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1. Introduction

The Cairo Genizah is a collection of roughly one quarter of a million manu-
scripts amassed over a thousand years in a room above the women’s gallery of 
the Ben Ezra synagogue in Fustat. Mostly derived from the tenth to the thir-
teenth centuries, its contents—from the sacred to the secular, the momentous to 
the mundane—have transformed the study of mediaeval Jewish history. With 
regard to the history of women, the Genizah preserves thousands of documents 
that relate to their everyday lives including letters, court records, documents 
of betrothal, and marriage contracts (ketubbot). A number of excellent critical 
editions of these documents have been produced; still lacking, however, is a 
comprehensive study of the lives of women in the period based on the manu-
script evidence, as well as individual studies that focus on questions of gender 
and status. In order to stimulate further interest, this paper will summarize what 
Genizah marriage contracts have revealed about women’s status when compar-
ing mediaeval practice to biblical and rabbinic law.
 Three distinct styles of contracting a marriage are discernible in the docu-
ments emanating from the Cairo Genizah. These styles may be termed Baby-
lonian, Palestinian and Karaite according to the tradition of Judaism in which 
they originated; marriage contracts with a fusion of two or more of these styles 
are also found. Babylonian-style contracts were the most conservative of the 
three; rigidly formulaic in structure, they were more symbolic than practical 
and eventually came to represent the ‘standard’ ketubbah. Karaite and Babylo-
nian contracts shared many common features, but Karaite contracts resembled 
functioning legal documents, containing elements such as the mutual obligation 
clause unknown in the Babylonian tradition. Palestinian-style contracts were 
more detailed and more fluid than their Babylonian and Karaite counterparts; in 
fact, no one Palestinian contract was exactly like another, even when the scribe 
was the same.1

 1. Friedman (1980–81) has published 67 Palestinian-style marriage documents from the 
Cairo Genizah. The largest number (approximately 37) were composed in the eleventh century 
and about 16 were written in Tyre.
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 However, common formulas and patterns can be detected that were either 
unique to the Palestinian tradition (the divorce clause and the inclusion of 
special provisions), or were shared by both the Palestinian and Karaite commu-
nities (clauses of volition, mutual obligations, and extensive dowries). Jewish 
law did not require these elements to be written into the marriage contract: they 
were either innovations based on earlier traditions or local custom, or they were 
superfluous as the principles they outlined already existed in statutory law.� 
Their appearance in Palestinian and Karaite-style ketubbot not only highlights 
the comprehensive method of writing legal documents in that period, it also 
suggests that the practice of contracting of a marriage was more inclusive, and 
that the woman was accorded a more equal status, than was otherwise supposed. 
In order to demonstrate this, we will consider in turn each of these now-extinct 
ketubbah clauses.

�. Volition

In the opening section of a typical Palestinian-style marriage contract one 
often finds a clause of volition comprising a statement by the groom, in either 
the first or third person, that he is marrying the bride willingly and has not 
been coerced.3 Thirty-one of the sixty-seven ketubbot published by Friedman 
contain this clause, including a formulary from an eleventh-century Palestinian 
prayer-book:

There came this master X, the groom, b. master X, and he declared, intentionally, 
willingly, voluntarily, and of his own choice; and he is not coerced, not vexed, not 
distressed, not enticed, and not intoxicated, rather with complete faculties and with 
full senses (that) he desires to marry this X daughter of master X.� 

The volition clause also appears in Karaite marriage contracts, although struc-
tured differently: ‘And I am not coerced, not mistaken, not in error and under 
no compulsion, but with full resolve and willingly I have married…’� The state-
ment by the Karaite groom that he is ‘not in error’ suggests that Karaite brides 
demanded even greater protection from the unilateral, and potentially capri-
cious, nature of the Jewish divorce laws than their Palestinian or Babylonian 
counterparts.

