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[13]The Materiality and Textuality of Numbers in Qumran and the Judaean Desert Sites

Kirsten M. Schdfers, University of Bonn

From a statistical perspective, the book of Numbers is the least often preserved book of the
Pentateuch in Qumran and the fragmentary state of the evidence poses severe problems for any
evaluation.! At the same time, the evidence contains numerous variants and alternative versions
when compared to the Numbers compositions known from MT, SP, and LXX. Even though
available since the 1990ies, this corpus has never been analyzed comprehensively and the focus
of research has often been limited to special aspects, esp. in 4QNum®, 4QRP and 4QLXXNum.?
Recently, new insights into the characteristics of textual production and textual transmission
alike have taken up the double perspective of materiality and textuality. Taking into account
non-linear processes, variance as a quality of textuality and densification of Sinnbeziigen in the
course of production and transmission have proven to develop the outcomes of textual history
and literary history. When not only guided by the search for the “Urtext”’, when not only aiming
at eliminating errors and discriminating original and secondary readings, a deeper
understanding of the variant textuality of the 3rd cent BCE—1st cent CE (and beyond) can be

achieved.?

This article will review the extant evidence with special attention to the interplay of material
and textual features in the analysis of the scrolls. The first part will provide an overview of the
preserved evidence. The second part will present a synoptic analysis of the preserved overlaps
between the MSS. The last part will discuss 4QLev—Num?, 4QNum®, 4QRP™ and
4QLXXNum in greater detail.

* ] am indebted to Luis Liitkehellweg (Leuven/Bonn) and Dominik Schlaufl (Bonn) for their meticulous proof
reading. All remaining errors are mine, of course.

! The article treats the MSS considered to be textual witnesses for the book of Numbers and excludes the reception
and citation of Numbers in the rest of the Dead Sea Scrolls as well as the evidence of 4QTest (4Q175). For a list
of cases, see Lange and Weigold, Biblical Quotations, esp. 88—95. For a less recent overview, see Pike, “Book of
Numbers,” 175-93.

2 See the discussion below § 3.

3 Cf. Schifers, Textentstehung; Schifers, “Evidence.”



[14]1. The Evidence for the Book of Numbers in the MSS from Qumran and the Other

Judaean Desert Sites

Text from the book of Numbers is attested in 15 fragmentary manuscripts (MSS) from the caves
near Hirbet Qumran, Wadi Murabba‘at, Nahal Hever, and Nahal Se’elim.* The evidence covers
(partial) text from all chapters of Numbers except for ch. 6. This evidence has been listed and
evaluated by D. M. Pike, N. Jastram, A. Lange, and K. Schifers.’> The following overview

summarizes and updates the information and results contained in these publications.

Table 2.1 presents an overview of the manuscripts, their paleographical dating, the number of
fragments, the word count (fully preserved and partial), and the covered (partial) text passages.b
The word count given by Jastram (J) and Lange (L) is different for several reasons. Jastram
specifies the word count for Numbers only in those MSS which include more books than
Numbers (1Q3; 4QLev—Num?; MurGen—Ex.Num?), but their counting differs in other cases
(4QLXXNum; 4QNum®), too.

Even though material from all chapters but Num 6 is attested, there are not many overlaps
between the frags., esp. when compared to the situation for the other books of the Pentateuch.’
Table 2.2 lists the passages in which overlapping text (parts of words or words) has been

preserved.®

Many preserved overlaps concern only scattered words or parts thereof, while others do help to
further contextualize variant readings in the scrolls as the following overview will show. The
scarcity of preserved overlaps is one reason why textual research on Numbers has mostly dealt

with the single

* For the five unprovenanced Numbers MSS, most of which were deemed forgeries, see the list with bibliography
in Kjeldsberg, Justnes, and Deborah, “Database;” Tigchelaar, “Provisional List,” and the discussion in Elgvin and
Langlois, “Looking Back.”

5 Pike, “Book of Numbers,” esp. 168-75; Jastram, “Numbers, book of;” Lange, Handschriften, 37-42, 55, 6669,
79-83, on which Lange, “2.2.1 Manuscript Evidence,” 23-52, is also based; Schifers, Textentstehung, esp. 141—
176; Schéfers, “Evidence,” esp. 173-88, 231-6. For Numbers in the lists of manuscripts, see DJD 39 and Tov,
Revised Lists. For a less recent overview in the textual history of Numbers, see also Rdsel, “Textiiberlieferung.”

® Larger text ranges have been summarized and marked with an asterisk *. The data is compiled from Jastram,
“Numbers, book of;” Lange, Handschriften, 37-42, 55, 66-69, 79-83, and the (re-)editions listed in the
bibliography at the end of the article. All information was updated to the latest status quo to the best of my
knowledge by February 2025.

7 See the lists in Lange, Handschriften, 561-65.

8 The list has been compiled from a review of all overlaps by the author. To my knowledge, there is no
comprehensive list of the overlaps available for Numbers. The list in Lange, Handschriften, 565, mentions only
the four overlaps between 4QNum® and 5/6HevNum?®; XHev/SeNum® and is thus incomplete.
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[15]

Word count  Word count (partial) text from
MS Date (J/L) Frags. J L Numbers
1QpaleoLev-Num® 5, |0 pop 13 8 108 1:48-50; 36:7-8?
1Q3)
2QNum* (2Q6) ca. 40-60 CE 2 2 24 3:38-41, 51; 4:1-3
2QNum® (2Q7) 33:47, 49, 51-53
(+2Q29 1, 32)i 30-1 BCE ! 19 19 (23:5-7[8])
2QNum* (2Q8) ca. 20-50 CE? 1 4 4 7:88
2QNum® (2Q9) 1 3 3 18:3-19
1:1-5:9%; 8:7—
13:22%; 18:267;
4QLev—Num® 22:5-6,22-24; 26:5—
Pronet 150-100 BCE 104 710 1073 05 6o
12-13; 32:8-33:54%*;
35:4-5
11:31-13:24%;

b . ’
4QNum® (4Q27) 30BCE20CE 105 1528 1517 By
4QLXXNum 3:392, 40-43, 50—
(4Q121)/Ra 803 25BCE25CE - 23 134 185 512; 4:12, 5-9, 11-16

14:16-20, X; 33:31—
A 33,38-39, 41-42
b iv o o ] > >
4QRP® (4Q364) 75-50 BCE 67 792 4549 00r14a 17
18 before Deut 2:8)
1:1-5; 3:26-30;
. 4:47-49+7:1; 7:78—
i?‘lél;,,(‘(‘%ggga) 75-50 BCE 67 1204 10:3%; 13:12-30%;
: 15:26-28; X; 17:20—
24:27:11436:1-2
29:14, 16-24, 32-39;
d o e B B 9
4QRP* (4Q366) 75-50 BCE 5 123 IR
5/6HevNum® 1-30 CE/50-68 g
S/oHevlay o 4 16 16 19:2-4; 20:7-8
XHev/SeNum® 1-30 CE/50-100 P
XHeviSe2) o 1 95 95 27:2-13; 28:11-12
MurGen-Ex.Num 75-125 CE 7 31 260 34:10; 36:7-11
(Mur 1)
34SeNum (34Se2) 2 4 18:21; 19:112

Notes for table 2.1:

Table 2.1: Numbers MSS from the Sites in the Judaean Desert



! There is disagreement on how to assign the fragments of 1Q3: The editor of in DJD 1, M. Baillet thought of three
or four MSS in frags. 1-15, 16-21, 22-23, 24. Ulrich, “Revised Edition,” reassigned frags. 1-11, 12?, 157 to
1QpaleoLev—Num? and frags. 16-19, 22-23 and possibly 12, 15, 20 to 1QpaleoLev® (1QpaleoLev—Num®) with
leaving uncertain frags. 12—15, 20-21, 24. Tov, “D. Biblical Texts,” 169, has two MSS (1QpaleoLev: frags. 1-7,
22-24 and 1QpaleoNum: frags. 8-21). Tov, Revised Lists, 6, distinguishes three scrolls: 1QpaleoLev—Num® (frags.
1-15), 1QpaleoNum® (frags. 16-21), and 1QpaleoLev® (frags. 22-23) and thus affirms the initial hypothesis of
Baillet but disregards frag. 24. For frag. 16, an identification with text from Num 1 or 4 is discussed and thus leads
to the shifting names of the proposed MSS. For an overview on the older history of research, see Lange,
Handschriften, 66—67.

i The 2QNum MSS are differentiated paleographically, while 2QNum® could also belong to 2QNum®. A
reassignment of 2Q29 (Unidentified frags.) 1, 3 with 2QNum® for has been proposed by Tigchelaar, “Qumran
Cave 2 Fragment.” He identifies 2Q29 1 with partial text from Num 23:5-7[8] and lists several possibilities of
identification for the partial text in frag. 3 with Num 32:4-5; 13:22-23; 15:25-26 or 15:28-29.

i Pike, “Book of Numbers,” 167, identified a new join for a small frag. to frag. 35, which confirmed Ulrich’s
reconstruction §3 993 7%[vn1 of Num 4:3a in line 8 in DJD 12, 165. The frag. was not mentioned in DJD 12, and
cannot be seen on plate XXVII and the older 1959 photograph of PAM 43.035
(https://www.deadseascrolls.org.il/explore-the-archive/image/B-284276), but is now present on the 2012 infrared

image of Plate 419, frag. 2 (https://WWW.deadseascrolls.org.il/explore-the—archive/image/B-363023), New joins

and identifications have been proposed for fourteen frags. in 4QLev—Num? for the hitherto unidentified frags. 75—
104, joining six of them to frags. already in place, cf. Tigchelaar, “Identifying.” Among other matches, frag. 88
was joined to frag. 67 thus identifying the hitherto unsure text as Num 30:13. A reidentification was also proposed
for frag. 66 (Num 13:20-21 not 30:3). No variant readings for Numbers have emerged in the process, except for
the defective spelling X7 instead of X¥1 (MT SP) in Num 30:13.

[16]

¥ Due to a long debate about classifying 4QRP texts as “Rewritten Bible” or as “Pentateuch MSS,” they have not
always been counted into the lists as Pentateuch MSS, cf. DJD 39, 165-70, but see their later inclusion in Tov,
Revised Lists, 112—13, and cf. Tov, “Forms,” 17-8; Tov, “4QReworked Pentateuch,” 77. For the history of
research, see Zahn, “Problem;” Zahn, “Talking,” and the articles collected in Crawford, Text, 195-281.

V' 5/6HevNum® frag. 3 was initially named 5/6Hev41. The older XHev/SeNum® (XHev/Sel) has undergone
reassignment and was included into 5/6HevNum® as frags. 1-2, 4, cf. DJD 38, 133-35, 137.

¥iTn DJD 39, 97, the seven frags. of Mur 1 are attributed to three MSS (Mur Gen?®; MurExod; MurNum). Lange,
Handschriften, 55, hints to the paleographical similarities and the reconstructable large measurements of the
columns and therefore advocates for assigning them to one large MS, as was already proposed by Milik in DID 2,
75. See also the adjusted presentation in Tov, Revised Lists, 90.

