NEW IDENTIFICATIONS OF
4QPALEOGEN-EXOD" (4Q11) FRAGMENTS

Summary

This article proposes new identifications of scroll fragments from 4Qpaleo-
Gen-Exod!, some of which have been included in the official edition and others
that have not been associated with the scroll so far. The fragments are transcribed,
identified, and in some cases joined with further scroll fragments. The study is
accompanied by a discussion on the implications of the new identifications.

Résumé

Cet article propose de nouvelles identifications de fragments appartenant
a 4QpaleoGen-Exod!, certains étaient inclus dans 1’édition officielle et d’autres
n’étaient pas associés a ce rouleau jusqu’a présent. Les fragments sont transcrits,
identifiés, et, dans certains cas, joints a d’autres fragments. Cette étude est accom-
pagnée d’une discussion sur les implications de ces nouvelles identifications.

QPALEOGEN-ExX0OD", also known as 4Q11, is a fragmentary manu-
script that preserves text from the last verse of Genesis and portions
of Exod 1:1 to 36:36. This study identifies several small fragments
of the scroll. Some of these fragments were transcribed in the official
edition of the scroll published in 1992 by Patrick Skehan, Eugene Ulrich,
and Judith Sanderson,' who, however, did not associate them with a
specific text of Genesis or Exodus. Fortunately, we are now privileged
to have access to new images that were not accessible to the editors.

* This article was partially funded by The Memorial Foundation for Jewish
Culture and the www.paleohebrewdss.com project. Images in this article are courtesy
of the Leon Levy Dead Sea Scrolls Digital Library of the Israel Antiquities Authority;
photographer: Shay Halevi.

! Patrick Skehan, Eugene Ulrich, and Judith Sanderson, “11. 4QpaleoGenesis-
Exodus,” in Qumran Cave 4 1V: Palaeo-Hebrew and Greek Biblical Manuscripts; DID 9
(Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1992), 17-50. Images in this article are courtesy of the Leon
Levi Dead Sea Scrolls Digital Library of the Israel Antiquities Authority; photographer:
Shay Halevi. This article was partially funded by the www.paleohebrewdss.com project.
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Available from the Leon Levy Dead Sea Scrolls Digital Library of the
Israel Antiquities Authority, these images allow us to improve our read-
ings and offer new identifications. Other fragments discussed in this study
have not yet been published. Some were cataloged but not transcribed
by the editors, while others were not assigned to 4QpaleoGen-Exod' at all.

1. MATERIAL EVIDENCE AND THE OFFICIAL EDITION OF
4QprALEOGEN-Ex0D"

According to Skehan, Ulrich, and Sanderson, 4QpaleoGen-Exod!
consists of sixty-four fragments. It was written in the paleo-Hebrew script
and has been dated paleographically to the second or first century BCE.?
Due to the large size of the writing block, the large bottom margin, the
skilled script, and the limited number of scribal interventions, Emanuel
Tov classified 4QpaleoGen-Exod' as a de luxe edition.’

The recto surfaces of the fragments are extremely damaged. The
upper layer of the skin has peeled away in several places, leaving the
inner layer exposed. Another material feature of this scroll is the dete-
rioration of the ink, probably due to its chemical composition. In some
instances, the letters are legible, even though the ink has not been
preserved. The letters have been engraved and may be recognized by
their outlines. It should be noted that in the official edition of the
scroll, as well as in this paper, outlined letters have been transcribed
in the same way as those identified by the presence of ink.

Of the scroll’s sixty-four fragments, only fragments 1-38 have
been identified in the official edition. Fragments 39-50 were transcribed
but not identified. As for fragments 51-64, they were not edited as
“they have no decipherable letters or were identified only after the
edition was completed.”*

