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Introduction
The Leiden copy of the tabular pharmacopoeia, the Kitāb al-Mustaʿīnī by Yūsuf b. Isḥāq
Ibn Baklārish al-Isrāʾīlī (c. 500/1106), belongs to the oldest Oriental possessions of
Leiden’s University Library.1 It is associated with Jacobus Golius (1596-1667), who
acquired the manuscript while participating in a diplomatic mission in Morocco in
1622-1624, before his dazzling scholarly and academic career had even started. In 1629
the manuscript was incorporated in the Library, together with the other manuscripts
which Golius had collected by that time, not only in North Africa, but also, and more so,
in Aleppo and Constantinople.
The sudden influx of more than two hundred Oriental manuscript volumes2 in the
Library made the necessity of organizing these materials being felt. It was decided by
the University librarian to create an Oriental manuscripts section and to put these new
arrivals together, with a separate system of class-marks. These are the well-known
Cod.Or. numbers of Leiden University Library, a system which is in use till the present
day.3 That moment in 1629 can be considered as the foundation of the Oriental
collection within the Leiden Library. Oriental manuscripts had already been available in
Leiden, albeit in small numbers, but it was the sheer bulk of Golius’ acquisitions which
made this novel approach necessary. The Golius manuscripts were simply and roughly
arranged according to their size and then numbered from Cod.Or. 1 onwards. The
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The medical materials are given in a rough alphabetical order by their names, whereby for the
sections in which the work is divided the following order is used: alif, bāʾ, ǧīm, dāl, hāʾ, wāw, zāy,
ḥāʾ, ṭāʾ, yāʾ, kāf, lām, mīm, nūn, sīn, ʿayn, fāʾ, qāf, rāʾ, ṣād, tāʾ, thāʾ, khāʾ, dhāl, ghayn, shīn. This order is
neither the Maghribī nor the Mashriqī order of abǧad. The sequence of the lemma’s within each
letter (the first six simplicia given are: amīr bārīs, aqāqiyā, aqḥawān, abhal, anǧara, anǧarān; the
last ones are shaḥm al-rubb, shaḥm al-thaʿlab, shaḥm al-ḥimār, shaḥm al-baṭṭ, shaḥm al-daǧāǧ, shuḥūm
mukhtalifa) does not follow this alphabetical order, nor does the order of the letters within each
lemma.
2
In fact the Golius collection now comprises 211 inventory numbers, several of which consist of
more than one volume, and which all together contain many more texts.
3
At the time of writing (February 2006), the highest number was Cod.Or. 26.515.
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binding of the Kitāb al-Mustaʿīnī being of considerable size (30.5 cm high) became the
fifteenth entry in the inventory in order of size, and the volume hence received the
class-mark Or. 15, by which it has become known in scholarly literature ever since. The
most important catalogues containing references to the manuscript are CCO No. 1339
(vol. 3, pp. 246-249), and Voorhoeve’s Handlist, p. 243.4
Provenance of the Leiden manuscript
We are reasonably well informed about the Leiden manuscript’s earlier provenance and
history, in fact more than usually is the case. While in Morocco, Golius corresponded
with an old acquaintance of his professor of Arabic in Leiden, Thomas Erpenius (15841624). This learned Muslim acquaintance of Erpenius was Aḥmad b. Qāsim al-Andalusī
(c. 1570-after 1640), an experienced traveler in partibus infidelium.5 Jacobus Golius and
Aḥmad b. Qāsim corresponded, Golius being in Safi on the Atlantic coast as an engineer
attached to the Dutch diplomatic mission, his correspondent being in Marrakech in an
influential position in the Moroccan court.6 Hardly amazingly, books are indeed among
4

CCO III = P. de Jong & M.J. de Goeje, Catalogus Codicum Orientalium Bibliothecae Academiae Lugduno
Batavae, vol. 3. Leiden 1865; P. Voorhoeve, Handlist of Arabic manuscripts in the Library of the
University of Leiden and other collections in The Netherlands. The Hague2 1980.
5
See on him Gerard Wiegers, A learned Muslim acquaintance of Erpenius and Golius: Aḥmad b. Ḳasim
al-Andalusī and Arabic Studies in the Netherlands. Leiden 1988; Aḥmad ibn Qāsim al-Ḥajarī (d. after
1640), Kitāb Nāṣir al-Dīn ʿalā ’l-Qawm al-Kāfirīn (The supporter of religion against the infidels). Historical
study, critical edition and annotated translation by P.S. van Koningsveld, Q. al-Samarrai and G.A.
Wiegers. Madrid 1997 (Fuentes Arábico-Hispanas, 21).
6
Aḥmad b. Qāsim’s letters are now kept in manuscript Leiden Or. 1228, Nos. 32, 33, 34, 101, 114.
Not so long ago, the former companion volume of manuscript Leiden Or. 1228 was discovered by
Jan Schmidt. It is now known as manuscript Manchester, John Rylands Library, Persian No. 913.
A film of that manuscript is in Leiden (A 2092). See on this Jan Schmidt, ‘An ostrich egg for
Golius. The Heyman papers preserved in the Leiden and Manchester University Libraries and
early-modern contacts between the Netherlands and the Middle East’, in his The joys of philology.
Studies in Ottoman literature, history and Orientalism (1500-1923). Volume 2. Orientalists, travelers and
merchants in the Ottoman Empire, political relations between Europe and the Porte. Istanbul 2002, vol. 2,
pp. 9-74, esp. pp. 19-20. The Manchester manuscript contains also other materials in the hand of
Aḥmad b. Qāsim. And Aḥmad b. Qāsim was not averse of leaving more traces during his
peregrinations. In their historical study on Aḥmad b. Qāsim’s memoirs, Kitāb Nāṣir al-Dīn ʿalā alQawm al-Kāfirīn, van Koningsveld, al-Samarrai and Wiegers (p. 31, note 83) mention several
manuscripts in the Bibliothèque nationale de France in Paris which contain notes in Aḥmad’s
hand (Arabe 1181, 4119, 4213 and 4348). Aḥmad b. Qāsim’s somewhat nostalgic note in MS Arabe
1181, f. 99b, deserves to be quoted here in full, if only to enable us to dismiss the phantasies of
the three Dutch scholars about Aḥmad b. Qāsim’s way of writing his own name:
آﻨﺖ ﻓﻰ ﻣﺪﻳﻨﺔ ﺑﺮّش وراﻳﺖ هﺬا اﻟﻜﺘﺎب وﻋﺮﻓﺖ اﻧﻪ آﺘﺐ ﻓﻰ ﺑﻼدﻧﺎ وهﻰ ﺑﺎﻟﻤﻐﺮب اﻋﺎدﻧﺎ اﷲ اﻟﻴﻬﺎ ﺑﺄﻣﺎﻧﻪ واﻟﺴﻼم اﺣﻤﺪ ﺑﻦ ﻗﺎﺳﻢ
ﻓﻘﻴﺮ اﻻﻧﺪﻟﺴﻰ ﻋﻔﺎ اﷲ ﻋﻨﻪ
‘I was in the town of Barrish (Paris) and I saw this book and I knew that it had been written in
our land, which is in the Maghrib, may God return us to it safe and sound, wal-Salām. Aḥmad b.