[17]

Num

1:1-5a 4QLev—Num?* 4QRP*¢

3:40-41 2QNum? 4QLXXNum

3:51-4:3, 2QNum® 4QLev—Num?® 4QLXXNum

5-9,11-12 3:51-4:3 3:51?, 4:2,
4:5-9,11-12

4:47— 4QLev—Num?* 4QRP*¢

5:1[7:1]

8:11-12 4QLev—Num?* 4QRP*¢

12:3-11 4QLev—Num?®  4QNum®



https://www.deadseascrolls.org.il/explore-the-archive/image/B-284276
https://www.deadseascrolls.org.il/explore-the-archive/image/B-363023

13:12-24 4QLev—Num®  4QNum® 4QRP®

(v.21)
19:2-4(?) 4QNum® 5/6HevNum®
22:5-6 4QLev—Num?®  4QNum®
26:5-7 4QLev—Num?®  4QNum®
27:2-10 4QNum® XHev/SeNum®
29:16-18 4QNum®  4QRPH
Num 4QNum® 4QRP¢
30:1-
[Deut
16:13-14]
32:23-30, 4QLev—Num?®  4QNum®
35-39, 41—
42
33:31-32 4QLev—Num? 4QRP®
33:4553  2QNum® 4QLev—Num®  4QNum® 4QRP®
(27:11; 4QNum® 4QRP° this is an overlap in a broader sense
36:1-2)

Table 2.2: Numbers Passages with Overlapping Preserved Text

[18]manuscripts only, comparing them to MT SP LXX, and has treated the bulk of evidence
mostly in an abstract statistical manner. At the same time, the variety of cases attested in the
few preserved overlaps impressively mirrors the breadth of material and textual phenomena
which constitute the variant textuality in the third cent. BCE to the first cent. CE. Starting off
with the preserved overlaps should be the most basic and natural thing to do when analyzing
the evidence. In Numbers research, however, it is an unconventional way to approach the
material. This can be explained by the unsatisfying evidence. Albeit, it is an important step in
order to paint a realistic and detailed picture and to not bury what we really know under abstract

statistics and deductions.

The texts are given in full scale synopsis for three reasons: 1) The editions do not explicitly highlight
the overlaps in the text. 2) The variant lists in the editions are often incomplete due to the chronology
of publication. 3) No synoptic edition including all the texts was published up until now. The
physically preserved textual overlaps are highlighted in bold. Reconstructions (grey) follow the DJD
editions and thus display the choice of the editor where to reconstruct with SP or MT. They have to
be used with extra caution, because they are often produced on the sole basis of the general textual
character and cannot always be anchored in a presumed length of the line and letter count.
Consequently, reconstructions will only be discussed in selected cases. Moreover, the list will
display and discuss only the variants in the preserved overlaps exhaustively (excluding
morphological differences), not all extant variants in the respective frags.” Since only the
overlapping parts of the respective frags. are the focus of the list, larger frags. are not necessarily
cited with the whole preserved text but only the overlapping passages. The texts are given in an

® All DSS texts taken from DJD. The sigla used in the comparison refer to the following editions: MT: BHS; SP:
Tal, Samaritan Pentateuch; LXX: Wevers, Numeri.

5



approximate depiction of the (reconstructed) shape of the frags. so that the material dimension is
discernible as detailed as possible in the present.’:ltion.10 Num 27:2-10; 32:23-30, 35-39, 41-42 are
not part of the synopsis for reasons of limited space. The material evidence of vacats, margins,
scribal habits etc. will be discussed in selected cases, see also § 3.

10 The data is compiled based on the (re-)editions listed in the bibliography at the end of the article, Ulrich, Biblical
Qumran Scrolls (hereafter: BQS), and Perrin, “Variants.”
6



[19]2. A Synoptic Analysis of the Preserved Overlaps between the MSS

Num 1:1-5a
4QLev—Num? frag. 27 (8 words) 4QRP* frag. 26a-b (9 words)

[ R 2 I ] 1
[ ]2 wxo o[ Javy[ ] 2

[ ] vacat | ] 3
[NP3Wwn maw3a 3w wInR TR TV AR 210 D272 AW X M 12 24 [>3wn wTIm? T]ARA T YMIR2 5190 N27A[2 7w o8 i 1271 4

[an2ar n°2% annown? HRIWY 232 NTY 92 WRI DR ORY 2 nRD 03n] PRn onre 25 2113 N7y W[R] DR XW 2 R 00xn 98K[72 onxeh nawn mwa) 5
. L el . ORI

[17750 PRI 2 ®2X KW 9D 77un1 MW 0wy 120 an?a7a7 107 D] mmw apena 26 [xw
. . . MW 2wy j2n 3 anhaRiae Nk ans 95oma a[n1ax n°17 amnown?) 6

[1°’n2x M2% WX WOR AuAb WOR WX 1Y 030K 4 10K IR on]Rax® ang 27 [ovm

NVAYY © MR 12 MROHR J2IRT? DONR TAYY WK DWIRT Maw AR S RiF 2 S ST .

[pomw? P ey ' PR TTRYT UK SN TR ] R 28 4 5997K1 DK DMRAXD BMR 7PN SRAG[*2 K2 KL 917] 7
[0on]R

AR J8[°]A% 1R 102k WM WK aon? (WK WK v 8

[mnw

[20]V. 1: 4QLev-Num® 1. 25 y7xn MT SP LXX vs. 4QRP* 1. 5 4%&[»

A scribal error by metathesis, which was corrected since cancellation dots above and under the resh are discernible. The tsade should also have them, but is too fragmentary, cf.
DJD 13,299.

V. 2: 4QLev—Num?® 1. 26 0023737 157 213 niaw 190ma MT SP an?a23% 157 93 maw 19013 vs. 4QRPC 1. 6 om2a21% mnw an3 19on1a vs. LXX kotd apBpov £€ ovopatog adtdv, Kot
KEQAATV a0T@dV 3 TG Gpony ...

The + 2n3 in 4QRP* cannot be traced back to a harmonization with another verse in the census. Rather, a larger contextual and hermeneutical logic seems to motivate it. The
results of the census are documented in the following verses. Thus, Moses has not only taken the census, but has also written down the results (as he has written down the words
of YHWH, cf. Exod 24:4; 34:27, and the words of the 771, cf. Deut 31:9, 24, see also v. 19, 22). At the same time, 157 73 is absent in 4QRP¢. It is plausible that 4QLev—Num?®
had the same text as MT SP, like the reconstruction suggests, since the scroll often (but by no means always) reads like MT. Nevertheless, faced with only the preserved kaph in
1. 26, we cannot be sure and exclude the reading am?3713% 203 MW 19011 or something entirely different. The reading becomes even more suspicious in light of LXX, where 95
727 is only present at the beginning of v. 3 and seems out of order, too (cf. its likely absence in VL). The text of LXX has further peculiarities of its own with the preposition kotd
for 3, the additional preposition £¢£ which has no counterpart in the Hebrew witnesses, the sg. dvopatog in the place of the pl. mnw, and the additional possessive pronoun a0tV
not displayed in MT SP. While the xotd and the advt®dv seem to reflect stylistic choices of the translator, cf. Wevers, Notes, 23, the sg. 6vopotog and the €€ seem to hint to a
variance in the Vorlage or a reworking of the text in Greek. In all other cases in Num 1, the phrase is translated as katd 4p1Ouodv dvopdrov avtdv, cf. Num 1:18, 20, 22, 24[36%%X]
etc. (but see Num 3:40, 43 LXX for £ 6vopatog). In the text known from MT SP [4QLev—Num?®], however, the 731 93 is itself likely to be a harmonizing addition which is

7



substantiated by the fact that v. 18 does not have it in its execution notice to the divine command from v. 2. Only in v. 20 (Ruben), 22 (Simeon) does the element occur, all other
tribes do not have it in the formulaic introduction. It is only in Num 3:15-43 that the mustering of “all male” is in the focus and is a frequent formulaic element of the list. In Num
1:20, 22 the phrase is 727 93 an?373% MW 79013, which is the exact same word order as in Num 1:2b-3a"*X, A stylistic change of text by the translator in LXX as suspected by
Wevers, Notes, 3, becomes relatively unlikely in view of these observations. LXX has rather harmonized to v. 20, 22 (be it autonomously or on the basis of the sequence known
from MT) or had already a Vorlage with the alternative sequence, thus representing a second form of the harmonized formula different from the one in MT SP [4QLev—Num?].
A harmonizing omission in view of v. 18 explaining the shorter reading in 4QRP*, as proposed by Perrin, “Variants,” 149, is relatively unlikely in view of these observations,
although we do not have v. 20, 22 extant in 4QRP*. This view is further corroborated by the following example. For Num 3:28, we have a unique text plus in 4QRP* frag. 27:4
(197 95 Minw 9on2 > MT SP 51 0 1o0ma LXX katd apduodv iy dpoevikov) [2 1 |where the text seems to harmonize (quite oddly) to the often found combination n»w 29012 (cf.
esp. Num 3:40, 43), while 131 73 mnw 19011 is only found in Num 1:2 MT SP. The variance of formulaic elements and their (inconsequent) harmonization is a typical phenomenon
for the variant textuality witnessed in the DSS and also in LXX and SP, cf. Schéfers, Textentstehung, 214, 224-26, 228, 238; Schifers, Evidence, 201, 21013, 223.

V. 4 4QLev—Num? 1. 28 &3 MT SP x177 vs. 4QRP¢ i[*]:» LXX £covtau the latter harmonizing (already in the Vorlage?) with the beginning of v. 4 and also v. 44.

The transition from the Leviticus to Numbers is not preserved in 4QLev—Num®. 4QRP* has a blank, probably extending over the full line, setting apart Num 1:1 from the preceding
text. This text is not identified and may have contained the end of Lev in a different version, with 7x7]¥° 12 13 perhaps corresponding to Y%7 *12 in Lev 29:34, cf. DID 13, 299;
Zahn, Rethinking, 109.

Num 3:40-41

2QNum?® frag. 1 (2 words 4QLXXNum frags. 1-5 (3 words
g

[2*nw 17121 7R wn ]
[7X87W° %12 nanwn? wipna nnlwn 1
[2>¥%7 >7pPD 9339 Ny 2pn M 2
[377° %0 9v 197K Awn 70 TJwR 3
[779m1 w7 j2n 201 9o anmoen 4 1] Joe[ ]
[ oy ol S 2 [heyov Jopuncov] mov TpoToTokov opcev]
[M37 719292 Tpn wn ox i MR Y0 6 3 [tov vi]ev IopomA an[o pnviaiov Kot erovo]
[n& &Y 799m) w20 oxwe 10127 7 4 ko La]Be Tov ap@pov] avtov e€ ovopatod]
[*2 o177 nx nnp1 * anaw q]den 8 5 [* ko Amyet toug Aguitalg spot eym -]
[P8w° °122 902 92 nin i AR 9 6 [ovt movtov Jtov mploTtotokmy Tov vimv]
[Mam22 02 %2 nnn o9 nnma k] 10 7 [IoponA kot to ktn]vn tfov Asvitmv avrt]

8 [mrovtov TV Tp]OTOTOK®V] £V TOIG KTNVEGLV]




9 [twv viov lopanh *? kot en[soreyoto Movong]
10 [ov tpomov eve]tgthaz(o -- ovTtmi]

11 [rav Tpwtotokov ev to]ig viotg lopa

12 [nA] [* ko eyevero mav mpotoltoke[v a]pogy

13 [kato apBpov €& ovopatog amjo punf[viaiov]

Two partly overlapping words. No variants in the overlapping text of the two scrolls, so that the peculiarities of the 4QLXX frags. for 3:40-43 cannot be contrasted with an
ancient Hebrew text witness, but see the next overlap and also below § 3.