 �. Their absence in Babylonian contracts may have been due to superstition (see Friedman 
[1969: 30]). Mention of the wife’s burial rights, for example, might have seemed an inauspicious 
start for a marriage. In conjunction with clauses relating to death, Karaite ketubbot contain the 
phrase ‘God forbid’.
 3. The same language of volition is extant in contemporary Arabic legal documents; for 
example, the contract of a tax farmer reads, ‘He called people to be his witnesses, while acting 
voluntarily, in accordance with his will, not forced, coerced or constrained’ (Khan 1993: No. 63 
l. 8).
 �. Friedman 1980–81: II, No. 8 Side a ll. 3-10.
 �. Olszowy-Schlanger 1998: No. 39 l. �.
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 Olszowy-Schlanger suggests that the absence of a volition clause in Babylo-
nian-style marriage contracts may be due to the fact that some Talmudic sources 
(e.g. B. Bat. �8b) and later commentators like Maimonides were willing to 
validate marriages contracted out of compulsion. Conversely, she continues, 
the Karaites believed that a marriage was only valid when both parties acted out 
of free will, and so with this in mind they probably adopted the volition formula 
from non-marriage legal deeds. The Palestinian tradition may also have adopted 
the volition clause independently, or it may have been influenced by Karaite 
tradition (Olszowy-Schlanger 1998: 179-80). Friedman, however, rejects the 
idea of Karaite influence on the Palestinian ketubbah, arguing that the influ-
ence is the other way around and that much of what exists in Palestinian-style 
contracts stems from earlier traditions already existing in sources such as the 
Palestinian Talmud and a poorly preserved ketubbah from Antinoopolis in the 
fifth century Ce (Friedman �00�: 17�-76). In addition, Friedman demonstrates 
the difficulty of interpreting B. Bat. �8b given the variant readings across its 
sources. The notion of ‘free will’ was no doubt elemental in Jewish marriage 
law, he asserts, and the addition of a volition clause simply demonstrated that 
Palestinian marriage contracts were like any other Jewish legal document, that 
is, ‘primarily a deed issued by the groom in favor of the bride and particularly 
specifying his obligations’.6
 In Palestinian ketubbot it is usually only the groom’s volition that is 
specified, although a rare example of the bride’s volition appears in the 
marriage contract of a ransomed captive woman: ‘And this bride listened 
to him (accepted his proposal) and willingly consented to be married to him 
…’7 Karaite marriage contracts, however, regularly employ the phrases ‘she 
accepted’ and ‘she wished’ in a section after the details of the groom’s finan-
cial obligations that is devoted to the bride’s acceptance. An eleventh-century 
Karaite marriage formulary provides an example of how the bride’s wishes 
should be recorded:

And such-and-such daughter of [so-and-so, the] bride heard the words of this so-and-
so son of so-and-so, the groom, and wanted, with [full] resolve, … without coercion, 
to be married to him, to be his help, his wife and companion in purity, holiness and 
awe…8

 In sum, the addition of a volition clause was probably superfluous as rab-
binic law may have recognized marriages contracted out of compulsion or, 
conversely, because the notion of free will was a given. Yet, not only do we 
encounter the question of coercion discussed by the Jewish sages, we also 

 6. Friedman 1980–81: I, 13�. This idea is also supported by the appearance on the Palestin-
ian-style ketubbot of other seemingly superfluous clauses, like the husband’s obligation to ransom 
his wife, that were already provided for in statutory law (m. Ket. �.9).
 7. Friedman 1980–81: II, No. �7 l. 7.
 8. Olszowy-Schlanger 1998: No. �3 verso ll. 8-11.
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find particular types of duress listed such as distress and enticement. Thus, 
at the very least, such marriage contracts afforded the woman safeguards 
against the sudden dissolution of her marriage and the loss of financial pro-
tection based on false claims of compulsion, entrapment or even a simple 
mistake.

3. Mutuality

Both Palestinian and Karaite marriage contracts incorporated a ‘mutual’ clause 
consisting of the husband’s proposal clause (based on Exod. �1.10) and the 
bride’s acceptance clause that mirrors it.9 The aforementioned eleventh-century 
Palestinian formulary provides an ideal example:

And he undertook to esteem, honor, nourish, provide for, and clothe her, in the 
manner of Jewish men who esteem, honor, nourish, provide for, and clothe their 
wives faithfully. Similarly, this X, daughter of master X, accepted and undertook to 
esteem, honor, attend and serve her husband in purity, in the manner of respectable 
women, the daughters of Israel, who esteem, honor, attend and serve their husbands 
in purity and cleanness.10

 The section devoted to the Karaite wife’s acceptance is even more extensive:

And this bride Rivqa accepted the words of our beloved and dear El‘azar, the groom, 
and wished to be married to him, to be his wife and companion in purity, holiness and 
awe, to obey, esteem, respect and help him, and to do in his house all that the pure 
daughters of Israel do in the house of their husbands, and to behave towards him in 
truth, justice, love, compassion, honesty and faith …11