Qāsim, poor [servant of God], the Andalusian, may God forgive him.’ The writer of these lines
was in France between 1610 and 1613. The manuscript Paris Arabe 1181 (containing al-Ǧazūlī’s
Dalāʾil al-Khayrāt, dated 1 Ramaḍān 1007/1599 and copied by a certain Aḥmad b. Ibrāhīm) was
2

the subjects of the correspondence and the Kitāb al-Mustaʿīnī is mentioned several times
in their exchanges. Two of Aḥmad b. Qāsim’s letters to Golius are particularly relevant
to the earlier provenance of the Leiden manuscript of the Kitāb al-Mustaʿīnī and deserve
to be quoted in full.7
On 12 Rabīʿ II 1033 (Friday 2 February 1624) Aḥmad b. Qāsim wrote from Marrakech to
Jacobus Golius:8
Alseñor jacob gul9
اﻟﺤﻤﺪ ﷲ واﻟﺼﻼة واﻟﺴﻼم ﻋﻠﻰ رﺳﻠﻪ اﻻآﺮﻣﻴﻦ وﻋﻠﻰ ﻣﻦ ﺗﺒﻌﻬﻢ اﻟﻰ ﻳﻮم اﻟﺪﻳﻦ
اﻟﻜﺘﺎب اﻟﻰ ﺻﺎﺣﺒﻨﺎ اﻟﻤﻜﺮم اﻟﻨﺒﻴﻪ اﻟﻜﺎﻳﺲ اﻟﻔﻘﻴﻪ اﻟﻨﺼﺮاﻧﻰ اﻻﻓﻠﻤﻨﻚ ﻳﻌﻘﻮب ﭼول وﺑﻌﺪ ﻓﺎن آﺘﺎﺑﻚ اﻟﻌﺰﻳﺰ ﺑﻠﻐﻨﺎ
وﻓﺮﺣﻨﺎ ﺑﻪ ﻏﺎﻳﺔ وﻓﻬﻤﻨﺎ ﺧﻄﺎﺑﻜﻢ وﻣﺎ ﺗﻀﻤﻨﻪ اﻣﺎ ﻣﺎ ذآﺮت ﻋﻦ اﻟﻨﺴﺨﺔ اﻟﺘﻲ اﻧﺴﺨﻨﺎهﺎ ﻣﻦ اﻟﻜﺘﺎب اﻟﻤﺴﻤﻰ
اﻟﻤﺴﺘﻌﻴﻨﻲ ﻓﺎﻧﻰ اﺑﺬﻟﺖ ﺟﻬﺪى ﻓﻰ اﺗﻘﺎﻧﻬﺎ آﻤﺎ ﺳﻴﻈﻬﺮ ﻟﻚ ﻣﻦ ﺗﺮاﺟﻤﻬﺎ اذ ﺗﺮﺟﻤﺖ اآﺜﺮ اﺳﻤﺂء ﻣﻔﺮداﺗﻬﺎ ﺑﺎﻻﻋﺠﻤﻴﺔ
ﻟﻴﺴﻬﻞ ﻋﻠﻴﻚ ﻓﻬﻤﻬﺎ وﻓﺘﺸﺖ ﻧﺴﺨﺔ اﺧﺮى زﺁﺋﺪة ﻋﻠﻰ ﻧﺴﺨﺔ ﺻﺎﺣﺒﻨﺎ اﻟﻄﺒﻴﺐ وﻣﻨﻬﻤﺎ ﺻﺤﺤﻨﺎ ﻧﺴﺨﺘﻚ وﺣﻤﻠﻨﻰ ﻋﻠﻰ
ذﻟﻚ ﻣﺴﺌﻠﺘﺎن اﻻوﻟﻰ ﻗﻮل ﻧﺒﺌﻨﺎ ﻋﻠﻴﻪ اﻟﺴﻼم رﺣﻢ اﷲ ﻣﻦ ﻋﻤﻞ ﺻﻨﻌﺔ ﺑﺄﺗﻘﺎﻧﻬﺎ واﻟﺜﺎﻧﻴﺔ ﻇﻨﻨﺖ اﻧﻜﻢ ﺗﺪﺧّﻠﻮﻧﻬﺎ ﻓﻰ
اﻟﻐﺎﻟﺐ وﻻ ﻳﻨﺒﻐﻰ ان ﻳﺼﻨﻊ ﻓﻴﻪ اﻻ ﻣﺎ هﻮ ﺻﺤﻴﺢ واﻣﺎ ﻣﺎ ذآﺮت ﻋﻦ ﻣﻌﺮﻓﺔ ﺑﻼد اﻟﻤﺆﻟﻒ اﻇﻨﻬﺎ ﺑﻼد اﻻﻧﺪﻟﺲ وﻻ
ﺗﺤﻘﻘﺖ ﻓﻰ اي زﻣﺎن آﺎن ورﺑﻤﺎ ﻳﻈﻬﺮ ذﻟﻚ ﻣﻦ آﺘﺎب ﻣﺮوج اﻟﺬهﺐ ﻻﻧﻪ ذآﺮ ﻓﻰ اول آﺘﺎب اﻟﻄﻴﺐ اﻧﻪ هﺪاﻩ ﻟﻔﻼن
ﺑﻦ ﻓﻼن وﻓﻰ ﺗﻠﻚ اﻟﺘﺎرﻳﺦ ﻳﻈﻬﺮ ﻓﻲ اى زﻣﺎن آﺎن اﻟﻤﻬﺪى ﻟﻪ وﻓﻰ ﻏﻴﺮ هﺬا اﻟﻴﻮم ﻧﻜﺘﺐ ﻟﻚ اﻟﺠﻮاب اﻟﻰ ﺷﻴﺨﻚ
اﻟﻌﺎﻟﻢ اﻟﻤﺪرس ارﺑﻨﻴﻮش ان ﺷﺎ اﷲ ﻧﺴﺌﻠﻪ ان ﻳﺰﻳﺪك ﻧﻌﻤﺔ وﻳﺮدك ﺳﺎﻟﻤﺎ اﻟﻰ ﺑﻼدك وآﺘﺒﻨﺎ ﻓﻰ ﻣﺮاآﺶ ﺣﺮﺳﻬﺎ اﷲ
ﻓﻰ اﻟﺜﺎن ﻋﺸﺮ ﻣﻦ رﺑﻴﻊ اﻟﺜﺎﻧﻰ ﻋﺎم ﺛﻼث وﺛﻼﺛﻴﻦ واﻟﻒ ﺳﻨﺔ وﻣﻦ اﻟﺤﺴﺎب اﻟﻌﺠﻤﻰ ﻓﻰ اﻟﺜﺎﻧﻰ ﻣﻦ ﺷﻬﺮ ﻓﺒﺮاﻳﺮ
ارﺑﻊ وﻋﺸﺮﻳﻦ وﺳﺖ ﻣﺎﺋﺔ واﻟﻒ ﺳﻨﺔ وآﺘﺐ ﻣﻤﻠﻮك اﻟﻤﻘﺎم اﻟﻌﻠﻰ واﺳﻴﺮ ذﻧﺒﻪ
اﺣﻤﺪ ﺑﻦ ﻗﺎﺳﻢ ﻟﻄﻒ اﷲ ﺑﻪ
To Mr. Jacob Gool.