[22]Num 3:51-4:3, 5-9, 11-12

4QLev—Num? frags. 32 ii, 34 i-36 (13 words and 14 words)

2QNum® frag. 2 (13 words)

4QLXXNum frags. 6, 7-14, 12 ii, 15-22 (14 words)

™a25[7 177K 15
[ 1] vacat Alwn JAR 550 71y wR 7 0 9] 6

NMOWK? M7 %12 TINA NAR *12 WRD IR KW 2 IR 1R P[0 Jawn D8] M ]9 41T
naab

2382 1R Mw[v]? ®3%H R[2 9o mw osb[»]n §2 593 Ty mw] owhw jan 3 onax 8
A

(17 manan Jwoaa 1[121 1ax k]335 5 I wi[p 791]A Saxa[ nap v12 JhTav Alkr Y19

2795 732 1w]191 win My 2103 19y 1101° JNTea POR DR 73] 1091 701]A3 1379 AR 10
[n7on

NRY NYR]E AR 179Y 13031 19on0 732 Ww]RD° B3[197] 1w w1 7 [1072 1mw] ahvnon 11
[noo7

(3w ny?n 1933 &y w91 © o 19y ana o]a e e[ i Jeasn nRy 12

NRY R ]ANIA AR[ 1091 1950 732 1mRR]3 0 T2 AR e win Y[y 10073 Jink 1037 13
[0

99 Ny Ak ana 0] amaf 77 10w qws w193 93 R A nnnna nRY a[npon nxi] 14
[7°90

0912 1]AR 1021 APS[N 7]33[ w120 271 mam Y9y u]ian By unn wnn [ noon 9x] 15
[y

733 88 3085 B3[P 02 10w WwR nwi 022 90 nx Rl 2 172 nr ey win] 16
[n2o]n

[2>7977 00 PR wn Inn !
[ wrD M o0 Sy ]eaab[y x|
[ Imwn nR[ M) 2
[R7 1178 980 awn 2R M a2 41 3
[17 >332 710 nAp 212 Jwe aR[ xw1?] 4
[0owow 12 ¥ onax A apa[own?] 5
[maw oownn 12 791 A]9vm a[w] 6
[797 9xa maKDn Mwyh 832 1R29[0] 7

bottom margin

6,1][ ne]vre o[Aovg 1(v.50?)
2 aplywpifov 1(v.51?)

7,1 [*! Movony kot JAgpev] Aeyov ? hoPe 10 kepa]

[lines 2—9 missing]

10] Teel Tel ]
11 [viot avtov otav e€opnt In, wopepPorn]

12 [kon keO]erov[ct]v To[ kotamet]aoua T[o]
13 [ovokialo]v Ko KaTako[A0\yousty ev ov]
14 [totmy «iBo]tov to[v paptoplov © xalt emt]
15 [Oncovowy e av]te [kotakorvppe dlep[io]
16 [vaxwvOvov kot emParovcty €x avTnV]

17 [watiov oAov vakwvOvov avmbev]

18 [icou SiepPorovoty Toug alpznpag 7 ko]

19 [emt v tpomelay TV TpolKeuevny €

20 [mPorovoty em ooty ]atiov v[o]kvOu

21 [vov kat dwoovaty e afutny, Ta T[pJufit

22 [a ko tog Huickog Kot T]Joug Kvaboug Kot
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[24]V. 3: 4QLev—Num?® 1. 8 2*¥%w 2QNum?® 1. 5 [0°w7w] MT SP owhw vs. LXX gikoot koi névte (harmonizing to Num 8:24).
BQS hints to 2QNum® most likely supporting the reading in 4QLev—Num?®1. 8 MT SP, as the reconstructed length of 1. 5 would
not have extra space for 0wy wWnr or WM oWy,

V. 7: 4QLev—Num? 1. 12 037 nw[»> nx1 ] MT SP 9011 mwp nX1 ~ LXX kai t& omovdela, v oig onévdel < 4QLXXNum 1. 23
[to omovdela ev 01¢ ome]vdel ev avtolg d ¢ n group.

Wevers, “Early Revision,” 236*, has initially discarded the additional v avtoig as “quite unnecessary,” but has later pointed
to Exod 25:29(28Y%X), which might have motivated the translation here, cf. Wevers, Notes, 59. The case shows how the
densification of accumulating references is also present in the so-called textual [25]history, not only in literary history. In
addition, the parallel witness of the d ¢ n group is important as it highlights once more that these text groups have also
transmitted old readings and should not be discarded as late and irrelevant too easily. The relations of these text groups (as of
the b group, too) to the earliest Hebrew and Greek witnesses in Qumran is not sufficiently understood, yet, see Schifers,
“Eigenart.” For 4QLXXNum, the case is typical. There is no general tendency of adding or leaving out the prepositional
phrases in agreement with LXX or MT: In V. 7 1. 19-20, e.g., the reconstruction suggests that the scroll had g[mifalovcy en
avtnv] LXX émBorobow én” adtry, cf. v. 8 > MT SP w19, The reconstruction in 4QLev—Num? 1. 11 ]3> also has little
space for an additional Y%, but since the next variant affects the same lacuna, one cannot be sure. With 1. 21 kot dwcovot en
aJurny, MT SP 5y 1nn > LXX, 4QLXXNum most likely has the additional phrase as in MT, which is again missing in LXX,
but was noted in Hex under an Asterisk, cf. Wevers, “Early Revision,” 235*. On the variants in v. 7, see also Kotz¢, “Debated
Hebrew Term,” esp. 60—66.

V. 8: 4QLev—Num? 1. 12 933 a7°%[v MT 732 0799 4QLXXNum 1. 25-6 e Joaptnv warov LXX én” avtiv ipdtiov vs. SP
732 M105 oYY,

V. 8 4QLev—Num® 1. 13 172 nX vw1 MT 1772 nX 7wt > SP 172 mw vs. 4QLXXNum 1. 27-28 kof1] [epforovoty 61 avtng toug
Japrnpag vs. LXX kai dtepporotory dt” antilg ToVg avapopeis, see also v. 6, 11, but cf. v. 12 4QLXXNum.

Reconstruction suggests the additional 61’ avtfic also in 4QLXXNum. The same conclusion pertains to the missing equivalent
avtod for the Hebrew ePP, which is also missing in v. 6, but is most likely there in v. 11, thus corresponding to LXX. There
is an extensive debate on the inner Greek recensional character of the equivalent for 72 in 4QLXXNum aptip instead of LXX
avopopevg, see Wevers, “Early Recension,” 236-7%*; Ulrich, “Septuagint Manuscripts,” 72-3; Petersen, “Analysis,” 488-9.
V. 11: 4QLev—Num? . 15 n?3[n 732 MT SP n%on 732 LXX ipdtiov vokivowov vs. 4QLXXNum L. 5 [ipotio vaki]vOwa.

The alleged pl. in 4QLXXNum is unusual. Wevers “Dead Sea Scolls,” 9 suspects and intervention by the scribe/translator.

V. 12: 4QLev—Num? 1. 16 7& 3in3i MT SP X 11011 4QLXXNum 1. 10 ka1 fncovoty e1¢ vs.(?) LXX kai EpBarodoy gic. Wevers,
“Early Revision,” 236%*, thinks of a “literalism” revising towards MT, but the use of equivalents provides no clear picture, see
Tov, “Biblical Greek Texts,” 359—60.

The cases impressively show how difficult it is to contextualize the readings of 4QLXXNum within a framework other than
agreements with MT or LXX.

23 [to 6movoELn €V 01¢ GTTE[VOEL EV AVTOLG
24 [0t o1 0pTOoL 01 d10. TOVT]OG ET AVTNL EGO
25 [vror ® kot emBolovsty em Japzny oty
26 [0V KOKKIVOV KoL KOADYOLGL]V, VTNV KO,
27 [Moppatt deppotvot voktviver ket
28 [epforovoty dt ovTNG TOVS |apTNPOS
29 [7 ot ApyovTal inotiov ok 0oy Kog
30 [KoAvyovaty TV Avyvioy ¢ oeEMS
31 [Kxot Toug Avyvovg awtng Kot tag AaBda]g ow,
[lines 32—34 missing]
frags. 12 ii, 15-22
[lines 1-4 missing]
5 [wartio voxktvlve kot koA vyJov[oy ov]
6 [to kaAvppa]t deppatvayt v[o]kwvlw|wt]
7 ko g[Lpar]opoty Tovg aptn[plelg Jefvtov]
8 12 ko Anyovtoy, mavta to ok[eun ta Act]tovp]
9 ya ooa Ag[t]to[v]pyovoty ev[ cvtolg ev]
10 [t]oxg a[yo1c ke Onoovety 1[¢ otiov]
11 [vaxwdvov kot KgAvyovow| auto KoV
12 [pott depp]otvat vakv[6vot Kot emt]

13 [Oncovow e[ Japrmpog [ kot sxomodia]
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[26]Num 4:47-5:1[7:1]

4QLev—Num? frags. 34 ii, 4647 (3 words) 4QRP* frag. 28 (3 words)
[772v N2y 729 %[ 827 92 maw oowan 12 T [3hvm b o’[wow 1an 7] 12 [1o771 8 799 Dmxa xwn N3] P [amay nmay na R3a[ 0] 1
[nIxm wam 02098 naaw o7 Tee v 48 19 baxa ’[wn n7a] 13 [7°2 omix 7p9 i1 00 219 40 wwt mxn wam 02858 NI omnpD 2
[Py woR wOR Awn 102 oMR [T M [0 v Y oo 14 [FwI7 DR T Mg AR TR IWWR 931 N7 DY wR R a[n] 3
[ vacat W DR T MR R B[7p01 Wwn Hy1n7av] 15 [ ] vacat | 14
[787w° 232 IR R 2 [R5 awn DR i a7 116 [N IR WP IR 7w 19w ]AE R ovpe awwe nva aifa o 1 5

bottom margin

V. 49: 4QLev—Num?® 1. 15 ¥[7791 MT SP 11p91 vs. 4QRP° 17791 LXX koi éneokénnoay.
V. 49: 4QLev—Num? 1. 15 7R 4QRP¢ “wr MT wK vs. SP 2wk> LXX(?) ov tpomov.

The variance in small elements like prepositions and ePPs is typical for 4QRP° and does not exhibit a clear cut tendency of reading against resp. with LXX or SP, while 4QLev—
Num* has less variation but still, in its variants, agrees with MT as often as it disagrees with MT (and LXX), and has a considerable number of independent readings, see the
discussion below in § 3.

4QRP¢ displays an alternative sequence with Num 4:49 followed by 7:1 and not 5:1 as in 4QLev—Num® MT SP. The sequence is often explained as motivated by the common
theme “temple service” in ch. 4 and 7, into which the laws in Num 5-6 do not seem to fit and disturb the narrative progression, cf. DJD 13, 302; Zahn, Rethinking, 117-118. At
the same time, there is a certain logic in the placement of the laws after Num 14 in the composition of Numbers, since the laws secure that the possible human dangers threatening
the holiness and purity of the sanctuary in the middle of the camp are contained rite et recte, cf. Frevel, “Unvollkommenheit.” This is why pointing to a narrative logic is not
completely convincing. However, another, formal aspect may have also played are role for combining Num 7[:1] with 4:49: the genre of lists dominating Num 1—4; 7. Due to the
fragmentary state of 4QRP° there is no way to tell whether the sequence exhibits a rearrangement of the chapters or omission, while no signs for an insertion with a repetition of
material from elsewhere are discernible, cf. Rethinking, 118-120.