Here, too, scholars are in disagreement over the direction of influence. Olszowy-
Schlanger proposes that contemporary Arabic contracts provided a model for 
the Karaites which, in turn, influenced Palestinian usage (Olszowy-Schlanger 
1998: �68). Friedman again cites the fifth-century ketubbah from Antinoopolis 
as a Palestinian precedent (Friedman �00�: 17�-76). Yet, in terms of the ques-
tion of status, it is the very existence of such a clause that is most interesting, 
especially when the woman’s semi-active role is compared to the near-silent 
female of the Babylonian-style ketubbot:

‘Be my wife, [… And I will …y]ou, in the manner of decent Jewish men, who serve, 
nourish, provide for, and honor [their wifes faithfully.’ And this Lu’lu’a,] the [vir]gin, 
the bride, daughter of (our) m(aster and) l(ord) Shemarya [accepted his proposal] and 
became his wife.1�

 �. An Islamic marriage contract from the Cairo Genizah also reflects an arrangement of 
mutuality: ‘The husband accepted that with a valid acceptance and each guaranteed to convey to 
the other what was required’ (Khan 1993: No. 33 ll. 6x–8x).
 10. Friedman 1980–81: II, No. 8 Side a ll. 11-1�–Side b ll. 1-8.
 11. Olszowy-Schlanger 1998: No. �6 ll. 17-19.
 1�. Friedman 1980–81: II, No. �1 ll. 18-�0.
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 Other indications of mutuality are found in occasional expressions of marital 
love. An example of this appears in a fragmentary Palestinian-style contract 
from eleventh-century Egypt: ‘[… ] their husbands in purity and cleanness, 
according to the law, in l[ove …]’.13 A more frequently occurring quotation 
(based on Mal. �.1�) in Palestinian-style marriage contracts suggests a sense of 
companionship between husband and wife: ‘… to [m]arry this Mubā[raka(?) the 
bride,] the [virg]in, daughter of m(aster) Nathan, (may his) e(nd be) g(ood), b. 
Yeshu‘a [… to be] my companion and my wife in covenant’.1� Karaite ketubbot, 
on the other hand, make regular reference to love, affection and companion-
ship. Indeed, Olszowy-Schlanger writes that Karaite ‘wifehood’ was regularly 
defined in terms inspired from the Bible: ‘his wife and his alliance’ (Mal. 2.14) 
or ‘his help’ (Gen. �.18) (Olszowy-Schlanger 1998: �07).
 Reciprocal language also appears in the concluding clauses of twelve 
Palestinian-style marriage contracts: ‘And with this understanding, the two 
sides concluded and consented, not being coerced nor compelled; and they 
told the scribe to write and the witnesses to testify.’1� Nevertheless, despite 
such acknowledgments of the bride’s wishes, perfect equality did not exist: 
the groom’s formula is often recorded in first-person speech while the bride’s 
is always reported in the third person. Moreover, the woman was ultimately 
obliged to obey her husband and, however much her language might mirror his, 
she was still under his dominion.

�. Dowry

It was not required that the contents of the bride’s dowry be written into the 
marriage contract. Yet, thirty-five known Palestinian ketubbot and twenty-three 
Karaite ketubbot contain extensive, detailed lists of belongings on which, it 
seems, no item was too cheap or insignificant to be mentioned:

… three mattresses and 18 cushions and a dress … 20 [?] din. / In addition a belt and 
8 boxes of khalanj wood, a box … / a jug, a big bucket, two small cheap buckets, a 
chandelier …for wax … / and another one small, a small rose water bottle, a whit-
ened container …16

According to biblical law (based on Num. �7.8), the woman did not normally 
inherit from her father’s estate, but by the talmudic period, it had become 
common to regard the dowry as a ‘practical substitute for succession’ (Epstein 
19�7: 90-91). A dowry was usually worth a multiple of the value of the 
groom’s marriage payments; a common ratio was ten times as much, although 

 13. Friedman 1980–81: II, No. �7 l. 1.
 1�. Friedman 1980–81: II, No. �0 ll. �-6.
 1�. Friedman 1980–81: II, No. �6, ll. 17-19.
 16. Olszowy-Schlanger 1998: No. 38  ll. 3-6.
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figures were sometimes inflated to reflect well on the bride.17 Once provided, 
a woman’s dowry was her husband’s responsibility, but it remained under 
the wife’s exclusive ownership and control throughout the marriage. Indeed, 
Palestinian-style contracts often contain the phrase ‘And they are for her and 
for her son after her’ at the end of the dowry list.18 A few Palestinian contracts 
also state that should the wife predecease her husband and die childless, the 
dowry would be split in two and half would be returned to ‘the house of her 
fathers’. In Karaite contracts, however, the whole dowry is to be returned to 
her paternal family:

