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* I am indebted to Luis Lütkehellweg (Leuven/Bonn) and Dominik Schlauß (Bonn) for their meticulous proof
reading. All remaining errors are mine, of course.
1 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. Schäfers, Textentstehung; Schäfers, “Evidence.”

Accepted version of: Kirsten M. Schäfers. “The Materiality and Textuality of Numbers in Qumran and the 
Judaean Desert Sites.” Pages 13–59 in The Book of Numbers. Composition, Reception, and Interpretation. 
Edited by Christian Frevel, Benjamin Kilchör, and Craig A. Evans. Formulation and Interpretation of Old 
Testament Literature (FIOTL) 10; Supplements to Vetus Testamentum (VTS) 202. Leiden: Brill, 2026.

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

Kirsten M. Schäfers, 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.1 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 4QNumb, 4QRP and 4QLXXNum.2 

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 Sinnbezügen 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.3 

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–Numa, 4QNumb, 4QRPb-d, and 

4QLXXNum in greater detail. 
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[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 Ḫirbet Qumrān, Wadi Murabbaʿat, Naḥal Ḥever, and Naḥal Ṣeʾelim.4 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. Schäfers.5 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.6 

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–Numa; MurGen–Ex.Numa), but their counting differs in other cases 

(4QLXXNum; 4QNumb), 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.7 

Table 2.2 lists the passages in which overlapping text (parts of words or words) has been 

preserved.8 

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 

 

 

 
4 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, 66–69, 
79–83, on which Lange, “2.2.1 Manuscript Evidence,” 23–52, is also based; Schäfers, Textentstehung, esp. 141–
176; Schäfers, “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 Rösel, “Textüberlieferung.” 
6 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 4QNumb and 5/6ḤevNuma; XḤev/SeNumb and is thus incomplete. 
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[15] 

MS Date (J/L) Frags. Word count 
J 

Word count 
L 

(partial) text from 
Numbers 

1QpaleoLev–Numa 
(1Q3)i 150–100 BCE 13 8 108 1:48–50; 36:7–8? 

2QNuma (2Q6) ca. 40–60 CE 2 24 24 3:38–41, 51; 4:1–3 

2QNumb (2Q7) 
(+ 2Q29 1, 3?)ii 30–1 BCE 1 19 19 33:47, 49, 51–53 

(23:5–7[8]) 

2QNumc (2Q8) ca. 20–50 CE? 1 4 4 7:88 

2QNumd? (2Q9) --- 1 3 3 18:8–19? 

4QLev–Numa 
(4Q23) iii 150–100 BCE 104 710 1073 

1:1–5:9*; 8:7–
13:22*; 18:26?; 

22:5–6, 22–24; 26:5–
7; 30:5–6 or 8–9?, 

12–13; 32:8–33:54*; 
35:4–5  

4QNumb (4Q27) 30 BCE–20 CE 105 1528 1517 11:31–13:24*; 
15:41–36:7* 

4QLXXNum 
(4Q121)/Ra 803 25 BCE–25 CE 23 134 185 3:39?, 40–43, 50–

51?; 4:1?, 5–9, 11–16 

4QRPb (4Q364)iv 75–50 BCE 67 --- 792 

14:16–20, X; 33:31–
33, 38–39, 41–42, 

44–49 (20:14a, 17–
18 before Deut 2:8) 

4QRPc (4Q365) 
+ 4QT? (4Q365a) 75–50 BCE 67 --- 1204 

1:1–5; 3:26–30; 
4:47–49+7:1; 7:78–
10:3*; 13:12–30*; 

15:26–28; X; 17:20–
24; 27:11+36:1–2 

4QRPd (4Q366) 75–50 BCE 5 --- 123 29:14, 16–24, 32–39; 
30:1+Deut 16:13–14 

5/6ḤevNuma 
(5/6Ḥev1a)v 

1–30 CE/50–68 
CE 4 16 16 19:2–4; 20:7–8 

XḤev/SeNumb 
(XḤev/Se2) 

1–30 CE/50–100 
CE 1 95 95 27:2–13; 28:11–12 

MurGen–Ex.Numa 
(Mur 1)vi 75–125 CE 7 31 260 34:10; 36:7–11 

34ṢeNum (34Ṣe2) --- 2 --- 4 18:21; 19:11? 