The scribal correction supra 4QRP¢ frag. 28 1. 1 is one of 31 in the MS, cf. the list in DJD 13, 258-9. The error most likely occurred due to haplography from homoioarcton in
the fourfold repetition of the root 72y.

[27]Num 8:11-12

4QLev—Num?® frag. 51 (1 word) 4QRP¢ frag. 30 (1 word)

top margin
[>32 NRA M 2199 719930 20120 1R 1R 923 T ]enen By a[a]T nR SR ]33 4 DR 7129 1M DR 212 DR T °199 100 1

. . - . nTay
[N WY1 02197 WRI 9y 0707 DR 19200 219 12 mia]P Ataw [nx] 7ave v $[xowe] 5 [
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[ 7]ARA DRI NRO[1T T7RT] 6 W[ 097 WRIN 9V 7T DR 1900 20om 12 ] 2
R
No variants between in the allegedly overlapping word of the two fragments.
Num 12:3-11
4QLev—Num? frags. 60—61 (11 words) 4QNum® Col. I frags. 1-4 (11 words)
[FRTRT *10 DY WK QTR Pan AR 2y nwn wRm 1 SRTRT 210 DY A[WR 7RI 2107 A7 1y Jawwa[ worT Y ex 9 a5 9

[1x2) 797]7A $AR[ 78 on]@ew SRE[ JA[]A[ 287 7R 280 awn DR oxng 71 ke DR DONRADR IR [2°7 DR 117K 2R W DR 0IRND 7 mRi]$ 4 10

XYY @AY §[nR ’A )P AR AR 7]AS[1] 39 a3 71 anwhw TIAPY YA TIABA[ 7T 717 7 TV 2R OR onwiRw Ry 7y o] 11
YTIAR ST3[R 782]2 M 0oR23 7O AR M2 81 waw nrn ¢ omiw ORI MR © 07w IR 201 PR RO TV 20K o] 12
12 927R Q121721 YTINR 1POR RN THOR°21 7O OR 227 R wnew] 13

A7 0 mbma S[72v2] 9272 aNRY R Y1721 0220 7 NIRM N7 R
[177% 1971 AT9wa nYRm on AT 2R 2y 0 10991 o Ax 7 2 awind $[72v2 1275 ankT )9 317 v 110 naman mrna) 15

[NRLA HY PR R 9K CIT[X 02 7wn OR TR R T nyee mm o D

]
]
]
]

IR22Y 93 937[R 79 9]R 739 8 X para onsa 933 mwal c7av 19 8% 712 127 019m3]
]
]
x] PR AR 1971 A0 NYTINn 0 I 2R Svn 10 v T 02 ] 16
]

2
3
4
5
6 XY2Y IR N3] Y278 719 98 770 8 N paRa o2 102 awn v7ay o Ry 7] 14
7
8
9

[ Jeee[ ][

[]3[¥ nwN RI9OX IR 22 7wR R PR Ry T nyes mam on] 17

[29]The preserved overlaps do not concern variants proper.

V. 6: 4QNum® 1. 12 oi*hx mir mRi[1 LXXMSS > LXX «ai ginev mpog avtodg > MT SP nxo.

4QNum® has one of its text plus shared with LXX here, while additionally reading 7. 4QNum-Lev® 1. 4 has not preserved the introduction of the speech. The editor reconstructs
the text in 1. 4 according to MT, but the manuscript is very fragmentary at this point. The integration of the fragments into col. XXXII or XXXIII, which themselves can be
reconstructed only tentatively, is difficult, cf. DID 12, 153, 169-70. The long reading in 4QNum® is shared with several MSS from the LXX tradition: Ra 58 and 376, the b
group, Ra 44 from the d group, the £ group without MS 129, the n group and the Latin Ps-AU spe 31, cf. xoi einev npdg adtovg kg in V d* ¢ Cyr I1 592. Again, it must be noted
that the text historical status of the b group and the d, ¢, n group, which sometimes share readings with Qumran MSS, needs further research, cf. Schéfers, “Eigenart.”

V. 6: 4QLev—Num® 1. 4 mi7> 0ox°21 MT SP 77 0ax*21 vs. LXX mpoenitng vudv kupio [1i1°7 2.

The Hebrew syntax is difficult here. A common proposal is to read 032 X°21 (see, e.g., BHS), cf. Vulg. inter vos propheta Domini VL propheta inter vos Domino(!). Among
others, Ashley assumes a so-called “broken construct chain,” cf. Ashley, Book of Numbers, 220-21 note 7. Against MT, LXX VL translate the following m°, which is only
loosely integrated into the syntax as a dative object, corresponding to m7°2, cf. BHS. For the reconstruction without 777 in 1. 13 at that position in 4QNum®, cf. Jastram, “Text,”
186-87.

For a detailed discussion of V. 6 and the text plus shared by 4QNum® LXX, see Schifers, Textentstehung, 207-9; Schifers, “Evidence,” 194—6. On the text plus in 4QNum®,
see also below § 3.
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[30]Num 13:12-24[13-25M%X]

4QNum® Col. II, frags. 3 ii, 5 (64 words)

4QRP* frag. 32 (63 words)

[Mwx u]aD 13 99ma 12 SRy 17 0un? 12010 12 073 Twan Cun? q01°7] a[a]% M o 3

[Mnw] 7R 16 &3 12 T5R[13 73 own 190097 12 am3 *Hna1 cunt M 9x]am 13 Jnno 4

[V 1153 12 YR awd[n KOP7) 1910 POR DR N 3w 1w JAWR 0WwIRa 5
[N onP]91 asaa a7 [ OOR MR WID PR DX IN7 7w ] aemx mwn 17 6
[2x1 ]8T prms YRS 2WPT oV DRI AR T WD PR AR ank B 7
[72 2]wys ARy R yoxe e R 20 oxy ax v]den aj(]n a8
[2°3r7]8m mama awsS[ AR S[WR 0°0Y0 a1 AR Y ORY R0 Jraes 9

[1°% ox1 yu] e wen aRe 7 ak[) axen anwn panT a1 20 00]9[x]ana ary 10
[2°21y Jmymasa a3 @ PAR[7 0o "2 Jannpey manpmnm 11
[2332 79971 22 A ]A R1aR 2w TR PR 3[7072 PIRT] DR 1IN RN b 2L 12
[23w vaw 1772m p1v 795 a]9R[) W] 1K e 11Nan TV Ran 13

[awn 1N7271 MR 123771 210w Hna Ty Ix]5an 2 aven s vish nnia 14
[21p7 2* 222807 21 02377 721 A2 IRW) [Fa RN 2RI PIDwRY 1w 15

[129w°1 25 9897 932 Dwn N2 TR 2OWR]E IR BY PIDWR D1 IR IR 16

[73 7un% 15 50011 12 >2m3 *Hna1 aun M4 9ni §[2 Dxony 177 "un? 12 o10] 1
[M2w R DwInT nnw a2x 10 HR0]5% 12 MG WK aunb B oom (2 9Ri(R)4] 2
[amx w7 9w 1312 yen(e)? 1@ &3 vaRT nx 3[N° Twin] 3
[nx 00997 Jaiaal 77 19y JBTSHR 9A1M WD YR IR NN i) 4

[7]R37 pimn mve YR Qvn DR AR R YIRS AR a[nor ) 5
2T T AW AR WK PRI 71 10 20 2RI NI LR 190 W (7] 6
[D]xa%a 2R D707 I 2R ARYT WK DA T 7Y OX) R[] 7
anRPDY TANPIANT 712 PR OX TV 72 WA N AR m3wn 7R a1 2 8
vacat 0721V NIMIDR WY RN PRI 191 n057[1] 9

INI2M 2337 1991 22 N 12k 20 TR PR 27 YIRA AR A 2 2 10
[Va]® 12m pIva TR em W PR AN Pman 7y 2] 11
MR 12377 D1DWR 911 79 WRaN 2 vacar 2vEn W v19Y (121 001w 12
[2]3wa L2 W™ 712 TAR 2°2IY PIBWRY 7T 2[wn 1N707] 13

[m7ix T8[] B[1]3ws bra wWap ARwT 0pn? 24 02RA[T 1) 20077 17] 14
[ 707 13211 23 SR 32 mawn 1173 WK 2w 15

Num 13:21: 4QLev—Num® frag. 62 (2 words)

[Nna]R Ra®[ 277 7Y X 2TAn PIRT AR N 9y 21 1

[32]0ne of the major preserved overlaps with many variant readings.

V.12-16: 4QRP°1. 1-3 v. 12, 14, 15, 13, 16 (cf. Gen 35:23-26; Exod 1:4; Deut 33:20-
24) vs. 4QNum® 1. 3-5 MT SP v. 12-16. The different sequence with v. 13 moved
before v. 16 is not easy to explain. Either it witnesses an alternative tradition of the
order of the tribes or it harmonizes with those passages naming Asher last. The
motivation of such harmonization must lie in the special dignity of Gen 35:23-26; Deut
33:20-24 as there are other references for Asher being not named last, cf. DJD 13, 205;
Zahn, Rethinking, 115.

V. 22: 4QNum® 1. 13 %121 MT X271 vs. 4QRP* 1. 10 1%1271 SP 1827 LXX Kai fA00ov. One
of only four significant variants in 4QNum® reading with MT against SP LXX, see on
this below in § 3. All other ancient version except for Tg® also read pl.; sg. in 4QNum®
error through metathesis?

V. 22: 4QNum® 1. 13 MT SP 1man 7w LXX &wg XePpodv < 4QRPC 1. 11 9[v
11121 Unknown text plus in 4QRP¢?

2]
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V. 15: 4QNum® 1.4 x3°n; LXX Makyi MT *3n; 4QRP° 1. 2 3 SP »>» (biforms?).
V. 17: 4QNum® 1. 6 7w]¥ [4QRP° 1. 4] MT LXX > SP.

V. 18: 4QNum® 1. 7-8 R[1]71 197 [ax1] vs. 4QRPC 1. 6 1797 W 7°[°] > MT 79777 SP %0771
LXX 7 doOeviig; on the reconstruction in 4QNum® aligning with v. 19, cf. Jastram,
Book of Numbers, 119. One of 19 unique text pluses in 4QNum?®, cf. also v. 20 and see
below § 3.

V. 19: 4QNum® 1. 8 2Jwr ax17 4QRPC 1. 6 2wy 7xy1 MT SP 2w X171 vs. LXX obtot
gydOnvror. LXX pl. referring back to ei OAiyot giciv fj moAlot in v. 18[192XX], stylistic.

V. 19: 4QNum® L. 9 aw$’[ ]ax11 4QRPC 1. 7 2wy axi MT awy X1 SP aws X7 vs. LXX
obrot kotokodotv. Dito, see the preceding case.

V. 19: 4QNum® 1. 9-10 2°]3[¥]an2 a1 [2°177]an > MT o°xan2 ax o21nnaT > 4QRPe 1.
7 [o]Pama ox oo vs. SPoomyan WX 0oImann (metathesis) vs. LXX el
&v teympeow 1j &v ateyiotoig (switched order).

V. 20: 4QNumb L 10 7R 35 aR[1 7807 720w > SP A ok R0 7mwn vs. MT R manwn
7 ok > 4QRPe 1. 8 i ok mmwn LXX el wiov 1 mapsipévn. One of 19 unique text
pluses in 4QNum®, cf. also v. 18 and see below § 3.