‘… they will be under his jurisdiction, and in his possession … and he will not 
change anything from them without the knowledge of his wife, this Ghāliya … 
if, God forbid, this Ghāliya, the bride, leaves [this world without a child from this 
Thābit] ben Jacob, all these belongings, except for [what is worn out] will return [to 
her heirs from her paternal family]’.19

 Karaite Jews were numbered among the upper echelons of the society that 
produced the Genizah documents, and this is reflected in the amounts of some 
of the marriage payments and dowries. In eight Karaite marriage contracts 
the groom’s marriage payments total one hundred or more dinars, and seven 
Karaite dowries are worth over one hundred dinars (two are valued at more than 
a thousand dinars).�0 These were huge sums (even if inflated), given that the 
average monthly income was two dinars.�1 It is not surprising, therefore, that 
the bride’s father (who often acted as her agent) would wish to have these items 
clearly delineated. Together with the groom’s marriage payments, the dowry 
offered an insurance against financial destitution in widowhood and divorce; it 
may also have provided a disincentive to precipitous divorce action.��

 Thus, in negotiating the couple’s future together, every aspect of the bride’s 
welfare was taken into account. Indeed, so detailed and comprehensive were 
these deeds that some brides stored their ketubbah with family or friends for 
safekeeping.�3 Again, the attention to detail in this section of Genizah marriage 
contracts underlines the practical and equitable nature of Jewish marriage in that 
society. Indeed, the rabbinic principle that ‘any stipulation made with regard to 
financial matters is valid’ is thoroughly applied here.��

 17. Goitein 1967–93: IV, 186.
 18. See Friedman (1980-81: II, No. �), for example.
 19. Olszowy-Schlanger 1998: No. 37 ll. �6-31.
 �0. See the tables compiled by Olszowy-Schlanger (1998: �0�, �38).
 �1. Goitein 1967–93: I, 3�9.
 ��. In �1 Palestinian contracts the groom’s marriage gift was split into an advanced and a 
delayed payment, a practice that was probably influenced by local customs restricting the 
husband’s unilateral right to divorce. See Rapoport (�000: 31-3�).
 �3. Goitein 1967–93: III, 113-1�.
 ��. Goitein 1967–93: II, 3�8.
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�. Divorce

Contrary to standard practice, twelve Palestinian-style contracts contain a 
divorce clause.�� Four of these, from Tyre, preserve evidence of a unilateral 
divorce formulation:

… and there remain incumbent upon him ten perfect, weighted dinars… She has no 
right to claim of them one perua as long as he is alive and she is under his jurisdic-
tion and he fulfills her three needs. But if he hates without any misconduct (on her 
part) and does not fulfill her three needs, he shall pay them to her, viz. the balance of 
her mohar, of twelve dinars, and release her with a bill of divorce.�6

The unilateral divorce clause is positioned after the groom’s financial obliga-
tions, perhaps to emphasize the penalty paid by the husband for a gratuitous 
divorce and thus to provide a further deterrent.
 Jewish law only recognizes the right of the husband to initiate divorce 
(m. Yeb. 1�.1). Yet a woman could ‘rebel’ and get the courts to compel the 
husband to divorce her if she relinquished her claim on her ketubbah payments. 
Such a practice is hinted at in the Jerusalem Talmud (Ket. v. 30b) and was 
later enacted by the Babylonian Saboraim who, according to the testimony of 
R. Meiri, based themselves on the Talmud when allowing a widespread custom 
to become general practice; it was overruled, however, by later authorities 
(Friedman 1969: 33-3�).
 Nevertheless, the ability of the wife to initiate divorce proceedings was 
prevalent in the Palestinian communities of the tenth to twelfth centuries. 
Eight manuscripts from Tyre and Egypt retain evidence of a mutual divorce 
clause. A similar practice also existed in the predominant Muslim society 
and was referred to as a ‘ransom-divorce’.�7 Two manuscripts from the Cairo 
Genizah exhibit most of the wording of the mutual divorce clause; five contain 
incomplete evidence, and just one (probably from the tenth century) has a full 
version:

If this Sa‘īd, the groom, hates this Mala, does not desire her, and wants to separate 
from her, he shall pay her all that is written and specified in this marriage contract 
completely. And if this Mala hates this Sa‘īd, her husband, and desires to leave his 
home, she shall lose her ketubba money, and she shall not take anything except that 
which she brought in from the house of her fathers alone; and she shall go out by the 
authorization of the court and with the consent of our masters, the sages.�8