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

Notes for table 2.1: 
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i 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?, 15? to 
1QpaleoLev–Numa and frags. 16–19, 22–23 and possibly 12, 15, 20 to 1QpaleoLevb (1QpaleoLev–Numb) 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–Numa (frags. 
1–15), 1QpaleoNumb (frags. 16–21), and 1QpaleoLevb (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. 
ii The 2QNum MSS are differentiated paleographically, while 2QNumd? could also belong to 2QNumb. A 
reassignment of 2Q29 (Unidentified frags.) 1, 3 with 2QNumb 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. 
iii Pike, “Book of Numbers,” 167, identified a new join for a small frag. to frag. 35, which confirmed Ulrich’s 
reconstruction הל]עמוw ֯ן֯ב֯ ד֯ע֯ו  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–Numa 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 מwאצ  instead of אצומ  (MT SP) in Num 30:13. 

[16] 
iv 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 5/6ḤevNuma frag. 3 was initially named 5/6Ḥev41. The older XḤev/SeNuma (XḤev/Se1) has undergone 
reassignment and was included into 5/6ḤevNuma as frags. 1–2, 4, cf. DJD 38, 133–35, 137. 
vi In DJD 39, 97, the seven frags. of Mur 1 are attributed to three MSS (Mur Gena; 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 DJD 2, 
75. See also the adjusted presentation in Tov, Revised Lists, 90. 

[17] 

Num        

1:1–5a  4QLev–Numa  4QRPc    

3:40–41 2QNuma      4QLXXNum 

3:51–4:3, 
5–9, 11–12 

2QNuma 

3:51–4:3 
4QLev–Numa     4QLXXNum 

3:51?, 4:?, 
4:5–9, 11–12 

4:47–
5:1[7:1] 

 4QLev–Numa  4QRPc    

8:11–12  4QLev–Numa  4QRPc    

12:3–11  4QLev–Numa 4QNumb     

https://www.deadseascrolls.org.il/explore-the-archive/image/B-284276
https://www.deadseascrolls.org.il/explore-the-archive/image/B-363023
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13:12–24  4QLev–Numa 
(v. 21) 

4QNumb 4QRPc    

19:2–4(?)   4QNumb  5/6ḤevNuma   

22:5–6  4QLev–Numa 4QNumb     

26:5–7  4QLev–Numa 4QNumb     

27:2–10   4QNumb   XḤev/SeNumb  

29:16–18   4QNumb 4QRPd    

Num 
30:1–
[Deut 
16:13–14] 

  4QNumb 4QRPd    

32:23–30, 
35–39, 41–
42 

 4QLev–Numa 4QNumb     

33:31–32  4QLev–Numa  4QRPb    

33:45–53 2QNumb 4QLev–Numa 4QNumb 4QRPb    

(27:11; 
36:1–2) 

  4QNumb 4QRPc this is an overlap in a broader sense 

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.9 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 

 
9 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. 
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approximate depiction of the (reconstructed) shape of the frags. so that the material dimension is 
discernible as detailed as possible in the presentation.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.” 
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[19]2. A Synoptic Analysis of the Preserved Overlaps between the MSS 

Num 1:1–5a 

4QLev–Numa frag. 27 (8 words) 4QRPc frag. 26a–b (9 words) 

  

  

  

 ]תינשה הנשב ינשה שדחל דחאב דעומ להאב יניס רבדמב השמ לא הוהי רבדיו 1[24

 ]םתבא תיבל םתחפשמל לארשי ינב תדע לכ שאר תא ואש 2 רמאל םירצמ[ ץראמ םתאצל 25

 ]ודקפת לארשיב אבצ אצי לכ הלעמו הנש םירשע ןבמ 3 םתלגלגל רכז ל[כ תומש רפסמב 26

 ]ויתבא תיבל שאר שיא הטמל שיא שיא ויהי םכתאו 4 ןרהאו התא םת[אבצל םתא 27

 ]ןועמשל 6 רואידש ןב רוצילא ןבוארל םכתא ודמעי רשא םישנאה תומש ה[לא֯ו֯ 5 א֯וn֯ה 28

   ]                          לאר[wשי ינב wלוכ֯[                                              ] 1

   ]                                  [ב֯ רשאכ ם] [ב֯שw֯ל[                                    ] 2