Praise be to God, and blessing and peace be upon His most noble messengers and on
those who follow them till the Day of Judgment.
This letter is to our honoured, intelligent, courteous, learned, Christian, Dutch
friend, Jacob Gool.
then in the possession of Etienne Hubert (a mutual friend of Aḥmad b. Qāsim and Thomas
Erpenius), as becomes clear from Hubert’s owner’s note on the 2nd fly-leaf at the end of the
volume: ‘De la Bibliothecque de E. Hubert Lecteur du Roy en langue Arabicque sil se perd il vous
supplie luy rendre.’ Hubert apparently acquired the manuscript, still almost brand new, when he
himself was in Morocco, a few years earlier.
7
Golius’ part of the correspondence is not known to have been preserved, not even in a draft
version.
8
MS Manchester, John Rylands Library, Persian No. 913, f. 169 (No. 57).
9
This line in Spanish, on the reverse side of the paper.
3

Your kind letter has reached us and we rejoiced by it very much, and we have
understood what you wrote and what was contained in the letter. About what you
mentioned about the manuscript that we had copied from the book entitled alMustaʿīnī, I did my best to do this in a perfect way, as will be clear to you from the
translations in it as I have translated most of the names of the simple medicines
into Spanish (bil-aʿǧamiyya), which should facilitate your comprehension of it, and I
have collated it with another copy, an additional one to the copy of our friend, the
doctor. From these two we corrected your copy. I was brought to do this by two
matters. The first is the word of our Prophet, peace be upon him: ‘God has mercy on
whoever performs his craft to perfection.’10 The second is that I assumed that you
wanted, mostly, to have these included, and that it is only appropriate to include
something in it which is correct. As to what you mentioned on information about
the land of origin of the author, I think this is Andalusia, but I was unable to
ascertain from which period. This may become clear from the book ‘The Golden
Meadows’, since it was mentioned in the beginning of the Kitāb al-Ṭīb that he
presented it to so-and-so, and from that date it is clear in which period the person
to whom it was presented lived.11 On another day I will write for you the answer to
your Sheikh, the learned professor Erpenius, God willing, and from Him we ask to
enlarge your blessings and to bring you back safely to your country. Thus written in
Marrakech, may God protect it, on twelve Rabīʿ II of the year one thousand thirtythree, and in the Christian era on the second of February of the year one thousand
six hundred and twenty-four. Thus written by the servant of the High Authority
and the prisoner of his sins, Aḥmad b. Qāsim, may God treat him with kindness.
Preliminary remarks on the basis of this letter:
- allatī ansakhnā ‘that we had copied’, and which was therefore a manuscript which was
apparently not copied by Aḥmad b. Qāsim himself. The owner of the first original was
the medical doctor, whose name remains unmentioned in either letter.
- ‘translations in Spanish’: these were apparently made by Aḥmad b. Qāsim.
10

Quotation not found in the canonical collections.
References to this particular manuscript of al-Masʿūdī’s Murūǧ al-Dhahab cannot be given.
Golius had apparently wanted to acquire it, but the copy was stolen, as is clear from Aḥmad b.
Qāsim’s letter to Golius of 29 February 1624. Therefore the identification by Wiegers (A learned
Muslim acquaintance, p. 65, note 155) of the stolen copy of the Murūǧ al-Dhahab as mentioned in
Aḥmad b. Qāsim’s letter of 29 February 1624, with manuscript Leiden Or. 127 seems impossible.
His claim is silently corrected in the publication by van Koningsveld, al-Samarrai and Wiegers of
1997, p. 43, note 111. Manuscript Leiden Or. 127, a medieval manuscript which does indeed
contain part (namely the second book) of the Murūǧ al-Dhahab, is in so far remarkable that it has,
among several other similar notes, a birth note on its (recently added) title-page for a boy ʿAbd
al-Malik born on a Tuesday 12 June or 17 or 15 Raǧab (year not clear, but after 988/1580, the date
mentioned in a previously written birth note). May one draw the conclusion from the double
calendar notation that this manuscript was once in the possession of Morisco’s such as Aḥmad b.
Qāsim, or were Christian dates used more often than one would think? Aḥmad b. Qāsim in his
first letter to Golius also refers to both calendars.
11
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- ‘made correct your copy’: this was apparently done by Aḥmad b. Qāsim.
- ‘I have collated it with another copy, an additional one to the copy of our friend, the
doctor.’ This means that there was another, assumedly unrelated, manuscript copy of
the Kitāb al-Mustaʿīnī around and available.
- ‘From these two we corrected your copy’: From this sentence, in which the
grammatical dual is clearly visible, one may draw the conclusion that there are in fact
at least three copies of the Kitāb al-Mustaʿīnī involved: the copy belonging to the doctor,
the other copy, and finally ‘your copy’ (= Golius’ copy).
- ‘may become clear from the book “The Golden Meadows”’: but the copy of that
manuscript, which may have contained valuable information on the provenance of
manuscript Leiden Or. 15, was stolen (as is mentioned in Aḥmad b. Qāsim’s letter to
Golius of 29 February 1624, quoted hereafter), and that information must now be
considered as lost.
