda fenis teqsti robert bleiks identi-

ficirebuli aqvs, rogorc Zveli aRTqmis wignis, ieremias nawili 

(ier. 12:10-16 da 20:9-16). orive _ ebrauli da qarTuli teqstebis 

SeswavliT dadginda, rom fragmenti Or. 6581 araTu imave xelnawers 

miekuTvneba, rasac kembrijis palimfsesti Taylor-Schechter 12,183, 
rogorc es 1913 wels oliver uordropma ivarauda, aramed war-

moadgens Tavad am fragmentis nawils da avsebs mis zeda kuTxes. 

amrigad, britaneTis fragmenti ramdenime striqons (12:19 da 12:15) 
amatebs ieremias xanmet versias da, garda amisa, Seicavs xanmet 

formas `daxoKamkKdrne~, romelic sxvagan jer-jerobiT ar aris 

dadasturebuli.