3 [                            ][                 ]                                vacat       

 ]ינשה שדוחל ד[ח֯אwב דעwומ להואב יניס רבwדמ֯]ב השומ לא הוהי רבדיו 1[ 4

 ינ[ב֯ תדע wש]א[ו֯ר תא אש 2 רומאל םירצמ nרׅצ֯א֯]מ םתאצל תינשה הנשב[ 5
 ]לארשי

 הנש םי[רשע wןבמ 3 םתולגלוגל תומש בתכ רפסמב ם֯]תובא תיבל םתוחפשמל[ 6
 ]הלעמו

 w 4ןwורהאו התא םתואבצל םתוא דוwקwפת֯ wלא֯ר֯ש֯]יב אבצ אצוי לוכ[ 7
 ]םכת[א֯ו

 ה[ל֯]או 5 [ו֯]י[nהי ותובא תיבל שאור שw֯יא הטמל ]שיא שיא ויהי[ 8
 ]תומש

[20]V. 1: 4QLev–Numa l. 25 ץראמ  MT SP LXX vs. 4QRPc l. 5 [֯רׅצ֯אw   מ
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–Numa l. 26 םתלגלגל רכז ל ] כ תומש רפסמב  MT SP םתלגלגל רכז לכ תומש רפסמב   vs. 4QRPc l. 6 םתולגלוגל תומש בתכ רפסמב  vs. LXX κατὰ ἀριθμὸν ἐξ ὀνόματος αὐτῶν, κατὰ 
κεφαλὴν αὐτῶν 3 πᾶς ἄρσην … 
The + בתכ  in 4QRPc 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 הרות , cf. Deut 31:9, 24, see also v. 19, 22). At the same time, רכז לכ  is absent in 4QRPc. It is plausible that 4QLev–Numa 
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 
l. 26, we cannot be sure and exclude the reading םתולגלוגל בתכ תומש רפסמב  or something entirely different. The reading becomes even more suspicious in light of LXX, where לכ 

רכז  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 κατὰ 
for ְב, the additional preposition ἐξ which has no counterpart in the Hebrew witnesses, the sg. ὀνόματος in the place of the pl. תומש , and the additional possessive pronoun αὐτῶν 
not displayed in MT SP. While the κατὰ and the αὐτῶν seem to reflect stylistic choices of the translator, cf. Wevers, Notes, 2–3, the sg. ὀνόματος and the ἐξ 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 κατὰ ἀριθμὸν ὀνομάτων αὐτῶν, cf. Num 1:18, 20, 22, 24[36LXX] 
etc. (but see Num 3:40, 43 LXX for ἐξ ὀνόματος). In the text known from MT SP [4QLev–Numa], however, the רכז לכ  is itself likely to be a harmonizing addition which is 



 

8 
 

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 רכז לכ ם תלגלגל תומש רפסמב  , which is the exact same word order as in Num 1:2b–3aLXX. 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–Numa]. 
A harmonizing omission in view of v. 18 explaining the shorter reading in 4QRPc, as proposed by Perrin, “Variants,” 149, is relatively unlikely in view of these observations, 
although we do not have v. 20, 22 extant in 4QRPc. This view is further corroborated by the following example. For Num 3:28, we have a unique text plus in 4QRPc frag. 27:4 
( רכז לכ תומש רפסמב  > MT SP רכז לכ רפסמב  LXX κατὰ ἀριθμὸν πᾶν ἀρσενικὸν) [21]where the text seems to harmonize (quite oddly) to the often found combination תומש רפסמב  (cf. 
esp. Num 3:40, 43), while רכז לכ תומש רפסמב  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. Schäfers, Textentstehung, 214, 224–26, 228, 238; Schäfers, Evidence, 201, 210–13, 223. 
V. 4 4QLev–Numa l. 28 הw֯א֯ו  MT SP אוה  vs. 4QRPc [֯ו י [wהי  LXX ἔσονται 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–Numa. 4QRPc 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 ֯לוכw שי ינבw]לאר  perhaps corresponding to לארשי ינב  in Lev 29:34, cf. DJD 13, 299; 
Zahn, Rethinking, 109. 