‘the beginning of the Kitāb al-Ṭīb’: the meaning of this passage is unclear.
On 10 Ǧumādā I 1033 (Thursday 29 February 1624) Aḥmad b. Qāsim wrote again from
Marrakech to Jacob Golius in Safī:12
Alseñor jacob gul flamenco en safi
اﻟﺤﻤﺪ ﷲ واﻟﺼﻼة واﻟﺴﻼم ﻋﻠﻰ رﺳﻠﻪ
اﻣﺎ ﺑﻌﺪ ﺣﻤﺪ اﷲ اﻟﻮاﺣﺪ اﻻﺣﺪ اﻟﻔﺮد اﻟﺼﻤﺪ اﻟﺬى ﻟﻢ ﻳﻠﺪ وﻟﻢ ﻳﻮﻟﺪ وﻟﻢ ﻳﻜﻦ ﻟﻪ آﻔﻮا اﺣﺪ ﻓﺎﻧﻰ ﻗﺒﻠﺖ آﺘﺎﺑﻚ وﻓﺮﺣﺖ ﺑﻤﺎ
راﻳﺖ ﻣﻦ ﺿﺒﻂ ﺧﻄﻚ ﻓﻔﻬﻤﺖ ﻣﻌﻨﺎﻩ وﻣﺮﻣﺎﻩ اﻣﺎ ﻣﺎ ذآﺮت ﻣﻦ آﺘﺎب ﻣﺮج اﻟﺬهﺐ اﻧﻪ ﻟﻢ ﻳﺒﻠﻎ اﻟﻴﻚ واﻧﻪ ﻧﻬﺒﻪ اﻟﻌﺮب
ﻣﻦ اﻳﺪى ﺣﺎﻣﻠﻪ ﻓﺬﻟﻚ ﻋﺎدﺗﻬﻢ ﻓﻰ هﺬﻩ اﻟﺒﻼد وﻓﻰ هﺬا اﻟﺰﻣﺎن اﻟﺼﻌﺐ وﻓﺮﺣﺖ اذ ﺟﺎء ﻋﻠﻰ ﻏﺮﺿﻚ اﻟﻜﺘﺎب
اﻟﻤﺴﺘﻌﻴﻨﻰ ﻓﻰ ﺻﻨﺎﻋﺔ اﻟﻄﺐ ﻣﺎ زﻟﺖ ﻧﻜﺘﺐ ﻟﻚ ﻓﻰ ﺷﺎﻧﻪ ﺷﻴﺊ ﻻن ﻏﺎﻟﺐ ﻇﻨﻰ ان اﻟﻨﺴﺨﺔ اﻟﺘﻰ ﺑﻴﺪ ﺻﺎﺣﺒﻨﺎ اﻟﻄﺒﻴﺐ
ن ﻟﻬﺎ ﻣﻜﺘﻮﺑﺔ ﻧﺤﻮ اﻻرﺑﻊ ﻣﺎﺋﺔ ﺳﻨﺔ وهﻮ هﺬاك اﻟﻜﺘﺎب اﻟﻤﺬآﻮر ﻋﺠﻴﺐ ﻣﻘﺒﻮل ﻋﻨﺪ اﻟﻤﺴﻠﻤﻴﻦ وآﻨﺖ
ّ ﻇﻬﺮ ﻟﻰ ا
ذآﺮت ﻟﻰ ان ﻋﻨﺪك ﺣﺮوﻓﺎ ﻣﺤﻔﻮﻇﺔ ﻟﻤﻴﻞ اﻟﺸﻤﺲ ﻟﻮ اﻣﻜﺎن ان ﺗﺮدهﺎ ﻋﺮﺑﻴﺔ او ﻓﻰ ﻟﺴﺎن اﻻﺷﺒﺎﻧﻴﻮل وﺗﺒﻌﺚ ﻟﻰ
ﻧﻔﺮح ﺑﺬﻟﻚ واﻟﺴﻼم وآﺘﺐ ﻓﻰ ﻣﺮاآﺶ اﻟﻤﺤﺮوﺳﺔ ﻓﻰ اﻟﻌﺎﺷﺮ ﻣﻦ ﺷﻬﺮ ﺟﻤﺎدى اﻻوّل ﻣﻦ ﻋﺎم ﺛﻼث وﺛﻼﺛﻴﻦ واﻟﻒ
ﺳﻨﺔ
ﺧﺪﻳﻢ اﻟﻤﻘﺎم اﻟﻌﻠﻰ
اﺣﻤﺪ ﺑﻦ ﻗﺎﺳﻢ
ﻟﻄﻒ اﷲ ﺑﻪ
To Mr. Jacob Gool, Dutchman in Safi.13
Praise be to God. Blessing and peace be to His messengers.
12
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MS Leiden, Or. 1228, No. 32.
This line in Spanish written on the reverse side.
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After thanking God, the One, the Unique, the Eternal, Who is not born, and to
Whom no one is born, and to Whom there is no equal.14 I have received your letter
and I was glad to see how well you can write, and I have understood its content en
meaning. What you wrote about the ‘ Book of the Golden Meadows’, namely that it
had not arrived with you and that the Arabs had taken it from its bearer, well this is
their habit in this land and in this difficult time.15 It gives me pleasure to receive the
news that it is your purpose to acquire al-Kitāb al-Mustaʿīnī on the Art of Medicine. I
am writing you once more about this because I think very much that the copy,
which is with its owner, the doctor, was written about four hundred years ago. It is
a marvelous book and it is very much appreciated by the Muslims. You mentioned
that you had with you a text on astronomy.16 If it would be possible to translate this
into Arabic or Spanish, and then send it to me, that would give us pleasure.
Greetings.
Thus done in Marrākuš, may God preserve it, on ten Ǧumādā I of the year onethousand and thirty-three.
The Servant of the High Authority,
Aḥmad b. Qāsim, may God be kind to him.17
Preliminary remarks on the basis of this letter:
- The present owner of al-Kitāb al-Mustaʿīnī is, again, said to be a medical doctor.
- The book is said to be held in high esteem.
- The manuscript of the doctor is said to have the age of four hundred years.
- Nothing is said about an incomplete or damaged manuscript.
The first two details can be taken at face value, but not so Aḥmad b. Qāsim’s note on the
antiquity of the manuscript. If this applies to manuscript Leiden Or. 15 (which is by no
means sure) it can only apply to the old part of the manuscript, which is certainly
medieval.