 ��. This is not without precedent: a divorce clause is found in a fifth-century BCe marriage 
contract from the Jewish military colony in Elephantine. See Jackson (�00�) for a discussion of 
this document and the development of the wife’s right to initiate divorce.
 �6. Friedman 1980–81: II, No. 11 ll. 1�-�0.
 �7. Most divorce cases in mediaeval Islamic society were the result of a consensual separation 
brought about by the wife forfeiting all or part of her financial claims (Rapoport 2005: 6�-70).
 �8. Friedman 1980–81: II, No. 3 ll. �-7.
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Curiously, one of the fragmentary contracts contains the phrase ‘gratuitous hatred’ 
(derived from the unilateral divorce law) in the bride’s half of the clause. This 
suggests that, in some cases, the bride could initiate a divorce and not lose her 
marriage payments if she could prove some misconduct on her husband’s part.�9

 Three out of the eight documents known to contain the mutual divorce clause 
provide clear information about the bride’s economic status. In two cases the 
bride owns a substantial dowry; in the third case, she was promised a large 
marriage gift, which may suggest that mutual divorce was limited to the afflu-
ent classes.30 Accordingly, both sides would have required assurances against 
financial loss. Certainly, a woman would have needed to have independent 
means in order to forfeit her claim on the marriage payments that provided for 
her future security.
 But the mutual divorce clause also reveals something of the woman’s status 
in its language. Friedman noticed that these documents replaced the standard 
biblical phrase for divorce, which literally means ‘drive out’, with an Aramaic 
reference to ‘partnership’: ‘If this Natha[n, the groom, hates] [this] Rachel, his 
wife, and does not desire her partnership—a gratuitous hatred, he shall pay her 
for all that is wr[itten and specified in this] marriage [contract], completely’.31 
The term ‘partnership’, Friedman believes, is indicative of a sense of equality 
underlying the marriage deed.3�

6. Special provisions

After recording the dowry, many ketubbot of the Palestinian tradition add 
stipulations about matters already addressed in Jewish law. For example, eight 
Palestinian-style contracts (again, mostly from Tyre) contain clauses relating to 
inheritance, burial or ransom. In addition, special circumstances are taken into 
account; for example, one unique but damaged eleventh-century manuscript 
preserves part of a proviso about the wife’s mental health: ‘And he stipulated 
for her: “If you go mad, […] […] your ketubba money …” ’.33 Another singular 
contract concerns the transfer of property from the bride’s mother: ‘And Turfa, 
the bride’s mother, performed a [qi]nyan of herself, with an implement suitable 
for this (affirming) that she gave the third of the house’.3�

 A number of contracts from the Genizah address the issue of ‘mixed’ mar-
riages between Karaites and Rabbanites. In these clauses, the separate ritual 
practices of both sides were taken into account. An example is the marriage 
contract of a Karaite woman who is entering her third marriage:

 �9. Friedman 1980–81: II, No. 6 l. 1�.
 30. See Friedman 1980–81: II, Nos. 1 and 3 and No. � respectively.
 31. Friedman 1980–81: II, No. � ll. 31-3�.
 3�. Friedman 1980–81: I, 330.
 33. Friedman 1980–81: II, No. � ll. 37-38.
 3�. Friedman 1980–81: II, No. 38 l. 1�



170 A Question of Sex

… he shall not profane against his aforementioned wife [the festivals of the Lord] 
according to the sighting of the Moon, and he shall not light the Sabbath candles 
against her, and not force her in her food and drink … … And this Rayyisa accepted 
in favour of her aforementioned husband that she shall not profane against him the 
festivals of our brethren the Rabbanites all the time she is with him.3�

 With regard to which clauses were chosen for inclusion, no one Palestin-
ian ketubbah was exactly like another. Thus, in this aspect of variability, the 
contracts are relatively equitable: the two parties and their individual circum-
stances are considered and a unique partnership is formed out of their specific 
negotiations.