2 Mark David McLean, The Use and Development of Paleo-Hebrew in the Helle-
nistic and Roman Periods (Harvard University, 1982), 66, dated 4QpaleoGen-Exod'
between 100-25 BCE. Antony Perrot and Matthieu Richelle, “The Dead Sea Scrolls
Palaeo-Hebrew Script: Its Roots in Hebrew Scribal Tradition,” in The Hebrew Bible
Manuscripts: A Millennium, ed. Elodie Attia and Antony Perrot; Textual History of the
Bible Supplement (Leiden: Brill, 2021), prefer a date in the second century BCE. Michael
Langlois, “Dead Sea Scrolls Paleography and the Samaritan Pentateuch,” in The Samar-
itan Pentateuch and the Dead Sea Scrolls, ed. Michael Langlois (Leuven: Peeters 2019),
272, dates 4QpaleoGen-Exod' to the third century BCE, “though earlier and later dates
are possible.” In some important respects, Langlois’ general typology seems a bit too early.
For example, even the earliest of the Qumran paleo-Hebrew scripts were evidently written
with reed pens, which only became common in Judea in the third century BCE; see Drew
Longacre, “Comparative Hellenistic and Roman Manuscript Studies (CHRoMS): Script
Interactions and Hebrew/Aramaic Writing Culture,” COMSt Bulletin 7, no 1 (2021): 7-50.

3 Emanuel Tov, Scribal Practices and Approaches Reflected in the Texts Found
in the Judean Desert, STDJ 54 (Leiden: Brill, 2004), 119.

4 Skehan, Ulrich, and Sanderson, “11. 4QpaleoGenesis-Exodus',” 50.
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The number of fragments that belong to 4QpaleoGen-Exod! is, in
fact, even greater. We recently found a small fragment that belongs to
4Q11—but was not published in the edition—in the plates of the uni-
dentified fragments published in DJD 33. The association of the frag-
ment with 4Q11 is based on the similarity of the script of the legible
letters and on the typical peeling of the upper skin layer.

Moreover, IAA plate 395, whose fragments were assigned to
4QpaleoGen-Exod, consists of twenty-eight fragments.’ Of these, only
six fragments are assigned to 4QpaleoGen-Exod' in the official edition.®
However, the other twenty-two belong to 4QpaleoGen-Exod' as well,
because they share material features. The surface of these fragments and
the deterioration of the ink in cases where traces of letters have been
preserved correspond to the materiality of the other 4QpaleoGen-Exod!
fragments. Moreover, although most of the plate 395 fragments are
barely legible, sporadically preserved letters do appear in some. These
letters correspond to the script of 4QpaleoGen-Exod!, indicating that the
fragments derive from the same manuscript. Consequently, we posit that
4QpaleoGen-Exod' comprises at least eighty-seven fragments.

This study proposes new identifications for fragments in four cate-
gories: (1) those transcribed, but not identified in the official edition
(§2.1); (2) those included, but not transcribed or identified in the official
edition (§2.2); (3) an unidentified fragment that was not associated with
the scroll so far (we numbered this fragment 65) (§2.3); (4) unpublished
fragments from IAA plate 395 (§2.4). Unfortunately, of the unpublished
fragments, only two are identifiable. We number these fragments 6667,
based on their association with the text of Exodus.

2. NEW IDENTIFICATIONS

2.1 Fragments transcribed, but not identified in the official edition

2.1.1 Frag.41: Exod 18:19-21 (IAA 398.8; PAM 42.803)"

ooflo A[ 1
] 8o% AYIo[ 2
o o 3

2

3 See Skehan, Ulrich, and Sanderson, “11. 4QpaleoGenesis-Exodus!,
at https://www.deadseascrolls.org.il/explore-the-archive/image/B-371331.

% Fragments 51 (IAA 395.17); 52 (IAA 395.26); 53 (IAA 395.11); 56
(TAA 395.15); 59 (IAA 395.12); 62 (IAA 395.22).

7 Image at https://www.deadseascrolls.org.il/explore-the-archive/image/B-475354.
The scribe consistently used dots for word division, but we do not transcribe them in
our transcriptions.

25. Image
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Fragment 41 was left unidentified in the official edition, with the pos-
sible identification with Exod 40:15.% The editors’ conclusion is
based on the faulty transcription of line 2: Jaa% nvii[%. The letter traces
cannot be read in this way, however. Conversely, the proposed identi-
fication with Exod 18:19-21 matches the legible letters, as well as the
remaining traces.