From the two letters of Aḥmad b. Qāsim together we can gather that Golius’ appetite for
14

Qurʾān 112.
It is probable that another (lacunous) copy, of the second volume only, of the Murūǧ al-Dhahab
in maghribī script later come into Golius’ possession anyhow and is now kept in Leiden: Or. 127.
As already said: it is hardly possible that this volume was the same as the copy of the Murūǧ alDhahab which was stolen in Morocco while being brought to Golius.
16
Wiegers, A learned Muslim acquaintance, p. 65, translates ḥurūfan maḥfūẓatan as ‘mnemonic
words’, a translation which he connects with work by Aḥmad b. Qāsim on al-Risāla al-Zakūṭiyya
(ibid., p. 66). Van Koningsveld, al-Samarrai and Wiegers further elaborate on this in their
historical study of 1997 (pp. 44-45).
17
The letter has been fully translated by Wiegers, A learned Muslim acquaintance, p. 65. Wieger’s
references to Aḥmad b. Qāsim’s letters in manuscript Leiden Or. 1228 are mixed-up, but his
captions on pp. 80, 83-84 are correct. This letter was earlier edited by R.P.A. Dozy in Catalogus
Codicum Orientalium Bibliothecae Academiae Lugduno-Batavae. vol. 1. Leiden, 1851 (CCO I), pp. 161162, and later once more edited and translated (into Dutch) by M.Th. Houtsma, Uit de Oostersche
correspondentie van Th. Erpenius, Jac. Golius en Lev. Warner. Eene bijdrage tot de geschiedenis van de
beoefening der Oostersche letteren in Nederland. Amsterdam 1887 (Verhandelingen der Koninklijke
Akademie van Wetenschappen. Afdeeling Letterkunde. Vol. 17, pt. 3), No. 5.
15
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al-Kitāb al-Mustaʿīnī was wetted by the first letter. To this he may have answered that he
wished to acquire a copy of the work, and we may assume that his interest was
primarily aroused by the four hundred years old manuscript which was mentioned in
the second letter.
Physical description of the Leiden manuscript
When leafing through the Leiden manuscript it immediately strikes the reader that the
physical constitution of the volume is diverse. From first observation it is evident that a
medieval manuscript of the Kitāb al-Mustaʿīnī had in course of time become very
incomplete, and that this incomplete copy (still containing 101 folios of old paper) had
been supplemented by 34 newly written paper leaves. Old and new leaves together
more or less cater for the entire work, although only a full review of all existing
witnesses of the text can confirm this. A clue for the dating of the repaired part of the
text is the watermark in the new paper: an ornamented and crowned pot, with a
crescent on top. Although Briquet and Heawood give many pots in watermarks dating
from the latter part of the 16th and the early 17th centuries,18 none of these is similar to
the watermark in manuscript Leiden Or. 15, nor is the identification of the watermark
as given by Wiegers correct.19 In Heawood,20 as in Briquet, a large number of pots is
given, several of which have peculiarities very similar to those in the watermark in
manuscript Leiden Or. 15, but none is positively identifiable with it. It illustrates, once
more, that the reference works on watermarks can only be used as rough guides, not as
precision instruments. The world of papermaking is infinitely more complex than can
be described in such books. Personally I only use them for the purpose of corroboration,
or refutation, and always in order to have an additional argument.
Wiegers has been the first to point out that the supplemented leaves in the Leiden
manuscript of the Kitāb al-Mustaʿīnī are in fact written by Aḥmad b. Qāsim himself. For
this he convincingly adduces paleographical evidence, by a simple juxtaposition of
Aḥmad b. Qāsim’s letter in Or. 1228, No. 32, to any supplemented page in Or. 15.21 If we
18

C.M. Briquet, Les filigranes. Dictionnaire historique des marques du papier dès leur apparition vers 1282
jusqu’en 1600. A facsimile of the 1907 edition with supplementary material contributed by a number of
scholars. Edited by Alan Stevenson. Amsterdam 1968.
19
G. Wiegers, A learned Muslim acquaintance, p. 66, note 159, where there is a reference to
Heawood No. 3563. Heawood’s No. 3563, however, is not dated 1620, but 1600. Also the letters PR
in Heawood 3563 are incongruous to what the watermark actually has: HL, as can been seen
clearly in f. 135.
20
Edward Heawood, Watermarks mainly of the 17th and 18th centuries. Hilversum 1950.
21
G. Wiegers, A learned Muslim acquaintance, p. 66. Wiegers’ remark on Golius completing the
manuscript is erroneous. A rather puzzling remark about Or. 15 was already given by R.P.A. Dozy
in CCO, vol. 1, p. 162, note 1. It would imply that Or. 15 also contained copies of other books.
Presently this is not the case, nor was it probably in Dozy’s time, since the last printed catalogue
of the Leiden Library (Catalogus librorum tam impressorum quam manuscriptorum Bibliothecae
publicae Universitatis Lugduno-Batavae, Leiden 1716, p. 443, No. 809) mentions the text as the only
one in the binding. In the description of Or. 15 (by P. de Jong and M.J. de Goeje, in CCO III, pp.
246-249, No. 1339), p. 249, note 1, this is further specified, namely that the supplementing leaves
were probably made Golii jussu, at Golius’ request. Dozy, nor de Jong nor de Goeje had realized
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confront this with the words by Aḥmad b. Qāsim in his letter of 2 February 1624
(ansakhnāhā, ‘we had it copied’) then it is clear that this cannot apply to manuscript
Leiden Or. 15, which Aḥmad b. Qāsim did copy, but to another manuscript of the Kitāb
al-Mustaʿīnī, which must have been copied by someone else. In the time immediately
preceding Golius’ acquisition of his copy of the Kitāb al-Mustaʿīnī there must have been
at least three manuscripts of the text around.
It may also be assumed from this that the Kitāb al-Mustaʿīnī was not a very rare work.
When Aḥmad b. Qāsim on 29 February 1624 writes to Golius that the Kitāb al-Mustaʿīnī ‘is
a marvelous book and […] very much appreciated by the Muslims,’ this implies a certain
popularity and availability of the text. If Aḥmad b. Qāsim, in that same letter to Golius,
mentions four centuries as the age of the manuscript, and if he is writing about the
manuscript which is now manuscript Leiden Or. 15, this can only apply to the part of
the text on old paper. Aḥmad b. Qāsim’s estimate is not meant as an accurate dating,
but even if the four centuries are an exact indication of the manuscript’s age in 1624,
the old part of the manuscript would date from around 1224.22 I am inclined not to
exclude this as a possible estimate for the age of the old, original parts of the Leiden
manuscript.