Num 3:40–41 

2QNuma frag. 1 (2 words) 4QLXXNum frags. 1–5 (3 words) 

 ]םירמש וינבו ןרהאו השמ                    [

 ]לארשי ינב תרמשמל שדקמה תרמ[wשמ1 

 ]םיולה ידוקפ לכ 39 תמוי ברקה רז[הו 2

 ]הוהי יפ לע ןרהאו השמ דקפ ר[שא3 

 ]הלעמו שדח ןבמ רכז לכ םתחפ[wשמל4 

 ]                           ףלא םירשעו ם[ינש5 

 ]רכז רכב לכ דקפ השמ לא הוהי רמ[איו 40 6

 ]תא אשו הלעמו שדח ןבמ לארשי [ינבל7 

 ]יל םיולה תא תחקלו 41 םתמש ר[nפסמ 8

 ]לארשי ינבב רכב לכ תחת הוהי [ינא9 

 ]תמהבב רוכב לכ תחת םיולה תמהב [תא]ו[10 

 

 

 

 

 

1 [                  ] ◦◦ [                                                ] 

2 [λεγων ]α̣ριθ̣μησον̥[ παν πρωτοτοκον αρσεν] 

3 [των υι]ων Ισραηλ απ[ο μηνιαιου και επανω] 

4 [και λα]β̣ε τον αριθμον̥[ αυτων εξ ονοματος] 

5 [41 και λ]η̥ψει τους Λευιτα[ς εμοι εγω --] 

6 [αντι παντων ]τ̣ων π̥ρ̥[ωτοτοκων των υιων] 

7 [Ισραηλ και τα κτη]ν̥η τ̥[ων Λευιτων αντι] 

8 [παντων των πρ]ωτοτοκων̥[ εν τοις κτηνεσιν] 
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9 [των υιων Ισρα]η̥λ 42 και επ[εσκεψατο Μωυσης] 

10 [ον τροπον ενε]τ̥ειλατ̣[ο -- αυτωι] 

11 [παν πρωτοτοκον εν το]ις υιοι̥ς̣ Ισρα 

12 [ηλ] [43 και εγενετο παν πρωτο]τ̥οκο̣[ν α]ρ̥σ̥ε̥ν 

13 [κατα αριθμον εξ ονοματος απ]ο μη̥[νιαιου] 

 

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. 
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[22]Num 3:51–4:3, 5–9, 11–12 

4QLev–Numa frags. 32 ii, 34 i–36 (13 words and 14 words) 2QNuma frag. 2 (13 words) 4QLXXNum frags. 6, 7–14, 12 ii, 15–22 (14 words) 

 

 

 וינבל]ו ןרהאל                                                                                                           [5 

                              vacat                          [     ]ה֯]שמ [ת֯א֯ wהו֯ה֯]י הוצ רשאכ הוהי יפ לע[6 

 םתחפשמל יול ינב ךותwמ תהק ינב שאר תnא wאשנ 2 רמאל ןרהא ל֯]או [השמ לא֯] הוהי [ר֯ב֯ד֯יw֯ו :14 7
 תיבל

 לwהאב הכאלמ תוש]ע[ל א֯ב֯צ֯ל א֯]ב [לכ הנש םי֯ש֯]מ[ח ן֯ב֯ ד֯ע֯ו֯ wהל]עמו הנש[ םיwשל֯ש ןבמ 3 םתבא 8
 דעומ֯

 ]ודרוהו הנחמה [עסנב וי֯]נבו ןרהא א[ב֯ו֯ 5 ם֯י֯ש֯ד֯]קה[ wשwד]ק דעו[wמ wלהאב֯] תהק ינב [ת֯דבע wת]אז 4[ 9

 לילכ דגב וש[רפו שח]ת רוע יוסכ וילע ונתנו6 [תודעה ןורא תא הב] וסכו ךסמ[wה תכרפ תא 10
 ]תלכת

 תאו תרעק[ה֯ תא] וילע ונתנו תלכת דגב וש[ר֯פי wםי֯]נפה[ ןחלש לעו 7 ]וידב ומשו[ הלעמלמ 11
 ]תפכה

 ]ינש תעלות [דn֯גב֯ nםהיל֯]ע ושרפו 8 היהי וילע דימתה ם[ח֯לו ךסנה תוש]ק תאו [◦נמה תאו 12