Moreover, fragment 41 has physical joins with fragment 20 on
three sides. The traces on all three lines fit the text missing in frag-
ment 20 perfectly (fig. 1). As such, we consider this fragment certainly
identified, yielding the following transcription of 4QpaleoGen-Exod' 20+
41 lines 5-7:

PAA DR A[ANR A]N[A]ATA 257583 DR 059377 AR AnS[xa]A [a]AcRa S

nwYRA ARY 73 999° qwk 7977 DR DAY HYTIM MDA PRI 6
MY SR Hon wax ava HA[ 710 Almn JanRy vy wr 7

Figure 1: Fragment 20 and fragment 41; join of fragment 20 with fragment 41

2.1.2 Frag. 44: Exod 12:5-8 (IAA 398.23; PAM 42.011, 42.803)°

mnl 1
v 2
w3

[ 4

no[ 5

Fragment 44 preserves traces of a seam on its left side, indicating
that it belongs to the last column on the sheet. As only isolated letters
are preserved on each line, the identification is based on the successful
combination of all legible letters in the attested lines of the fragment.

8 Skehan, Ulrich, and Sanderson, “11. 4QpaleoGenesis-Exodus!,” 48.
° Image at https://www.deadseascrolls.org.il/explore-the-archive/image/B-475414.
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The fragment is left unidentified in the official edition, in part because
of a faulty transcription.'”

Based on the new identification, fragment 44 should be joined
with fragment 7 ii, on which Exod 11:4-12:12 is preserved.!' The
join yields the following transcription of 4QpaleoGen-Exod' 7 ii+44
lines 19-23:

1 a[*]awsn 1 ash fne maw 2 9[51 aen aw awn by] 19
wanb 8 Wy yaaxR Ty nak[wab asb o mpn avval 20
PRI 852997 12 Sxwe[ 713 [Ty H5[ R wnwy ] 21
W[ o]*naf by mpwni S8 miimn S B[y unn a1 ] 22
MZ[m wIR 5% 817 95553 wan AR (D)oK a[3 K 19or] 23

Figure 2: Join of fragment 7 ii with fragment 44

10 Skehan, Ulrich, and Sanderson, “4QpaleoGenesis-Exodus!,” 49, read the first
legible letter in line 2 as ayin. In addition, they do not offer readings for the letters /e,
resh, and vav in lines 3, 4, and 5, respectively.

! Tmage at https://www.deadseascrolls.org.il/explore-the-archive/image/B-499664.
For the transcription, see Skehan, Ulrich, and Sanderson, “4QpaleoGenesis-Exodus',”
31-32.
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Importantly, the traces in fragment 7 ii perfectly fit the expected
text and position based on our reconstruction. The only potential prob-
lem is that we must suppose a variant, where 12 on the first legible
line lacks a conjunction found in MT and SP.!?

2.1.3 Frag. 46: Exod 19:22-23 (IAA 398.13; PAM 42.011, 42.803)"

Fllel  Jol 1
o mAs 2
1% Yol 3

Skehan, Ulrich, and Sanderson did not read the letter aleph at the
end of both line 2 and 3 and, therefore, did not identify this fragment.'*
Yet, though these letters are broken, their reading is probable. The only
possible identification of such a combination is Exod 19:22-23:1

Flle[  Jo[ 1
oy 5o xS MRt B[R 2
ava nR Sa[an 3

Fragment 21 attests to Exod 19:24-20:2. According to the new
identification of fragment 46, we may conclude that fragments 21 and 46
were close to each other in the original scroll, prior to its deterioration.

2.1.4 Frag. 47: Exod 23:9-11 (IAA 398.3; PAM 42.011, 42.802)'°

Joooo ooo[ 1
Ja*%n ol 2
1X%an nX nobo[ 3
Joooooo o'b[ 4

Fragment 47 is poorly preserved. It attests to the remains of four
lines of text, only two of which are legible. The reading of the hitherto
indecipherable letters tsade and samech in lines 2 and 3, respectively,
enables the identification of the text preserved in fragment 47 as
Exod 23:9-11."7

12 LXX is in agreement with MT/SP (xai t@v &pigav).

13 Image at https://www.deadseascrolls.org.il/explore-the-archive/image/B-475374.

14 Skehan, Ulrich, and Sanderson, “4QpaleoGenesis-Exodus',” 49.

15 Note that it is a bit difficult to figure out which yod in the context is repre-
sented in line 1.

16 The fragment is not available on the website of the Leon Levy Dead Sea Scrolls
Digital Library. However, it appears on the plate image of 398, http://www.deadseascrolls.
org.il/explore-the-archive/image/B-496252. For the PAM image, see http://www.dead-
seascrolls.org.il/explore-the-archive/image/B-284767. The Fragment appears on the top
of the image, the third from the left.