The division between the old part and the supplement on new paper is as follows:
New paper
ff. 1-13
16
18
20-23
30
44
48
83
97
101
116
126
128-135
Total: 34 ff.

Old paper
ff. 14-15
17
19
24-29
31-43
45-47
49-82
84-96
98-100
102-115
117-125
127
Total: 101 ff.

The manuscript as a whole now counts 135 leaves, which are numbered in the 1970’s by
a Leiden librarian, in pencil as 1-135 in the upper margin of each recto page. All
references to the Leiden manuscript in this article go by this foliation. Roughly three
that Aḥmad b. Qāsim was in fact the copyist himself, but they all knew Golius’ handwriting too
well to commit the error, which Wiegers ascribes to them.
22
This ‘four hundred years’ may be based on knowledge of part of the manuscript Leiden Or. 15,
which is now lost. This may be a colophon or some owner’s note. We do not know. It is also
possible that such information, to which Aḥmad b. Qāsim refers in his letter of 2 February 1624,
was somehow preserved in the (stolen) copy of the Murūǧ al-Dhahab.
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quarters have been preserved on old paper and one quarter was supplemented by
Aḥmad b. Qāsim on new paper. The structure of the old paper occasionally shows a pair
of parallel chain lines (e.g. f. 95) and it is evidently of much older date then the newly
added supplementing leaves, early 13th-century having been mentioned already as a
possibility. The old paper is of somewhat smaller size (26.7 x 19.2 cm and sometimes
less because of wear and tear) than the new paper (29 x 19.5 cm). The volume is now
bound in a European-style full-parchment binding, which may mean that the papers
were only bound when Golius brought them back to Leiden. He did the same with other
piles of paper which he collected, such as the Leiden manuscript Or. 14 and several
others.
All old leaves, and a number of the new leaves, have been fixed on guards of paper, to
the effect that no bifolium of the old part of the manuscript has been preserved. If
there were still bifolia intact when Golius acquired the manuscript, these must have
been cut into single folia for the purpose of the general restoration scheme which was
applied to the manuscript. These guards of paper of about 1 cm wide have been made in
such a way that they constitute quires and give the book as a whole a quired structure.
A conspectus of the quires of manuscript Leiden Or. 15 is a follows: I (1-8), II (9-14), III
(15-23), IV (24-31), V (32-39), VI (40-47), VII (48-55), VIII (56-63), IX (64-71), X (72-79), XI
(80-87), XII (88-95), XIII (96-103), XIV (104-111), XV (112-119), XVI (120-127), XVII (128135). There is an evident preference of Aḥmad b. Qāsim, who did the restoration work,
to make quires of eight leaves. Bifolia in the newly supplied paper can be observed
whenever possible: quires I and XVII entirely consist of the new paper and these
therefore entirely consist of bifolia. The fact that these quires had to be fully replaced
shows, again, that the most vulnerable parts of a book block are the beginning and the
end.23 All other quires are of mixed composition and only rarely do we see bifolia in the
new paper in such mixed quires (ff. 10-13, 11-12 and 21-22 only).
Maintaining the order of the leaves
That several owners of the manuscript have tried to maintain the correct order of the
leaves becomes clear by their numbering of the leaves or pages. Apart from the modern
foliation the Leiden manuscript shows five older systems of foliation or pagination,
only one of which was made on both the old and the new paper. This full foliation was
probably made by Aḥmad b. Qāsim. He did not number the folios of the introductory
part, since the correct order of the leaves there is secured by a system of catchwords.
The double-page openings with the ǧadāwil, the first being ff. 12b-13a, are numbered by
Aḥmad b. Qāsim from the first one onwards. These numbers (1-122) are almost
continuously written in the upper right corner of each verso page, from f. 12b onwards.
Sometimes one can see corrections in mistakenly written numbers. The purpose of this
numbering was to count the double openings of text. Where a double opening has text
which may be disregarded, this page has been struck and the opening is not numbered
23

One might even wonder whether the classical Islamic horizontal storage of books may have
been favourable to this type of damage, which would be less likely to occur, or be less
detrimental, to books which are stored vertically.
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(ff. 13b-14a). This system of numbering is therefore related to the restoration work on
the Leiden manuscript.
The other numbering systems are older, since they can only be seen on the leaves of old
paper. Their relative age could not be established, but between some there is maybe a
relationship.
- A foliation with figures in Latin script on ff. 14a, 15a, 17a, 19a, at the bottom of each
recto page, sometimes somewhat centered. It shows the numbers 3, 4, 6 and 8,
respectively. Note that numbers 1, 2, 5 and 7 are missing, but for these the old paper
was replaced by the new paper, meaning that the foliation was given when the old
paper part of the manuscript was (more) complete.
- A pagination with figures in Latin script (2-11) at the bottom of the page in the part of
ff. 25a-29b. There is no figure visible on f. 24a. Ff. 24 and 25 are apparently the leaves
that were on top of the pile and have suffered most of wear and tear. The pagination
has been given when these leaves were on top of the bundle of paper.
- A system of foliation in large ghubārī numerals, written with a thick pen in the upper
margin of a recto page. The first of these that can be observed is on f. 28a, followed by a
fragment of a numeral which is on f. 29a. Neither can be identified with certainty. The
tens seem to be written in reverse order: 03 for 30 (f. 43a), 04 for 40 (f. 52a), 05 for 50 (f.
60a). To this series of ghubārī numerals belong the numbers within the range of ff. 42a65a. After f. 65a this thick numbering suddenly stops. Not all of these ghubārī numerals
are very legible, but remnants of most numerals can still be seen. Several lacunae in the
numbering can be observed as well (if No. 40 is on f. 52a and No. 50 on f. 60a, two leaves
must be lacking within that range). To find out whether or not this coincides with
lacunae in the text is the editor’s task.
- Another system of foliation in large ghubārī numerals, now written with a thinner pen
in the upper margin of each recto page. Between ff. 59a and 63a there is an overlap of
the two ghubārī foliation systems. The thinner one there is possibly meant to be a
correction to the thicker one. The entire system of these thin ghubārī numerals can be
observed on the old paper, from ff. 59a-127a. On f. 59a the thin ghubārī numbering has
No. 48, whereas the thick ghubārī numbering there has No. 49. The thinly written large
ghubārī numerals are continued till the last leaf of old paper (No. 117). This series too
has lacunae. Its No. 50 is on f. 61a, whereas its No. 60 on f. 70a. This means that
somewhere one old leaf is missing (or otherwise there is an instance of ancient
miscounting). Later on, the leaf that should have carried No. 90 is missing. It should
have been between ff. 99a and 100a, but these have Nos. 89 and 91, respectively. At the
end of the section written on old paper, which is far more heavily damaged than the
part in the middle of the book block, several leaves would be missing if the defective
numbering is a decisive argument.