V. 20: 4QRP* 1. 8 72 PR > MT SP 1% LXX ot; 4QNum® 1. 10 [k is inconclusive, cf.
also v. 23.

V. 20: 4QRP° L. 9 v *9n 7857[2] 4QNum® 1. 11 yaR[7 *9n 72072 ], of. Deut 1:25
> MT SP ya877 191 LXX énd t@v kaprdyv tiig yfic. Reconstruction in 4QNum® based
on the estimated length of the lacuna, cf. Jastram, Book of Numbers, 185-86.

V. 20: 4QNum® L. 11 4QRP*¢ 1. 9 mm2 SP M52 vs. MT >132; LXX 1tpdSpopiot is more
likely based on the fem. and not the masc. as in MT, cf. Jastram, Book of Numbers,
120-21.

V. 21: 4QNumP 1. 12 170 18121 195" SP 10 182 1997, cf. v. 26 > MT 1701 1931 LXX
Kol avapavreg koteokéyavto; 4QRPC 1. 10: the lacuna might not have enough space
for two verbs, cf. DJD 13, 306. Frag. 62 in 4QLev—Num® is too isolated for any
conclusions. One of four potentially significant pluses shared by 4QNum® SP, cf.
Schéfers, “Evidence,” 229. The text plus is most likely harmonizing with v. 26, but
further analysis is needed because the phrasing is crucial for the literary critical
division of P- and non-P passages in Num 13.

[33]V. 22: 4QRP¢ 1. 10 2317 1%¥1 vs. MT SP 2312 1991 LXX ai dvéPnoov katd v
gpnuov; 4QNum® 1. 12 [2:312 199" not preserved.

V. 22: 4QNum® 1. 13 w1 4QRPe 1. 11 3581 vs. MT SP w1 LXX kai ékel; the use of
the he locale often varies, cf. Num 34:5 (4QNum® 7n[>7 MT a1 vs. SP oo LXX )
0dhacoa; Num 35:5 (4QNum® SP 7> LXX 10 mpdc 0dhacoav vs. MT o).

V. 22: 4QNum® 1. 13 [ 25101 ww] 1°nx vs. MT SP %M *ww 7°nx vs. 4QRP°1. 11
MOM W PR vs. Ayxuay kol Zeol kal @glopiv. On the variations in the LXXMSS,
see LXX5 ad loc.

V.22:4QRP¢1. 11 MT pavi vs. SP pav LXX 'Evdk.

V. 23:4QRP° 1. 12 amx 12371 LXX kol kateokéyovto avtv [4QNum® reconstructed
based on space calculation], cf. Deut 1:24 > MT SP LXX.

V. 23: 4QNum® 1. 15 772 7% 4QRP° 1. 13 a2 7k LXX &va én” ovtod > MT SP Tnx. One
of 18 text pluses shared by 4QNum® LXX vs. MT SP occurring in one of the rare
overlaps with 4QRP*.

V. 23: 4QRP* 1. 13 SP w1 [4QNum® reconstructed based only on assumptions about
pre-SP text type] vs. MT g1 LXX kai npav avtov. Intransitive use is more common
in Hebrew, transitive more common in Greek.

V. 23: 4QRP° 1. 13 [oPwa vwa MT SP oawa wvma > LXX
avapopedoty [4QNum® reconstructed from the average length of lines (and
assumptions about agreements with LXX?); inconclusive].

V. 24: 4QNum" 1. 16 4QRP¢ 1. 14 SP 1P vs. MT xp. Pl. instead of impersonal use of
sg. in MT is a common phenomenon, see below Num 19:3.

For a detailed discussion of the readings in v. 23, cf. Schifers, Textentstehung, 211—
13; Schifers, “Evidence,” 198-200. For evaluations of the readings in 4QNum®, cf.
Jastram, Book of Numbers, 118-22.
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Num 19:24

4QNum® Col. X frag. 12 (8 words) 5/6HevNum?® frags. 1-2 (8 words)

[ wx 77107 AP AR(]F 2 MRS 190K Ry ameR M 1A Pl

[1°8 wR 270 7178 1519 779K M1 DRAW? 212 PR 127 KD M 12 [Mwx 21 ]38 PR[ WK a0 aRIR a0 POR] 1
[IR02371 771277 198 T9R IR Annn 3 2w by by R1P wR om ma 13 [y 17297 YRR B8 AAK[ anna  Hy by 1oy 9] 2
[T 7m0 w98 mped 4 S]] 1M onws mannb yana B[] amx 14 [Fm7n 1720 VTSR mpey 4 ok AnR [y 7amn?] 3
[77w1° Dnays vaw a7 79 PR nne 11 YR AT wagsa 15 [2°nyD vaw anTn 9] B[AR 210 1121 O A1) xa] 4

[34]V. 3: 4QNum® 1. 13—14 mamm® yim 2[x] amx [x021m] MT SP mann® yims 98 anR %% < LXX kai é£aEovotv avtiy EEo Tiig mapepBoAfic eic tomov kabapdv (v opna, cf.
v. 9) < 5/6HevNum® 1. 2-3 [71117 7Irn].

5/6HevNum? 1. 3 is reconstructed only tentatively with a shorter text than MT, because the letter count of the assumed length of the lines does not fit well, cf. DJD 38, 139. On
this basis, the calculated length of the line would not also support the extra two words from LXX. Thus, the notation in BQS, 149, only hinting to the likely absence of the LXX
plus in XHev/SeNum®, i.e. 5/6HevNum?® frags. 1-2, see above note v to table 2.1, is somewhat misleading.

In light of this problem, it should be noted that the overall reconstruction of 5/6HevNum® frags. 1-2 according to MT is not supported by any further material or textual
circumstantial evidence. This case highlights the limits of textual comparison for fragments without any further material hints as, e.g., margins or fully preserved lines. This
should be noted esp. in view of the many small variants preserved in 4QNum® displaying different patterns of agreements. The following readings are evaluated based on
Jastram, Book of Numbers, 129-30.

V. 2: 4QNum® 1. 13 9wy MT vs. SP 7wx1 LXX kai 1. One of only four significant variants in 4QNum® reading with MT against SP LXX, see on this below in § 3.

V. 3: 4QNum® L. 13 annn LXX kai ddoeig vs. MT SP annn. One of 4QNum®’s many agreements with LXX vs. MT SP. MT SP seem to harmonize to the pl. addressees of the
speech in v. 1, while the 2nd pers. sg. in 4QNum® LXX corresponds to the sg. in v. 2.

V. 3: 4QNum® 1. 14 wrw LXX kai opdEovoty vs. MT SP unwn, see also the reconstruction of the pl. W17 in 4QNum® 1. 13 with LXX. Here, the situation is reverse to the
preceding case with 4QNum® LXX now having the pl. referring back to the 7% w» *13 from v. 2, thus preventing the sg. from urw referring back to inn1 and to be understood
as designating Eleazar as the subject, cf. also the pl. in V. 5. The two readings seem to be motivated by clarifying the subjects of the actions, with LXX and 4QNum® displaying
a different way than MT SP.

V. 4: 4QNum® 1. 15 wazxa MT SP > LXX. Text loss by haplography/parablepsis (Jastram), or purity concerns by LXX, cf. v. 3 LXX &i¢ témov kafopdv > 4QNum® MT SP.

V. 4: 4QNum® 1. 15 ino vs. SP MT *15 LXX 10D npocdnov. 4QNum® has a more precise prescription to which part of the ‘okel mo‘ed the blood has to be sprinkled, while SP
MT LXX seem to implicate that the blood will not necessarily touch any part of the *ohel mo ‘ed but will rather be sprinkled before it. For 7911 7R 19 9%, see only Lev 9:5; Num
17:8.
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[35]Num 22:5-6

4QLev—Num® frag. 63 (5 words) 4QNum® Col. XIV frag. 19 (5 words)
[1°Y NX 7102 7737 0279877 RY OV 737 787 192 87997 10]Y 333 PR amafa] 1 [12 ov92 HR 279R%]A A5[w" 3 R0 NYa axm? o0 9% 12 P a7wn] 26
[0 21¥Y 23 777 DU DR 9D IR K3 797 091 ¢ 0hnn Jaws XM pana 2 [ vacar  7]inR2 2 RI[PY 1RV 212 IR 1737 DY WK 7700 1wa] 27
[7712 7720 WK DR NPT 0D PINT 12 13738112 1791 99IR IR vaB(1] 3 [N © 571mm 2]ws AR[T PIRT PV DX 703 73 0¥ RY oY 117] 28
[ Joocooe] 14 [12 7721 22138 S9N 1m0 AR[17 Q1YY R0 T QYT NN 0D 77N K81 7137] 29

[ vacar 2811 ]MRD WK TNA[H 77120 WK DX ONYT RO PINT 72 12w0] 30

V. 6: 4QLev—Num? 1. 2-3 *33[» x171 012y 4QNum® 1. 29 >3n AR[177 012y MT SP >3 177 013y LXXA € *M and, i.a., b group 1oyvtepog pov eottv, see LXX for details vs. LXXEC
et al. ioyvet obtog 1) usic. On this case, cf. Wevers, Notes, 362-3. Changes to pl. when having av: involved are common in LXX, cf. above 13:19[18%X], 24[23XX].

V. 6: 4QLev—Num?® L. 3 9218 4QNum® 1. 29 5]k MT SP vs. LXX duvopefo. Dito, see above.

26:5-7
4QLev—Num® frag. 65 (1 word) 4QNum® Col. XIX frags. 33ii—40 (1 word)
[>11xnm nrown 7R © 9907 NRDwn X1997 201 NRswn TN 12R1] 33 R[] 1 BRS 9192 7121[87 7 02wn PR DORET IR 212) vacat 12
[778 DY) AWHW TR0 Y1 IR Dnown A9R 7 naon [ARswn mI[>7] 2 RI95T ANDWA[ K1757 2213777 NHown I annown? 12180 2121] 3
[ oowow JANR[A] 28] 3 P 213387 n[newn A7R 7m0 nndwn 113 211Ena nnown N 6] 4

2078[ IR[195 °12 8 2w Hw1 mIRn yawn 598 2OV AwPw o7 ps] 5

[36]No variants in the preserved overlap. Jastram reconstructs a text plus anmown» in 4QNumb® 1. 3 to fill the letter count.

Num 29:16-18
4QNum® Col. XXXIII frags. 48-50 (3words) 4QRP! frag. 3 (2 words)
[o01 AnnaY TRNa NW 1A% XA TR A ryen 1 amoon owaoa] 27 [2o1y ywn 1€ powan(7) Ty AyanRY TRT w222 Py pawn B JA[2RT 2w nRa] 1
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[AY2IR MW "2 0°Wwad 003w oK Wy o°]iw apa sa o awn ava Vo vacar 28 [ vacat 79011 InAIA(Y) )R N T2 nron K] 2
[y 1 vowna ovona 2°wa37 oKL oo ]Y[ o°on annam B omnn wy] 29 [0 Wy AY2IR 7w °12 2°Wwad D01 2R WY ovaw s wn ova V7] 3

[nxon 708 00Ty Y 1 vswnd 0vona 0°wa3 073 oM1eY am3[on onnam ) 4

V. 17: 4QNum® 1. 28 9pa °12[ o799 MT SP > 4QRP? 1. 3 275 11QT? LXX podcyove, cf. Num 18:17, but see Num 15:24; 28:11, 19, 27; 29:2, 8, 13. Variance in the specification of
the animal, possibly due to formulaic language?