17 Cf. Skehan, Ulrich, and Sanderson, “11. 4QpaleoGenesis-Exodus',” 49. The
editors incorrectly read the second word in line 2 as two words: ]5*f on. In addition, they
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The textual identification of fragment 47 is supported by material
considerations. According to the proposed identification, fragment 47
should be directly joined to fragment 23, which preserves the text of
Exod 23:5-16. Indeed, when the fragments are aligned according to
the preserved text, their physical protrusions fit well together (fig. 3).
Consequently, the new identification of fragment 47 as Exod 23:9-11
is certain.

frg. 23 frg. 23+47

Figure 3: Fragment 23; fragment 47; join of fragment 47 with fragment 23

Given this new join, one may propose readings for the indecipherable
letters of lines 1 and 4 of fragment 47. This could result in the transcrip-
tion of 4QpaleoGen-Exod' 47423 lines 8-11 as:

927 wB1 anyT anky 1=nvh XS [N 8
vITn ohiw W B%&h pA[xa an»r o™ 0] 9
MILAWN NUYRAwm ANRIAN DR NoBR[ 7xIx nx] 10
ATPA h3A HORD 0N TRy SR PO anwon] 11

2.1.5 Frag. 48: Exod 15:2-4 (IAA 398.14; PAM 41.387, 42.803)"%

] oo
Jo e
bW oman

Joo

B W N~

read the first word in line 3 as n2o. Therefore, they are not able to offer an identification
of this fragment.
18 Tmage at https://www.deadseascrolls.org.il/explore-the-archive/image/B-475378.
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Fragment 48 preserves a wide intercolumnar margin, whose width
is 2 cm.!'? Despite the paucity of evidence, the fragmentary text can
be identified. The only place where 171* and a word beginning 27
occur in such proximity is Exod 15:2—4, yielding the following partial
reconstruction: 2

wn-q] ﬁ:
M]3 e
PlwbY nan

Joo

LRSI S R

The ink traces in line 1 seem to spell out the word f1*. Such a
reading is also in line with the expected distance between lines 1 and 2,
as determined by the textual reconstruction of lines 2 and 3 (fig. 4).

AR AN A3 Al e AAR g NN i1 A s qoarrd sl s
AN ANV AL BRI AOAT X IFAS A ARAN AL A%

Figure 4: Textual reconstruction of fragment 48 (Exod 15:2-4)?!

The traces of the last legible letter in line 2 cannot come from an
aleph, but nicely match gimel.?*> The new identification of fragment 48
then reveals a probable agreement between 4QpaleoGen-Exod' and
SP-Exod 15:3 ("23) against MT (w°X). The reading reflected in
4QpaleoGen-Exod' and SP seems to be motivated by the wish to avoid
anthropomorphic references to God, and it may also be related to the
Old Greek reading cuvvtpifwv and/or the Syriac Peshitta reading

4QpaleoGen-Exod' SP MT NRSV
M2]3 M | Annbna M2 M | anntn W M | The Lord is a warrior;
MY M W M| the Lord is his name

19 Skehan, Ulrich, and Sanderson, “11. 4QpaleoGenesis-Exodus!,” 50, suggest
that ink from the letters of the preceding column survived on the right edge of the
fragment, but traces of it are not evident in the PAM and IAA images.

20 Cf. Skehan, Ulrich, and Sanderson, “11. 4QpaleoGenesis-Exodus!,” 50. The
editors do not propose an identification for fragment 48, as they read line 3 incorrectly:
PS5 122

2l Font design: Hila Dayfani and Einat Tamir.