 תאו רואמה [ת֯רwוwנמ֯ תwא] וסכו תלכת דגב וחקל[wו 9 וידב תא ומשו שחת ר]וע הסכמב [ו֯תא וסwכו֯ 13
 ]היתרנ

 לכ תאו התא ונתנו 10 [ wםwהב] הל ותרשי רשא הנמש [wילכ לכ תאו היתתחמ תאו ה]יחקלמ תאו[ 14
 ]הילכ

 הסכמב ו[wתא וסכו תלכ֯]ת ד[גwב] ושרפי בהזה חבזמ לעו 11 ט[ו֯מה לע ונתנו שחwת ר֯]וע הסכמ לא[ 15
 ]רוע

 דגwב] [לn֯א ו֯נn֯תנ֯ו֯ ש֯ד֯]קב םב ותרשי רשא תרשה ילכ לכ תא וחק[ל]ו 12 וידב תא ומשו שחת[ 16
 ]תלכ[wת

 

 ]םידפה ףסכ תא השמ ןתיו 51                    

 ]הוצ רשאכ הוהי יפ לע ו[ינבל]ו ןרהאל[1 

 ]                              [השמ תא] הוהי[2 

 ]רמאל ןרהא לאו השמ ל[א הוהי nר]בדיו 4:1[ 3

 ]יול ינב ךותמ תהק ינב [שאר תא] אשנ 2[ 4

 ]םישלש ןבמ 3 םתבא [nתיבל םתnח]פשמל[ 5

 ]הנש םישמח ןב דעו ה[לעמו ה]נש[6 

 ]דעומ להאב הכאלמ תושעל אבצל [אב ל]כ[7 

bottom margin                 

6, 1 [                    πε]ν̥τε σικ̥[λους            ] (v. 50?) 

2     [                      αρ]γ̥υ̣ρι[ον                  ] (v. 51?) 

 

7,1 [4:1 Μωυσην και ]Α̥αρων[ λεγων 2 λαβε το κεφα] 

[lines 2–9 missing] 

 

10 [                                     ] ◦·[  ] ◦ [            ] 

11 [υιοι αυτου οταν εξαιρηι ]η̥ παρεμβολ[η] 

12 [και καθ]ελου̥[σι]ν το̣[ καταπετ]ασμα̣ τ̥[ο] 

13 [συσκιαζο]ν και κατακα̥[λυψουσιν εν αυ] 

14  [τωι την κιβω]τ̥ον το̥[υ μαρτυρ]ι̥ου 6 κα[ι επι] 

15 [θησουσιν επ αυ]το [κατακαλυμμα δ]ε̥ρ̥[μα] 

16 [υακινθινον και επιβαλουσιν επ αυτην] 

17 [ιματιον ολον υακινθινον ανωθεν] 

18 [και διεμβαλουσιν τους α]ρ̥τηρας 7 κ̥[αι] 

19 [επι την τραπεζαν την προ]κειμενην ε 

20 [πιβαλουσιν επ αυτην ιμ]α̣τιον υ[α]κ̣ινθι 

21 [νον και δωσουσιν επ α]υ̥την̥ τα τ[ρ]υ̥βλι 

22 [α και τας θυισκας και τ]ους κυαθους και 
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[24]V. 3: 4QLev–Numa l. 8 של֯שwםי  2QNuma l. 5 [ םישלש ] MT SP םי שלש  vs. LXX εἴκοσι καὶ πέντε (harmonizing to Num 8:24). 
BQS hints to 2QNuma most likely supporting the reading in 4QLev–Numa l. 8 MT SP, as the reconstructed length of l. 5 would 
not have extra space for םירשעו שמח  or שמחו םירשע . 
V. 7: 4QLev–Numa l. 12 [ךסנה תוש ק תאו ]  MT SP ךסנה תוש ק תאו  ~ LXX καὶ τὰ σπονδεῖα, ἐν οἷς σπένδει < 4QLXXNum l. 23 
[τα σπονδεια εν οις σπε]ν̥δει εν αυτοις d t n group. 
Wevers, “Early Revision,” 236*, has initially discarded the additional εν αυτοις as “quite unnecessary,” but has later pointed 
to Exod 25:29(28LXX), 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 t 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 Schäfers, 
“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 l. 19–20, e.g., the reconstruction suggests that the scroll had ε[πιβαλουσιν επ 
αυτην] LXX ἐπιβαλοῦσιν ἐπ’ αὐτὴν, cf. v. 8 > MT SP וש רפי . The reconstruction in 4QLev–Numa l. 11 וש [ר֯פי  also has little 
space for an additional וילע , but since the next variant affects the same lacuna, one cannot be sure. With l. 21 και δωσουσιν επ 
α]υ̥την̥ MT SP וילע ונתנו  > 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 Kotzé, “Debated 
Hebrew Term,” esp. 60–66. 
V. 8: 4QLev–Numa l. 12 [֯םהילw ֯גבw֯ד ד MT ע גב םהילע  4QLXXNum l. 25–6 επ ]α̥υ̥τ̥ην ιματ̥ι̥[ον LXX ἐπ’ αὐτὴν ἱμάτιον vs. SP 