4QNum" exhibits a text plus known from SP and MT, which is not present in 4QRPY LXX and the parallel text in 11QT?. There are 15 text pluses shared by 4QNum® MT SP

against LXX. This suggests different stages or points of contact between the forerunners/base text of 4QRP? and LXX vis-a-vis the forerunners/base text of 4QNum® and LXX
because, on the other hand, 4QNum® and LXX share 18 exclusive text pluses, cf. Schifers, “Evidence.”

137/Num 30:1-3[Deut 16:13-14]

4QNum® Col. XXIV frags. 51-54 (4 words) 4AQRP! frag. 41 (4 words)
valcal1 ROV 7137307 g A[7an 725 0277V MR WwYn AR ¥ 1
t YR Inao01n] 21 02°1mInYY 02°N%Y7 0 N7 02732 727 077YINI M7 ) 9% 39 oon 7
[w 7271 2 T3wm DR T MR R P30 oxwe 013 o8 awn naxe 201 22 I MR MWK 990 R 212 HR [wn U vacar  02mhw? 0399017] 8
e I DA 77 [MRY SR 2129 mont cwR ' vaclat wn NR
w M MR WK 1277 A7 [R5 DROwe 2125 mvan cwrn Hr] 23 t wn nR 9
[x17 1w91 H¥ 0]R MOR? AMIA[W YW W TI7 971 N 80D W] 24 7121 ANKR A2 NRAwY 4 apemy (20 o0Ka 0 nvaw T2 awvn Mmoo an o] 10

bottom margin

4QRP! exhibits a different sequence after Num 30:1. Set apart with a likely almost full blank line, Deut 16:13—14 follows, combining the laws about the offerings for Sukkot in Num
29 with the short passage on Sukkot in Deut 16:13—14 (originally also v. 15?). Due to the fragmentary state of 4QRP? we cannot know the original location of the frag. in the MS, cf.
DJD 13, 341. Crawford now suspects 4QRP to be an excerpted manuscript and not a Pentateuch scroll, see below § 3.

138 Num 33:31-32

4QLev—Num? frag 68 ii (2 words) 4QRP® frag. 19a-b (2 words)
[73737 7 107 32 73737 902 9307 Y0 2127 1woM H2 1Py 2122 11]5% mmg[n]A won 3 4 TPy 2137 oM 32 1Py *132 1] ame[nn won 31 1
M
[ ] won *amawnaumm 5 [
bottom margin 34 na()ora um AT e Jivon 3 [T ) 2

[won
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No variants in the preserved overlap.

Num 33:45-53
4QLev—Num?® frag. 72-73 4QNum® Col. XXIX frag 72-74 4QRP® frag. 19a-b 2QNum’
10 MW Wwon * mawa um nnon] 10
118 [2°92]9m *va
Ma]3[72 e ovvn won P . )
[n=pl . 1 AP2YT wn won 4 axm 9] 11
NP2 PV 1M TA N7 Wom Y0 7] 19 [1wom #° 73 a2
Tari[ fnon2a7 ovn won?’ - .
(L= 1 Wwom 47 AA[H27 Pabya 1w 7 N120Tn] 12
M won * y21 C1v% omava 3] 20 [2°n927 Pia]Pen
XY N[127va wm oMavn . o . .
[>x1 nl ' ]5m Wwoor 48 w21 5[195 02w ma w1 13 1217197 0°1]ava "7 117 7n°n?aT] 1
[line 21 missing] [o™avn DY 2R M2W2 1AM 0ava n won®
9[> v
1 42 [0 DY 28 n2va ] 14 [
M3 T 58 M 22T % vacar 122 [177]A %% 7y maw]ea [n]Pan y7n] oy Y n00] 2
. N . e 2RI N2 DLW IR
[727 5" AR A 1770 2y 2R n2va ovv[wi 23R v nnwn noan] 15
S 1 - 50
TANR XD DTOOR NIRRT 9RO 013 O] 23 [vacat2}[e] o 7 miw S [ ]7:51 S;l tjx[m ]ﬂﬂj]"i
[1939 Ty R PR[ 77777 nx 012w [ 1 vacat? | 116 1 -
. . ANMA]RY IR 232 R a7 0 mn] 4
90 nx Jan[wim 32 11 TN2°197 PR 2w 10 IR anwnm 2] 24 w23 wlx 5 g _{:’_( . D"WZW 77£nx - -n-’]’vx
[NR on72xY 022107 7R 22w [212 nX3 Ja[nown 913 X oNTaN WY 7 ‘ i

17]ARn a[n3]9A nox [ Xy anvown 93] 2
[anwIm 33 yPawn onna 3 IR

nR °[Nn]1 237 3 5[2 onaw yawT nx] 3
[nx anomanm 3 anx nwa? PIR]A

NR[ 12190 279 o3%A[own? 7733 yawa] 4
[2X 1711 NX VAN VYN INTHR]

[ 112 97837 w19 e ws] 5

722197 P]ARA awy nxR a[anwnm 22 5
M9E 19 DRI ANPIWA 913 DR NTARY

[[mmoon

17Rw N annna 919 NRI[ 17280] 6
13 °3 A2 TRNAWM YIRT DR manwm®?

[>nn1

[ amx nwA]?[ yaxn nx] 7

[40]No preserved overlaps except for the yod in Dibon Gad in 4QNum® 1. 18 and RP® 1. 11 (v. 45) and the /e before Yarden in RP® 1. 14 and 2QNum® 1. 2 (v. 49).
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V. 52: 2QNum® 7]7871 2w nR Ra 125 < MT SP paRa 22wy 719 nk LXX névtog 1o0g katotkodvrag &v tf) vij . The fragmentary texts of 4QLev—Num? and 4QNum® do not allow

for any judgement.

[41](Num 27:11; 36:1-2)

4QNum® XXXI frags. 80-84 Num 36:1-2; 27:1-11%; 36:3—4; 36:1-2%; 36:5-7 [....] 4QRP* frag. 36 Num 27:11; 36:1-2

On the basis of the preserved frags. and the calculated spatia and lines, Jastram [nmownn 1998 217P7 1IRWD INPMI DR DNNIY PARD DR [N
reconstructs a compilation of Num 36:1-2; 27:1-11%; 36:3—4; 36:1-2%; 36:5-7 [...],

cf. DID 12, 260-64; Jastram, Book of Numbers, 219-23; Jastram, “Text,” 190-97. [P 7T 0 AAS BRw AP PR S AT ANPR U

[mmowmn 7w 12 9% 12 7993 212 n()EwRL MarT "wr1 3 ' nwm
[*32% mar "wrI DOROWwIT 21991 T 12199 5037 12
[A97712 IR DR NND M MR ONTR IR ek 2w

[ oNIw 212]% ma

(o) NNV, R -V I \S]

These two different juxtapositions of the texts concerning the daughters of Zelophehad in Num 36 and 27 can be counted as an overlap in a broader sense of the word.

The sequence in 4QRP° is 27:11-> 36:1-2; the original location in the MS is unknown, cf. DJD 13, 310. Other than in 4QRP®, the [reconstructed] sequence in 4QNum® conflates
and slightly alters the text in order to make it fit the new context, see the further analysis in Zahn, Rethinking, 117-20; Crawford, ,,Pentateuch,” 124-5; Crawford, “Qumran
Pentateuch Scrolls,” 127-8; Crawford, “Scribal Traditions,” 177-8; Crawford, “Interpreting,” 74—6.; Crawford, “Jewish and Samaritan Pentateuchs,” 327-31. Zahn, Rethinking,

154 n. 43, builds a convincing case for the technique resembling the one used in 4QRP* (4Q158) frag 1-2 1. 16, cf. also the helpful edition of 4Q158 ibid., 245-60.

There is a text plus in Num 36:1 4QNum® 1M1 n[7x *1971 7w LXX Movot kai Evavtt Eiealdp tod iepémg < MT SP wn. It is not possible to determine whether 4QRP* 1. 4
also reads the longer text. The lines are too fragmentary. The average letter count speaks against its presence, but the preceding line has also been reconstructed significantly

longer, cf. DJD 13, 310. For a detailed discussion of the text plus, see Schéfers, Textentstehung, 217-8; Schifers, “Evidence,” 204-5.
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3. Aspects of Materiality and Textuality in the Preserved Overlaps and beyond

The synoptic analysis of the preserved overlaps impressively reveals the material restraints
when attempting to critically reconstruct the shape(s) of [42]the book of Numbers in the Judean
desert MSS. This chapter will take up the insights into material and textual features of the scrolls
gained in the synopsis and will contextualize them in view of the whole evidence by

commenting on selected aspects of the material and textual analysis.!!
Reconstructing fragments as scrolls, compositions and books

For some fragments, it is unclear whether they give evidence to a former Numbers scroll
containing the whole composition in the sense of the “recognizable shape” of Numbers by the
end of the 4th/the beginning of the 3rd cent. BCE.!? Or, if they give witness to a scroll that was
originally containing considerable parts of the book, to an excerpted text, possibly in a
collection of excerpts, or if they are remnants of a citation. The fragments of 2QNum® (2Q8)
and 2QNum“? (2Q9) are considered too small to come to a substantiated judgment.'® In fact,
the classification as fragments of a former complete Numbers scroll must stay hypothetical for
at least 2QNum?; 2QNum®; 5/6HevNum? (5/6Hev1a); XHev/SeNum® (XHev/Se2); 34SeNum
(34Se2), too. Even though there are preserved top and bottom margins and the lengths of lines
and column height can be reconstructed tentatively, all of which speak to a scroll format, we
will never know for certain which text was written in the lost parts of these very scrolls. The
material evidence speaking to a scroll format and the assumptions about the contents do not
operate on the same level of liability.!* For the above mentioned scrolls, their classification as
“Numbers” scrolls is mostly based on the fact that the over 200 fragmentary Qumran scrolls
from books that we know as biblical give witness to the phenomenon “one scroll—one book”
more often than to collections of excerpts, anthologies, and also multiple books in one scroll
(see below). From a material perspective, a “book” wise transmission is a little bit more likely

for 4QLXXNum where text [43]from three successive columns is preserved.!> The transmission

! Due to restrictions of space, scribal habits in orthography and morphology, namely the Qumran Scribal Practice
(QSP), the question of de-luxe editions and the evidence for delimitation marker systems will be excluded. For an
assessment of their socio-religious dimensions and for a contextualization in Ancient Near Eastern, Egyptian, and
Greek as well as Rabbinic scribal cultures, see Tov, Scribal Practices; Tov, Textual Criticism, 4rth ed. (with
reference to the recent literature); Oesch, “Gliederungshermeneutik;” Carr, “Background.”

12 For the concept of the recognizable shape that allows to include textual variance and ongoing redactional
processes while at the same tome assuming a relatively stable shape of what a composition looked like as a whole,
cf. Crawford, “Understanding,” 65—6.

13 Cf. Lange, Handschriften, 79-80.

14 Cf., however, Lange, Handschriften, 83, who, based on the calculated large measurements of the scroll with ca.
39.5 cm in height, speculates whether the scroll might have included more books than Numbers or even the whole
Pentateuch.