22 The letter is transcribed as a probable resh in the official edition.
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Moreover, fragment 48 provides some insight into the layout of
the Song of the Sea (Exod 15) in 4QpaleoGen-Exod'. The song was
clearly not arranged in an overlapping brick/non-brick format as in
the medieval Jewish tradition, since all three lines are right-justified.
Yet, the reconstructed lines in fragment 48 are somewhat shorter than
the average for the column based on fragment 11, which preserves
Exod 16:2-6 and belongs to the same column.?® This raises the pos-
sibility that there were small blank intervals at points in the song, but
it is impossible to prove this definitively.?*

2.2 Fragment included but not transcribed or identified in the
official edition

Frag. 52: Exod 25:14-15 (IAA 395.26, PAM 42.976)%

Jo ooo[ 1
Jod ®> 2%70[ 2
vacat (bottom margin?) 3

Fragment 52 preserves two lines of text. The third line shows a
blank space, which may represent a vacat or a bottom margin. The iden-
tification of the fragment has been enabled due to the reading of line 2.
The last letter in this line is represented by ink marks that appear above
the line. The only two possible readings of these marks are the letters
lamed or samech. While the reading of lamed does not produce any
possible text, the reading of samech produces only one possible iden-
tification: Exod 25:15. Fortunately, the other traces on the line match
this identification. The first letter is represented by remnants of a letter
base, which can correspond to a bet. The traces of the next letter fit with
a downstroke and head of dalet. Thus, the new identification yields the
following transcription:

23 Image at https://www.deadseascrolls.org.il/explore-the-archive/image/
B-363099. For a detailed material reconstruction of 4QpaleoGen-Exod!, see Dayfani,
“Rethinking the Textual Value of 4Q11,” Textus 30 (2021): 105-129.

24 Cf. the similar situation in 4Q365 and 4Q14, the latter of which may be tex-
tually related to 4Q11, according to Drew Longacre, “A Contextualized Approach to
the Dead Sea Scrolls Containing Exodus” (PhD diss.: University of Birmingham,
2015), 223. The reconstruction of 4QpaleoGen-Exod' based on fragment 48 may also
be compatible with the two-column layout known in medieval Samaritan manuscripts,
e.g., MS London, Or. 6461 (copied in 1339 CE), which can be seen at http://www.
bl.uk/manuscripts/Viewer.aspx ?ref=or_6461_fs001r (folio 65r).

%5 Image at https://www.deadseascrolls.org.il/explore-the-archive/image/
B-362173.



146 HILA DAYFANI — DREW LONGACRE — ANTONY PERROT

]o ooo[ 1
nunn )0t ’S 2%73[n 2
vacat 3

According to the new identification, fragment 52 is directly joined
with fragment 28, which preserves Exod 25:13—15.%° As seen in figure
5, the physical protrusion of the fragments fits well. In addition, the
blank space at the bottom of fragment 28 is in accordance with the
blank space in fragment 52. Based on the textual reconstruction pro-
posed by Skehan, Ulrich, and Sanderson, this space is a vacat, rather
than bottom margin.?’

wawol oo oxHa 5 vasd
x%‘x#m'/#'xlﬂwm‘ a9 Wa:xw‘xww/

!ﬂ/%'_ﬁr%"?"%
Figure 5: Join of fragment 52 with fragment 28

2.3 Unidentified fragment that was not associated with the scroll
so far

Frag. 65: Exod 8:12 (IAA 95.109; PAM 43.699)*

vacat (top margin?) 1
Jowwnaal 2
lel 3

This fragment has not been previously identified. It was catalogued
in the unidentified plates and published as fragment 107 in DJD 33. It
is catalogued as Manuscript 4Q9999 in the Leon Levy Digital Library,
a catalogue number that does not represent an original manuscript, but
rather includes all the unidentified fragments in Cave 4 that have not
been assigned to specific manuscripts.

The fragment is relatively small, with only very poorly preserved
text written in paleo-Hebrew script. We have associated this fragment
with 4Q11 based on both paleographical and material considerations.
Paleographically, the clearly visible letters aleph and he in the second
line match perfectly with 4Q11°s script. Moreover, the fragment shows

26 Tmage at https://www.deadseascrolls.org.il/explore-the-archive/image/B-475374.
27 Skehan, Ulrich, and Sanderson, “11. 4QpaleoGenesis-Exodus',” 43.
28 Image at https://www.deadseascrolls.org.il/explore-the-archive/image/B-504411.
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a shared material feature with other 4Q11 fragments in the peeling of
the upper skin layer.