Aḥmad b. Qāsim’s restoration of the Leiden manuscript
The tabular structure of al-Kitāb al-Mustaʿīnī makes it possible for the copyist to copy the
work double-page by double-page. Both the Leiden and the Arcadian manuscripts have
a lay-out of seven rows per page, the upper row being used in either manuscript for the
titles of the columns, the six remaining rows for the explanatory text. By maintaining
10

the tabular lay-out of their copy according to the one in the exemplar copyists certainly
have made their work easy. In this case, this may be somewhat misleading, however,
since this open structure of al-Kitāb al-Mustaʿīnī also allows for all sorts of additions by
owners and readers, which may affect the integrity of the text. That this has happened
is clear from the numerous variants which can be observed between the Leiden and the
Arcadian manuscript, but remarks about variant readings in the manuscripts I leave to
the editors of the critical edition of al-Kitāb al-Mustaʿīnī. Another aspect of the
vulnerable integrity of the text in tabular books such as the present one is that when
one leaf is lost, the right and left sides of the opening are not a conceptual unit
anymore.
Notes and additions by a great number24 of readers can be observed on many of the
pages on the old paper, some very much faded. Often they are introduced with the
word quf, the equivalent of nota in Latin manuscripts. It is tempting to identify the
thickly written note on dawā al-khanāzir (f. 57a) with the hand which also wrote the
thick ghubārī numerals.
On f. 97a of the Leiden manuscript (a leaf of modern paper) one can observe that at the
bottom of the page an extra or explanatory text was struck out. The text contains an
old medical opinion against the use of copper eat and drink ware (ad )ﻧﺤﺎس. Aḥmad b.
Qāsim, the copyist, may have struck it out because he was of the opinion that it was no
part of the text. The Arcadian manuscript (pp. 196-197) has at the bottom of the page at
the same lemma a similar addition, but of two lines only, with mention of Aristotle (as
in the one but last line of the Leiden manuscript). It shows, again, the enormous variety
of variant readings. The philological significance of these variants, notes and additions
falls outside the scope of the present study, however.
A few more isolated details in the Leiden manuscript of al-Kitāb al-Mustaʿīnī may be
observed here:
- The title in the Leiden manuscript (over the beginning of the text, on f. 1b) is given in
a somewhat confused way, certainly as compared to the Arcadian manuscript, which
has a regular title-page. Title and author are mentioned in a marginal addition written
over the beginning of the introduction:
آﺘﺎب اﻟﻤﺴﺘﻌﻴﻨﻰ ﻓﻰ اﻻدوﻳﺔ اﻟﻤﻔﺮدة ﻣﻤﺎ ﻋﻨﻲ ﺑﺠﻤﻌﻪ وﺗﺎﻟﻴﻔﻪ ﻳﻮﻧﺲ ﺑﻦ اﺳﺤﺎق ﺑﻦ ﺑﻜﻼرش اﻻﺳﺮﺁﺋﻴﻠﻰ ﻟﻠﻤﺴﺘﻌﻴﻦ ﺑﺎﷲ
ﺗﻌﻠﻰ اﺑﻰ ﺟﻌﻔﺮ اﺣﻤﺪ ﺑﻦ اﻟﻤﺆﺗﻤﻦ ﺑﺎﷲ
Over the beginning is also written in bold script: آﺘﺎب اﻟﻤﺴﺘﻌﻴﻨﻰ ﻓﻰ اﻟﻤﻔﺮدات اﻟﻄﺒﻴﻪ.
This may be due to a damaged exemplar. Textually speaking, the Leiden replacement
does not greatly differ from the Arcadian manuscript.
- There are a few of Aḥmad b. Qāsim’s marginal conjectures on f. 1b: ()اﻇﻨﻪ ﻳﺤﻖ, but these
are not confirmed by the Arcadian manuscript, which has haqîq, as is the reading in the
body of the Leiden manuscript. The same goes for the conjecture in the last line of f. 1b
of the Leiden manuscript, where the text in the body of the page is not so clear,
whereas the copyist in the margin conjectures:اﻇﻨﻪ ﻣﻬﻴﻬﺎ. The copyist has also written
under the last line: ﺳﺒﺒﻬﺎ, which reading is supported by the Arcadian manuscript, p. 5,
line 6.
24

I have desisted from specifying and counting them.
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There is a marginal correction for  اﻟﺮﺟﻠﺞin the body of f. 10a of the Leiden manuscript :
 ﻗﺎل ﻓﻰ ﻧﺴﺨﺔ اﺧﺮى اﻟﺰاجwhich refers to another manuscript (than the exemplar!). This
remark may be understood in connection with the other manuscript mentioned by
Aḥmad b. Qāsim in his letter to Golius of 2 February 1624. The marginal conjecture alzāǧ seems to be correct. The originally written al-raǧlaǧ does not seem to make sense,
nor does al-zaǧāǧ in the Arcadian manuscript, p. 24, line 4 from below.
- The first double-page of the tabular text in the Leiden manuscript of al-Kitāb alMustaʿīnī (ff. 12b-13a) is in fact the beginning of the text, with the six lemma’s amīr bārīs,
aqāqiyā, aqḥawān, abhal, anǧara, anǧarān. The Arcadian manuscript opens its tabular text
(pp. 32-33) with the same six lemmas in the same order. This continues for a while, but
then the two manuscripts first diverge and later reconverge again:
Arcadian, pp. 34-35 = Leiden Or. 15, ff. 20b-21a
Arcadian, pp. 36-37 = Leiden Or. 15, ff. 21b-22a
Arcadian, pp. 38-39 = Leiden Or. 15, ff. 14b-15a
Arcadian, pp. 40-41 = Leiden Or. 15, ff. 15b-16a
Arcadian, pp. 42-43 = Leiden Or. 15, ff. 16b-17a
Arcadian, pp. 44-45 = Leiden Or. 15, ff. 17b-18a
Arcadian, pp. 46-47 = Leiden Or. 15, ff. 18b-19a
Arcadian, pp. 48-49 = Leiden Or. 15, ff. 19b-20a
Arcadian, pp. 50-51 = Leiden Or. 15, ff. 23b-24a
Arcadian, pp. 52-53 = Leiden Or. 15, ff. 24b-25a
Arcadian, pp. 54-55 = Leiden Or. 15, ff. 25b-26a, and so on.