15 See the descriptions in the editions, Lange, Handschriften, 79-80, 82-3, 110, and the discussion below.
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of the whole recognizable shape of Numbers in one scroll is evidenced materially in those
scrolls whose fragments cover a larger range of chapters and have more evidence of margins,

joins etc. to calculate with.
Single transmission

A separate transmission is evidenced by 4QNum®. From the 105 frags., frags. 1-84 have been
identified preserving parts of Num 11:31-36:7 and it is likely that the scroll originally
comprised the whole text range of Num 1-36.'° The beginning and cols. I[II-V; IX, which likely
have contained Num 14:1-15:31; 18:6-24, are missing. Sewing marks before col. I indicate the
existence of at least one preceding sheet.!” Even beyond that, the condition of the scroll is often
fragmentary, but still good enough so that, in addition to about 1520 words and word remnants,
column margins, top and bottom margins, seams and auxiliary lines have been preserved. On
the basis of the best-preserved column, col. XV, Jastram concludes that the average column
was 31 lines high, measuring about 24.8 cm, with each line ca. 0.8 cm high. He calculates that
the average line length was 58—64 signs/spatia, with each sign 2.5 mm high and up to 2.5 mm
wide (including spaces). However, upward (69 signs in col. XV; 75 signs in col. XXVIII) and
downward (49 signs in col. XXII) deviations do occur, making the column width varying
between 9.7-14.7 cm. Overall, Jastram reconstructs a height of 30 cm and a length of 6.8 m for
the scroll, comprising about 48 columns. It was composed of 12 pieces of leather with an

average length of 56 cm, the first four of which are lost.'®
Multi-“book” units

The remaining scrolls from the corpus are considered to have covered larger text units where
Numbers was transmitted together with Leviticus (1Q3 and [44]4QLev—Num?), with Genesis
and Exodus (MurGen—-Ex.Num?), or even among all five books of the Pentateuch (4QRP®9).

16 One alternative to this deduction must be noted, though: Given the special compositional situation in Numbers,
with Num 1:1-10:10 continuing Israel’s stay at the Sinai from Exod and Lev, thus linking the first part of Numbers
closely to the preceding book(s) and with Num 10:11-36 as the point of departure, cf. Frevel, “Compositional
Relief,” a beginning of the scroll somewhere in Num 10 can be imagined though never proven.
17Cf. DID 12, 206.
18 Cf. DJD 12, 2068, where further information on the physical condition of the manuscript can also be found; cf.
also Jastram, Book of Numbers, 5—11; Lange, Handschriften, 80, Tov, Scribal Practices, esp. 129 et passim. On
the use of red ink in 4QNum®, cf. DJD 12, 210-1; Tov, Scribal Practices, 54, 148-9.
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However, the evidence is mostly circumstantial. The conclusion must stay hypothetical for the

extremely fragmentary evidence of 1Q3!° and MurGen—Ex.Num?%,

4QRP! with only five preserved frags. is also a questionable candidate. While Lange speculates
about the original scroll having covered the whole Pentateuch or at least Exod—Deut, an

alternative hypothesis cannot be ruled out.
4ORP as a questionable case

In a reexamination of the evidence against the background of the excerpted texts from Qumran,
Crawford has come to the conclusion that it is “unlikely that the manuscript ever contained any
complete book of the Pentateuch.”?! Rather, she characterizes the frags. as remnants from a
collection of excerpted texts, thus labeled Reworked Pentateuch D; with a capital D, designating
an individual composition, not with a superscript ¢, which would designate a copy of the same
work.?? With regard to the editio princeps, she recollects that the order of the other frags. was
decided on deliberately in canonical order by her and Tov. Since no top and bottom margins or
any other hints are preserved, it is not possible to reconstruct the measurements of the scroll.
Only for frags. 3 and 4 ii which contain the successive texts of Num 29:14, 16-24 (frag. 3) and
Num 29:32-39; 30:1+Deut 16:13-14 (frag. 41, see above § 2) it is relatively sure that they
belong in that order. She lists two observations, one more textual one more material, that speak
for assessing the scroll as a collection of excerpted texts: 1) All extant fragments exhibit legal

passages that share a common topic or concern and were likely juxtaposed for this reason:??

[45]Frag. 1: Exod 21:35-22:5 restitution laws for damage resulting from the behavior or incorrect
handling of livestock; textual base is the expanded form also known from 4Q158; 4QpaleoExod™,
SP and LXX.

Frag. 2: Lev 24:20-22 (lex talionis) and 25:39—43 (manumission of debt slaves); probably
juxtaposed because of the key words 23/2w1n and/or the comparable order of laws in Exod 21:23—
25,26-28.

Frag. 3 and 4i: Num 29:14, 16-24 (frag. 3) and Num 29:32-39; 30:1 (offerings for Sukkot) Deut
16:13—14 (laws of Sukkot). The text breaks up after Deut 16:14, so that we cannot know whether
Lev 23:33-43 originally also followed (cf. 4QRP* frag. 23 where a large addition follows Lev 23:42—
24:2).

Frag. 4ii: not identified.

19 According to Lange, Handschriften, 67, the column height of 30 cm in 1Q3 may point to the scroll having
originally another third book besides Leviticus and Numbers in it. In view of the complicated sorting of the
fragments, cf. note i for table 1, and only eight words allegedly from Numbers, there is not much to base the
Numbers portion on.

20 On the discussion of how to assign the seven fragments, see above note vi to table 1. The reconstructed height
of the writing block (46.5 cm and c. 50 lines/column) makes the alleged scroll one of the largest found in the
Judean Desert, cf. Tov, Scribal Practices, 77, 89, 92, 95, 98, 102, 126. This is why Lange assumes that it has
contained a large amount of text, cf. Lange, Handschriften, 55.

2! Crawford, “Excerpted Manuscripts,” 274.

22 The same pertains to 4QRP®. For the following paragraph, cf. Crawford, “Excerpted Manuscripts,” 274-6.

2 For a detailed analysis and further literature, see also Zahn, Rethinking, 122-6.
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Frag. 5: Deut 14:14-21 (lists of pure and impure animals).
2) Second, frag. 2 and 4i exhibit a special layout in the presentation of the texts that can be
found in other excerpted texts as well.2* The juxtaposed passages are set apart from each other

by a vacat of likely almost a full blank line (for frag. 41, see above § 2).

Additionally, Crawford points to the different text types underlying base texts of the frags.

which can be discerned from the variants in the passages.

However, the two categories listed by Crawford as arguments for a collection of excerpted texts
in 4QRP¢ cannot settle the question for good. The use of a line blank to set apart the juxtaposed
passages can also be found in Num 4QRP¢ frag. 28 for the different sequence of Num 4:47-7:1
instead of Num 4:47-5:1, see above § 2.%° The fact that the one example is called juxtaposition
and the other is called omission resp. change of sequence is not grounded in any conditions
found in the frags. themselves but is suggested by the contextual evidence from the rest of the
frags. These are missing in 4QRPY while they are not in 4QRP°. Another contradictory
observation can be gained from the selection of passages: In 4QRP¢ frag. 4i, the introductory
[46]verse in Num 30:1 is used as a recollecting subscript and link to Deut 16:13. This is
comparable to the technique used in 4QRP*¢ frag. 23. After Lev 23:42—43, the subscript of Lev
23:44 (set apart by two vacats of almost half a line blank before and a smaller one after the
verse) and the introduction in Lev 24:1-2a are used as link and introductory verses for the new
material on the legislation for the festivals of Fresh Oil and Wood which is added directly
afterwards.?® Again, the designation of one fragment to a Reworked Pentateuch MS and the
other to a collection of excerpts is very much influenced contextually by the rest of the
preserved evidence for the respective scroll. The example of 4QRPY illustrates how neatly
physical and textual features intertwine in the characterization of a scroll as a Pentateuch MS

or not and how the fragmentary state of the evidence limits this endeavor.
Book joins

This leaves us with 4QRP® and 4QRP* as more sure cases with fragments from all books (except

for Lev in 4QRP) and extraordinarily large reconstructed measurements?’ which suggest that

2 Cf, e.g., 4QTest (4Q175).

25 Cf. also the vacat in the combination of Num 20:17-18 with Deut 2:8 in 4QRP® frag. 23a-b i, see Crawford,
“Qumran Pentateuch Scrolls,” 129-30; Zahn, Rethinking, 84. It must be noted, though, that there is no line blank
between the combination of Num 27:11 and Num 36:1-2 in 4QRP* frag. 36, see above § 2.

26 On this passage, which was also used in the Temple Scroll, see DJD 13, 290-6; Zahn, Rethinking, 102-8;
Crawford, “Three Fragments;” Crawford, “A Note on 4Q365,” and the literature cited there.

27 4QRP* with columns of 30.1-32.25 c¢m in height, a letter count per line varying from 49-88 (average 62) and
relatively moderate margins around 1-2 cm. 4QRP® is more damaged so that calculations much more depend on
the reconstructions of portions which go with MT. Column height from 31.2-32.8 cm with around 40 lines per
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the whole Pentateuch or a considerable part thereof was covered. 4QRP° contains the only frag.
that is (most likely) preserving a physical transition from a preceding book to Numbers. 4QRP¢
frag. 26a—b 1. 1-2 (see § 2) exhibits an unidentified preceding text which may have continued
and ended Lev 27 from frag. 25a—c. The following beginning of Num 1:1-5 is set apart by a
vacat of assumingly a full line blank. This is the only book join preserved for Numbers so that

there is no physical evidence for the transition to Deuteronomy.?®

In 4QLev—Num? is a representative for a scroll likely containing two “books.” Here again, the
transition from Leviticus to Numbers is not physically preserved and can only be deduced from
the similarities of the leather and the script on the fragments. Notably, in Qumran, two “books”
in one scroll is a phenomenon which is only evidenced for the Pentateuch. Apart from the
examples [47]discussed here, two books can be found in 4QGen-Exod?, 4QExod® = 4QGen—
Exod®, 4QpaleoGen-Exod!, 4QExod-Lev'.?’

From this overview, it has becomes clear that not only analogies and deductions from the other
“biblical” scrolls at Qumran guide the estimations, but also our “book” shaped canonical
perception of Numbers and the Pentateuch.’® At the same time, it is remarkable to see that there
certainly is a material cohesion of the books of the Pentateuch which is mirrored in the physical
evidence. Thus, as scarce and fragmentary as the evidence is, it should prevent us from jumping
to conclusions into neither a nihilist nor a maximalist position. This is further corroborated by
phenomena of cohesion and densification which are more bound to textual features, without
being detached from a material dimension. These mirror the inner compositional and thematic

cohesion of the book of Numbers and its links to Exod, Lev and Deut.?!

column, an average letter count of 48 per line and relatively moderate margins around 1-2 cm. Given these
measurements and under the presupposition that the whole Pentateuch was covered by the scroll, Tov and White
(Crawford) have estimated a length between 22 m and 27 m for 4QRP¢, cf. DID 13, 192, 198-200, 255-8; Lange,
Handschriften, 38—40. To compare, the Great Isaiah Scroll 1QIsa® has 7.34 m.

28 Together with 4QpaleoGen—Exod!, this one of only two “real” book joins in Qumran, cf. the list in Tov, Scribal
Practices, 75.

2 Cf. Tov, Textual Criticism, 4th ed., 278 n. 6. Recently, Carr, “Background,” has argued for the five scrolls
structure being the older and common form of the Pentateuch, while the means for producing larger scrolls were
developed in the later Greco-Roman period.

30 Cf. the insights from the “Rewritten Bible” debate, which circled around questions of authority and the
dominance of the biblical lens, cf., e.g., Crawford, “Rewritten Bible,” 133-34; Crawford, Rewriting, esp. 1-15,
146-49; Zsengellér, Rewritten Bible; Ulrich, Dead Sea Scrolls, 187-99, 201-13; Zahn, Genres. More recently, a
number of new publications have further deepened this understanding from the material and textual point of view
of new philology, emphasizing how it is veiled by textual presuppositions, cf., e.g., Nati, Textual Criticism; Lied,
Invisible Manuscripts; Mroczek, Literary Imagination.