A top margin or a blank interval is seen in the first line. The
second line is the only legible line in this fragment. The letters /e and
aleph are clear. Furthermore, at the right edge of the second line, one
may observe the remains of a sharp letter’s head, probably represent-
ing dalet or resh. Similarly, the letter after aleph is probably dalet or
resh, represented by the remains of its head and downstroke. At the
end of the line, one may observe a small ink remnant of the next letter.
A curved letter’s head is seen in the third line.

A query of these readings in the Book of Exodus indicates that
there are only three possible identifications of this fragment, all in
Exod 8:12-13, that contain the phrase Y& 95¥. Since fragment 5 i
preserves portions of Exod 8:13, the possible identifications place this
fragment in proximity to fragment 5.

The identification of the fragment with Ex 8:12 seems preferable,
due to the following considerations:

(1) This identification places the new fragment closer to fragment 5.

(2) Asno fragment of 4Q11 preserves a top margin, it is most likely that
the blank space at the top is a vacat. MT places a parasha setuma
after verse 11, while SP attests there a gissa. This identification
would suggest that 4Q11 also divides verses 11 and 12 by the vacat
seen in the first line.

(3) The round letter at the bottom fits better here. It matches with the
letter tet in the word w12 that appears in the next verse.

The join of fragment 65 with fragment 5 i yields the following
transcription:

vacat 1

7ORA Y 2
[]D]na 3
fa] A=) 4

Figure 6: Join of fragment 65 with fragment 5 i
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2.4 Unpublished fragments from IAA plate 395

2.4.1 Frag. 66: Exod 25:21-22 (IAA 395.25; PAM 41.388, 42.803)%

Joof 1
lihn ]ignoto of 2
Joo B[ Jo[ 3

Fragment 66 contains three lines. Lines 1 and 3 are poorly pre-
served and barely legible. Nonetheless, the identification of the fragment
is possible due to the reading of line 2. Traces of the oblique stroke
of the aleph are best seen in the PAM image. Moreover, the ink of the
letters resh and vav have been degraded. These letters, however, can be
recognized by their outlines. Based on these readings, fragment 66 can
only be identified as Exod 25:21-22.

According to this identification, fragment 66 should be joined with
fragment 29, which preserves Exod 25:19-21.% Indeed, the physical
protrusion of the fragment fits perfectly (fig. 7). The joined lines yield
the transcription:

Do) BR {o}TnR bR TR[XR 1
M%7 DR N PARA T 2
nIp]da S[R3

The new identification and join reveal an additional agreement of
4QpaleoGen-Exod' with SP against MT. Incorporating the scribal cor-
rection at the end of the phrase, 4QpaleoGen-Exod' reads with SP and
4QpaleoExod™ 7nx ox 7h[X, “each one to the other one,” in Exod 25:20,
while MT reads »nx %X w°X, “each man to his brother”.3! The phrase
TnR YR 71K refers to the Cherubim, which is also the case in the SP
description of the construction of the Cherubim in Exod 37:9. While it
is uncertain if 4QpaleoGen-Exod' reflects a source in common with SP
and 4QpaleoExod™ or an independent development, it seems that the
reading TrX DX TN is an interpretative change that aims to avoid the
implication that the Cherubim were human beings.?

2 Image at https://www.deadseascrolls.org.il/explore-the-archive/image/B-362171.
The traces of fragment 66 are more legible in PAM 42.803 image, which can be found
at https://www.deadseascrolls.org.il/explore-the-archive/image/B-284770.

30 Image at https://www.deadseascrolls.org.il/explore-the-archive/image/B-475422.

31 Cf. Skehan, Ulrich, and Sanderson, “11. 4QpaleoGenesis-Exodus!,” 43. The
editors read inx Sx ®3[x. However, the first two letters were not easily legible before the
join, and the last letter is clearly dalet, rather than vav. Note that the dalet is part of a
scribal correction, since it seems to have been written over another letter. Perhaps the
scribe originally wrote 1°nX as in MT and then corrected it to TnX.