7. Conclusions

A close examination of the marriage contracts from the Cairo Genizah reveals 
the common practice of including contractual clauses already existing in statu-
tory law. Four factors may have motivated this practice. The first and primary 
consideration was economic: by including such clauses, the terms of the mar-
riage contract provided financial protection for the bride in the event of widow-
hood or divorce. In the case of the dowry, the items listed there constituted 
an inheritance, and it is natural to assume that the paternal family wished to 
protect its assets. All parties concerned (the father providing the provisions, 
the husband assuming responsibility for them, and the wife reclaiming them) 
would no doubt feel reassured by their careful itemization.
 A second impulse, not unrelated to the first, may have been an uncon-
scious desire to provide further impediments to divorce. The addition of 
superfluous clauses like volition, the positioning of the divorce clauses, and 
the detailed provisions on the dowry may have reminded the parties of the 
requirements and penalties for initiating a divorce. Thirdly, it appears that 
Genizah society fully embraced R. Simeon b. Gamaliel’s proposal (m. Ket. 
6.�) that ‘in all things they should follow local custom’. As we have seen, 
the clauses described herein were found in non-marriage documents as well 
as in contemporary Arabic legal deeds; some probably stemmed from earlier 
Palestinian traditions perhaps revived under the influence of the surrounding 
culture or, given the predominance of Tyrian contracts, were due to local or 
individual scribal practice.
 Finally, a sense of partnership must have been a motivating factor. By incor-
porating the contractual style of non-marriage deeds, the parties emphasized the 
bilateral nature of the agreement at hand. Furthermore, the addition of clauses 
unknown or only partially known in Jewish law, like the divorce clause, sug-
gests that medieval Jewish women had far more equality in practice than a 
plain reading of the law would suggest. This relative equality of status is also 

 3�. Olszowy-Schlanger 1998: No. �6 ll. 3�-3�.
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evident in the language of the contracts, particularly in the actual use of the term 
‘partnership’.
 In summary, the marriage contracts from the Cairo Genizah embodied the 
essence of rabbinic law which allowed for any agreement to be made between 
a husband and wife as long as it was in ‘proper legal form and not contrary to 
Biblical law or public weal’ (Epstein 19�7: �69). In embracing this idea, the 
men and women of the mediaeval Mediterranean world established an elaborate 
but even-handed approach to realizing their future married lives together.

Friedman 
no.

Date 
(century 1)

Place of 
origin

Volition Mutual 
clause

Dowry Divorce 
clause

Special provi-
sions specified

1 11 Egypt √ √ 77� √ √
� 11 Tyre √ √ �0+ √ √
3 10 456⅓ √ √

� 11 √ √ √

� ? √ √

6 10/11 Egypt √ √ √ √

7 11 Aleppo √ √

8 √ √ ?

9 11 Egypt √ √

10 11 N. Africa? √ √ ?

11 11 Tyre √ √ 16+ √

1� 11 Palestine √ √ 10–�0

13 11 Palestine √ √ 10–�0

1� 10 Egypt √ √ 10–�0

1� 11 Egypt √ √ –10

16 11 Egypt √ √ 10–�0

17 11 Egypt √ √

18 10 Damascus √ 100+

19 11 Palestine √ √

�0 11 or 1� Tyre √

�1 11 10–�0

�� 10 √ √ 10+

�3 Damascus? √ √ �0–100

�� √ 10–�0

�� 10–�0

�6 11 Tyre √

�7 11 or 1� Damascus √ √

�8 10 Damascus 10+
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�9 11 Tyre √ √ 10+

30 11 Tyre? –10

31 √ √ 10+

3� 10 or 11 Egypt? 10+

33 11 √ √ ?

3� Palestine? √ √

3� 11 Tyre √ ?

36 11 Tyre? √

37 11 or 1� Tyre? 10–�0

38 11 or 1� Tyre? 10–�0 √

39 10 Egypt √

�0 10 Palestine √ 10–�0

�1 10 Damascus? √ 10–�0

�� 10 N. Africa? √ 100+

�3 11 Damascus?

�� 11 Palestine √

�� 11 Palestine

�6 11 Tyre

�7 11 Egypt? √

�8 10 Damascus

�9

�3d 10 Damascus 100+

�� 10 Damascus �0–100

�6 11 or 1� Damascus √ √ 10–�0

�8 Tyre? 17+ √

�9 11/12 Tyre √ √ ? √

60 11 Tyre √ √ √

61 11 Tyre √

6�

63 11 Egypt √ ?

6� 11 Tyre √

6� √ √

66 √ √

Fig. 1: Table of Palestinian-style marriage contracts 
containing a divorce clause; based on Friedman 1980-81
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Fig. �: A marriage contract formulary 1081/2 containing half of the mutual divorce clause (CUL 
T-S 12.548). Reproduced by kind permission of the Syndics of Cambridge University Library.
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