31 Cf. the small cases of densification discussed in the synoptic analysis (ch. 2), as well as larger phenomena of
juxtaposition and combination of remote passages. On the compositional shape of Numbers, cf. Frevel,
“Compositional Relief.”
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The materiality has given first insights into how presuppositions about the textuality influences

the evaluation of materiality, and how material analysis is bound to textual evaluation.

As is the case with most Pentateuch MSS, there is still the problem that the editions were
prepared 70-30 years ago and only few reevaluations of the evidence have taken place.>? This
is not only a problem with regard to the physical examination of the material®® but also with
regard to integrating new insights from textual history and textual theory. Both aspects

constitute a major desideratum.
[48]Statistics and text types

When evaluating the Numbers manuscripts we face the same statistical obstacles as with all
Pentateuch MSS.3* In 1Q3; 2QNum?®¢; 5/6HevNum? (5/6Hev1a); 34SeNum (34Se2), textual
damage is too severe to get a good glimpse on their textual features.®> The number of Hebrew
MSS deemed analyzable in terms of length of the frags., paleography and text type varies

between scholars as is displayed in table 2.3.3

While the paleographically oldest—and very fragmentary—manuscript available, 4QLev—
Num?, is labeled “independent” in Lange’s classification, as are the 4QRP-texts, Tov’s
assignments of the manuscripts paint a different picture, in which the oldest manuscripts are
MT-like instead. The 4QRP-texts are considered later branches deriving from an LXX-SP
group. This overall picture is as diverging as can be and it is dependent on the general tendencies
in the text-historical models of the two scholars. For reconstructing the textual history of
Numbers as such and in the context of the transmission of the Pentateuch, these categorizations

are of little help.

The table shows that for Numbers the independent/MT-like and Pre-Samaritan texts are the

major problem zone.’” 4QLev—Num? is heavily understudied and its integration into a textual

32 Cf. the list of (re-)editions in the bibliography at the end of the article.

33 New color and infrared photos from the 2010s are available for most manuscripts in LLDSSDL. New research

has been conducted esp. on Exodus and Isaiah.

34 For an overview of the debate incl. alternative approaches, the statistics for the whole Pentateuch and a detailed

comment, see Schifers Textentstehung, 141-76; Schifers “Evidence,” 173—-88, 231-6. See also Lange, “1.2.2

Ancient and Late Ancient Hebrew and Aramaic Jewish Texts,” 125; Lange, “2.2.1 “Manuscript Evidence,” 22-3;

Crawford, “Interpreting,” 64-8.

35 Cf. the discussion on Num 19:2-4 in the synopsis above as an example.

36 The data is compiled from Lange, Handschriften, 15356, esp. 155, see also ibid., 6-8, 16-20; Tov, “Biblical

Texts,” (2008); Tov, Textual Criticism, 3rd ed., 108-9, (2012); Tov, “Development,” (2016); Tov, Textual

Criticism, 4rth ed., esp. 135-38, 370-74, 379-82, (2022). Because the two are the only scholars to have published

typologies for the entire material, I limit myself to these two propositions.

37 Note also the diverging categorization of MSS as “pre-Samaritan,” with a consensus only on 4QpaleoExod™

and 4QNum’®, cf. Lange, Handschriften, 18: 4QpaleoExod™ and 4QNum®; Tov, “Biblical Texts,” 147: + 4QExod—

Levf, 4QDeut" (secondarily), 4QLev¢ (unsure); Tov, Textual Criticism, 3rd ed., 108: + 4QExod-Lev, 4QRP?,

4QRP®; Tov, Textual Criticism, 4th ed., 175: “4QpaleoExod™, 4QExod-Lev, 4QNum® (which is secondarily also
26



history of Numbers remains a desideratum.?® The relatively uncontested label “pre-Samaritan”

is too vague to account for a genetically informed description of 4QNum®. It is mainly based

[49]
Date Manuscript Categorization by  Categorization by = Categorization by
Lange 2009 Tov 2008/2012 Tov 2016/2022
150-100 BCE 1QpaleoLev—Num®  not categorizable outer circle; MT-like or pre-
(1Q3) M-like' Samaritan’
4QLev—Num? independent outer circle; M-like [no longer part of the
MT-like texts]"
75-50 BCE 4QRP® independent’ [not included™] block II: “closely
4QRP* independent' related to the SP
4QRP¢ independent group™i
30 BCE-20 CE  4QNum® pre-Samaritan pre-Samaritan block II:
SP group
50-100 CE XHev/SeNum® proto-Masoretic inner circle; proto- block I:
(XHev/Se2) Masoretic MT group
100-135 CE MurGen—Ex.Num®  proto-Masoretic inner circle; proto- block I:
(Mur 1) Masoretic MT group

Table 2.3: Classification of the Hebrew Numbers Mss According to Lange and Tov

Notes for table 2.3:

i, 1 Statistically counted as independent, but going back to a reworking of a pre-Samaritan witness, cf. Lange,
Handschriften, 39, 41.

il Tov has differentiated his terminology for the proto-Masoretic texts in several steps, cf. the overview in Schifers,
“Evidence,” 180-81 n. 57, and the statement in Tov, ““Proto-Masoretic.’”

¥ Tov has not always included the 4QRP texts in his statistics but has emphasized the closeness to SP for 4QRP* ¢,
see above note iv for table 1. Since these texts are now included in the tentative stemma for the new two-block
model, cf. Tov, Textual Criticism, 4rth ed., 3802, I have included them into the table, too.

VCf. Tov, Textual Criticism, 4th ed., 136 with n. 64. The independent and/or MT-like texts are a major point of
dissent between Lange and Tov which is closely related to the alleged preponderance of proto-MT and the question
of stabilization, cf. Lange “Plurality;” Lange, “Dead Sea Scrolls;” Tov, “Myth;” Tov, “Enigma,” and the critique
i.a. by Crawford, “Understanding,” 64—9; Ulrich, Dead Sea Scrolls, 25-6, 314-5; Pajunen, “Textual Plurality.” In
his recent two-block model, Tov has developed new statistics with now 21 non-aligned texts (naming only
4Q[Gen—]Exod®; 11QpaleoLev?; 4QDeut® ") whose place in the stemma remains unsure and 18 “indecisive texts
that are either MT-like or pre-Samaritan,” namely 4QGen® % £&J; 1QExod; 1QpaleoLev—Num?; 4QLev" %°;
2QDeut®; 4QDeut® & £ &0 [n the stemma, the group “1b. MT-like traditions” emerges secondarily from the proto-
MT branch, cf. Tov, Textual Criticism, 4th ed., 136 with n. 64, 382. For a detailed analysis of the matter, see
Schifers, Textentstehung, 147-57, esp. n. 156-57.

viTov, Textual Criticism, 4th ed., 136 n. 63, informs that 4QLev—Num? and 4QpaleoDeut" are now excluded from
this group.

close to LXX), and possibly also 4QLev*. The biblical scrolls 4QRP? (4Q158) and 4QRP® (4Q364) are either part
of the SP group or close to it.”

38 See the scarce introduction in DJD 12, 1535, which seems to be guided by the general policy of leaving “less
interesting” MSS largely uncommented, cf. ibid., 3. For an overall counting of the patterns in the variant readings
of the MS, see Lange, Handschriften, 69, cf. also the assessment by Fabry, “Levitikus.”
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Vit Tov, Textual Criticism, 4th ed., 380: “Closely related to the SP group are its congeners 4QRP*® (4Q158, 4Q364),
slightly removed from SP since these texts added a layer of exegesis to the SP, and 4QRP*, a little more removed
from SP.”

[50]on the large scale expansions shared with SP*° which have been in the center of scholarly
engagement with 4QNum®.*® Apart from these expansions, 4QNum® has only a few exclusive
agreements with SP (as with MT) but shares 18 significant text pluses with LXX that speak for
a point of contact in the forerunners of the scroll and the LXX Vorlage.*! The 19 unique text
pluses in 4QNum® have similar characteristics as the ones shared with LXX.*? Consequently,
these unique pluses, too, do not speak for a continuation of “special” SP-style characteristics.*?
This leaves us with only 4QpaleoExod™ as a witness consensually described with that label.
This scroll does not have as many exclusive agreements with LXX as 4QNum®.** For the 4QRP
texts, scribal techniques have been exhaustively studied, but their interrelation with the other
MSS is still not sufficiently understood.*> Regarding the Greek MS 4QLXXNum, which is not
included in the table above, analogous problems exist with regard to the question “Old Greek
or recension?”. Here, too, recent scholarship has urged for the need to move beyond this
dichotomy.*® In sum, the study of the Numbers MSS will greatly benefit from a shift in
perspective in the spirit advocated for by Crawford:

“By changing the direction of our text-critical study from a focus on the three canonical collections that resulted

from the process of textual transmission to a focus on the beginnings of that transmission process, we can [51|free

ourselves from the tyranny of the Masoretic Text, the Septuagint, and the Samaritan Pentateuch.”*’

39 See the [reconstructed] evidence for Num [12:16b]; 20:13b; 21:11b, 12b, 20b, [22b, 23b]; 27:23b; [31:20b]. For
Num 4:14b (with LXX); 10:10b; 13:33b; 14:40b, 45b the manuscript is too fragmentary or missing completely.
40 Cf. e.g., Ziemer, Kritik, 638-56; Ben-Dov, “Text Duplications;” van der Meer, “Exclusion;” Schorch,
“Fortschreibungen;” Hjelm, “Deuteronomic Addenda;” Ulrich, Dead Sea Scrolls, 36-39; Zahn, Rethinking, 135—
77; Zahn, “Samaritan Pentateuch;” Kartveit, Origin, 266—88; Tov, “Rewritten Bible Compositions,” esp. 60—68;
Jastram, “Text.” Small scale harmonizations were addressed as a major feature in pre-SP texts and LXX SP, but
have not been studied systematically for in 4QNum®, cf. Zahn, Rethinking, 135-77, esp. 136-37; Tov, “Samaritan
Pentateuch;” Tov, “Textual Harmonization;” Tov, “Septuagint of Numbers;” Tov, “Popular Jewish LXX-SP
Texts;” Tov, “Palestinian Source.”
41 Num 12:6; 13:23; 18:30; 22:9, 10, 11(2x), 17, 18; 23:3; 25:16; 26:33; 30:9(2x); 31:48; 32:30; 35:21; 36:1, cf.
the detailed analysis in Schéfers, Textentstehung, 195-254; Schéfers, “Evidence.”
42 Num 11:32; 13:18, 20; 16:8; 18:30; 20:20; 22:12, 16, 19, 32; 26:10; 27:22; 29:28; 31:3, 23, 48; 32:39; 35:18,
21; for the special case Num 36:1-2, see above § 2.
43 But see Tov, Textual Criticism, 4th ed., 175: “harmonizing additions that reflect the style of SP”.
4 Cf. Jastram, “Comparison.”
45 Cf. esp. Zahn, Rethinking, and the publications by Crawford listed in the bibliography. For a list of variants, see
Perrin, “Variants.”.
46 Cf. the additional comment by Kreuzer in Dorival, “Arithmoi,” 149 n. 1 (appendix to Dorival’s article); Kotzé,
“Septuagint,” esp. 159; Albrecht, “Rahlfs 803.” Note the cautious approach advocated for already by Tov, “Greek
Biblical Texts,” 345-6.358-61.
47 Crawford, “Understanding,” 69.
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