3 The identification of the Cherubim as winged children appears in b. Hag. 13b;
Suk 5b. This identification is documented also in medieval sources. For discussion and
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P

"'Mx/ v saargad o yavspasves N alosd
Sl Y
PP . M-/Mt Aol grnard o arsyasaie wa sy
s Lo g CIVINA NS IV N, CY Y NN AN AT AR g _»f/ L WL

Figure 7: Join of fragment 66 with fragment 29

2.4.2 Frag. 67: Exod 28:28? (IAA 395.9; PAM 42.803)%

Jlo[ 1
17987 Syn[ 2
15[ ol 3

Fragment 67 is tiny and amounts to three fragmentary lines. Of
these, only line 2 is legible. The ink marks in line 1 are probably remnants
of the base of a letter, possibly bet, kaf, mem, nun, or pe. Given the
secure reading of line 2, it can be identified in two possible ways,
namely, as: (1) Exod 28:28; or (2) Exod 39:21. Both may fit the addi-
tional traces on the fragment. 4QpaleoGen-Exod' does not preserve any
text from Exod 36:36 onwards, but two other fragments preserve the
text of Exod 28.34 The identification of fragment 67 as Exod 28:28 thus
seems most probable.

3. IMPLICATIONS

In this study, we have proposed new identifications for eight hitherto
unidentified fragments of 4QpaleoGen-Exod': fragments 41, 44, 4648,
52, 65-67. These new identifications first and foremost contribute to
our understanding of the state of the scroll before its deterioration and
of its content.

The proposed identifications also provide insight on the textual
and material analysis of 4QpaleoGen-Exod'. Textually speaking, the new
fragments and readings provide more affinities of 4QpaleoGen-Exod'
with SP (fragments 48, 66). Given the fragmentary state of the scroll
and the inconclusive situation regarding its textual classification, these

references, see Raanan Eichler, “Cherub: A History of Interpretation,” Biblica 96 (2015):
26-38. For further discussion of such literalizing tendencies, see Longacre, *“Contextualized
Approach,” 188-190. For the presence of interpretative readings in 4QpaleoGen-Exod!,
see Dayfani, “Rethinking,” 122-129.

3 Image at https://www.deadseascrolls.org.il/explore-the-archive/image/B-362139.

3 Fragments 36, 37. See images at https://www.deadseascrolls.org.il/explore-the-
archive/image/B-475382 at https://www.deadseascrolls.org.il/explore-the-archive/
image/B-475350, respectively. For the transcription, see Skehan, Ulrich, and Sanderson,
“11. 4QpaleoGenesis-Exodus',” 46-47.



150 HILA DAYFANI — DREW LONGACRE — ANTONY PERROT

agreements may prove valuable to the analysis of the scroll’s text and
its relation to other copies of Exodus from Qumran.*

The new identifications also shed light on the materiality of
4QpaleoGen-Exod. In some cases, they reveal direct or distant joins of
the fragments discussed and other preserved fragments. The new joins
might reveal repeated damage patterns in the fragments that were caused
when the scroll was rolled up. These, as well as material features in par-
ticular fragments, such as seam remains (fragment 44), may contribute to
the material reconstruction of 4QpaleoGen-Exod'.

An additional implication of the new identifications is related
to the arrangement of Exod 15. Even though only one small fragment
preserves the Song of the Sea in 4QpaleoGen-Exod' (fragment 48), it
indicates that the layout of the song in the scroll was different from that
of medieval Jewish manuscripts, though there may have been space for
some small blank intervals in the reconstructed lines.

Hila DAYFANI
University of Oxford

Drew LONGACRE
Qumran Institute,
University of Groningen

Antony PERROT

Ecole Pratique des Hautes Etudes,

Paris Science et Lettres /

Faculté Libre de Théologie Evangélique
de Vaux-sur-Seine

35 For discussions of the textual classification of 4QpaleoGen-Exod!, see e.g.
Emanuel Tov, “The Biblical Texts from the Judaean Desert: An Overview and Analysis
of Published Texts,” in The Bible as Book: The Hebrew Bible and the Judaean Desert
Discoveries, ed. Edward D. Herbert and Emanuel Tov (London: British Library,
2002), 154; Armin Lange, “2.2.1 Ancient, Late Ancient, and Early Medieval Manu-
script Evidence,” in Textual History of the Bible, ed. Armin Lange and Emanuel Tov,
consulted online on 11 March 2021 at http://dx.doi.org/10.1163/2452-4107_thb_COM_
0002020100; Longacre, “Contextualized Approach,” 188—189.
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