It is evident that the copyist of the modern part of Leiden Or. 15, Aḥmad b. Qāsim, had
become confused, probably because the beginning of the old part of the manuscript, the
text of which he had in mind to make complete, was still quite defective. He skipped
therefore f. 14a which contains the old version of text (now struck), which he replaced
by new text on f. 22a (see the corresponding text in the Arcadian manuscript, pp. 3637). The newly made text on f. 23a was skipped as well as it was already available on f.
15a on old paper.
- All lemma’s have been provided with Spanish translations in the margins. These may
be identified with the translations mentioned by Aḥmad b. Qāsim in his letter to Golius
of 2 February 1624.
- Not only did Aḥmad b. Qāsim number the openings, which was essential for
maintaining order in what was then just a pile of loose leaves, not only did he translate
the lemma’s in order to help his young friend Golius about whose proficiency in Arabic
he apparently had his doubts, but he also improved the legibility of some of the illegible
and faded text by drawing it over, and he added text inside the rows and in the margins
of many pages.
- On ff. 108, 109, 127, Aḥmad b. Qāsim has only partially repaired the old paper by fixing
some modern paper to the upper side of the old paper, and he substituted the lost text
on these strips in his own handwriting. This restoration lacks the neatness with which
he usually worked, and one may, perhaps, assume that he was in haste, and experienced
lack of time now that he had come near the end of his restorative work of the portion of
old paper. The difference is striking. In the beginning of his reconstruction work on the
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text he replaced entire pages when this was not necessary (compare ff. 14a, 22a), but
now he may have had a deadline to keep. From f. 117 onwards the Leiden manuscript
has, mostly at the top of the pages, considerable damage with loss of entire lines of text.
Apparently this lost text could not be supplemented. Maybe Aḥmad b. Qāsim’s two
other manuscripts did not give him the text he needed to complete the copy for Golius.
But, again, lack of time may also have been the actual reason why his ambitious
restoration program of the manuscript was not entirely completed. Another
consequence of lack of time may be seen in the last quire, which is entirely in the hand
of Aḥmad b. Qāsim. His haste to get the copying done with is apparently so urgent that
he forgot to use one top row (f. 132a) for the title of the page, a mistake he only could
correct by leaving the bottom row empty. On f. 131a he had even forgotten to make this
correction and filled in seven rows of text, but then he struck the text in bottom row
out. These are not essential mistakes, but Aḥmad b. Qāsim, who by now was almost
ready with what must have been an extensive editing job, in haste made them, and for
lack of time failed to neatly replace the faulty leaves.
Concluding remarks
In addition to the numerous new details which can be gathered from a detailed
inspection of the Leiden manuscript, the following conclusions may be drawn. The
earlier held view that manuscript Leiden Or. 15 was a copy of the Kitāb al-Mustaʿīnī made
by Aḥmad b. Qāsim at the request of Jacobus Golius, on the basis of a single manuscript,
is not tenable anymore. A newly discovered letter by Aḥmad b. Qāsim in the
Manchester library shows that at least two exemplaria are involved, one to be copied
from, the other used for advanced collation work. Traces of either one can be discerned
in the Leiden manuscript. Notwithstanding the new information, Aḥmad b. Qāsim’s
involvement in procuring a copy for Golius has not become clearer, but has, on the
contrary, become more complex to understand than before. His was an exhaustive
editorial task, for which time almost failed him. An analysis of the traces of several
pagination systems in the Leiden manuscript shows that the old part, apart from being
incomplete at beginning and end, seems to have lacunae in the text.
Finally, describing the Leiden manuscript of the Kitāb al-Mustaʿīnī, here endeavored for
the first time after Dozy’s remarks in 1851 and the description of 1865 by de Jong & de
Goeje, together with newly discovered material in Manchester, make the Leiden
manuscript as one of a relatively large number of manuscripts fit to play its role in a
critical edition of the Kitāb al-Mustaʿīnī. Such a project will, hopefully, receive an extra
impulse now that the important manuscript of the Arcadian Library has been brought
into the realm of science.
Leiden, February 13, 2006
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Letter from Aḥmad b. Qāsim in Marrakech to Jacobus Golius in Safi, dated 12 Rabīʿ II 1033 (Friday
2 February 1624). MS Manchester, John Rylands Library, Persian 913, f. 159.
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Letter from Aḥmad b. Qāsim in Marrakech to Jacobus Golius in Safi, dated 10 Ǧumādā I 1033
(Thursday 29 February 1624). MS Leiden University Library, Or. 1228 (32).
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Opening page of the Leiden MS of the Kitab al-Musta`ini, showing the beginning of the author’s
introduction, written by Aḥmad b. Qāsim al-Andalusī. MS Leiden Or. 15, ff. 1b-2a.
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Marginal addition in the modern part of the Leiden MS of the Kitab al-Musta`ini. The marginal
addition supplements text which initially had been overlooked by Aḥmad b. Qāsim al-Andalusī.
MS Leiden Or. 15, f. 10b.
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The first leaf of old paper of the Leiden MS of the Kitab al-Musta`ini. The text on this recto page of
the old part, being only half of a double page with information, could not be used by Aḥmad b.
Qāsim al-Andalusī in his restoration program, and was therefore struck out. Later, he supplied
the text in his own hand on f. 22a. MS Leiden Or. 15, f. 14a.
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The long passage in Spanish, probably written by Aḥmad b. Qāsim al-Andalusī. The passage
reads: ‘que virtud pueden criar las ymagines pues llevan a quien las haze y a quien las adora al
ynfierno y si fueren de oro o plata no se pueden servir dellas antes deven echarlas en el fuego’.
On the basis of this passage, R.P.A. Dozy (in a note loosely inserted in the MS) assumed that the
author of this note is of the Jewish faith, apparently because of the abhorrence of idols. Over the
text the older ghubārī foliation (No. 39) is written. MS Leiden Or. 15, f. 49a.

19

The last available leaf of old paper of the Leiden MS of the Kitab al-Musta`ini. This page was
damaged with loss of text. Aḥmad b. Qāsim hastily restored it with modern paper and supplied
the missing text. See also the 117 in ghubâr numerals written in the upper outer margin. The
number was written when this leaf was already considerably damaged. MS Leiden Or. 15, f. 127a.
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