דגב יוסכ םהילע . 
V. 8 4QLev–Numa l. 13 וידב תא ומשו  MT וידב תא ומשו  > SP וידב ומשו  vs. 4QLXXNum l. 27–28 κ̥α̥[ι] [εμβαλουσιν δι αυτης τους 
]αρ̥τηρας vs. LXX καὶ διεμβαλοῦσιν δι’ αὐτῆς τοὺς ἀναφορεῖς, see also v. 6, 11, but cf. v. 12 4QLXXNum.  
Reconstruction suggests the additional δι’ αὐτῆς also in 4QLXXNum. The same conclusion pertains to the missing equivalent 
αὐτοῦ 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 דב  in 4QLXXNum αρτήρ instead of LXX 
ἀναφορεύς, see Wevers, “Early Recension,” 236–7*; Ulrich, “Septuagint Manuscripts,” 72–3; Petersen, “Analysis,” 488–9. 
V. 11: 4QLev–Numa . 15 [֯תלכ ת ד [גwב  MT SP תלכת דגב  LXX ἱμάτιον ὑακίνθινον vs. 4QLXXNum l. 5 [ιματια υακι]ν̥θινα. 
The alleged pl. in 4QLXXNum is unusual. Wevers “Dead Sea Scolls,” 9 suspects and intervention by the scribe/translator. 
V. 12: 4QLev–Numa l. 16 ֯תנ֯וw֯א ו֯נw֯ל  MT SP לא ונתנו  4QLXXNum l. 10 και θ̣η̣σ̣ουσιν ει[ς vs.(?) LXX καὶ ἐμβαλοῦσιν εἰς. 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 [τα σπονδεια εν οις σπε]ν̥δει εν αυτοις 

24 [και οι αρτοι οι δια παντ]ο̣ς επ αυτηι εσο 

25 [νται 8 και επιβαλουσιν επ ]α̥υ̥τ̥ην ιματ̥ι̥ 

26 [ον κοκκινον και καλυψουσι]ν̥ αυτην κα 

27 [λυμματι δερματινωι υακινθι]ν̥ω̣ι̥ κ̥α̥[ι] 

28 [εμβαλουσιν δι αυτης τους ]αρ̥τηρας 

29 [9 και ληψονται ιματιον υακιν]θ̣ινον κ̥α̥ι̥ 

30 [καλυψουσιν την λυχνιαν τη]ς̥ φαυσεως 

31 [και τους λυχνους αυτης και τας λαβιδα]ς̥ αυ̥ 

[lines 32–34 missing] 

frags. 12 ii, 15–22 

[lines 1–4 missing] 

5 [ιματια υακι]ν̥θινα και καλ̥[υψ]ο̣υ̥[σιν αυ] 

6 [το καλυμμα]τ̥ι̣ δ̥ε̣ρματινωι̣ υ̣[α]κινθιν̣[ωι] 

7 και̥ ε̥[μβαλ]ο̥υσιν τους αρτη̣[ρ]α̣[ς ]α̥[υτου] 

8 12 και λη̥ψ̥οντ̥α̥ι̥ π̥αντα τα σκ̥[ευη τα λει]τ̥[ουρ] 

9 γ̣ι̥κα ο̥σα λε[ι]τ̥ο̣[υ]ργουσιν εν[ αυτοις εν] 

10 [τ]ο̥ι̥ς α[γιοις ]και θ̣η̣σ̣ουσιν ει[ς ιματιον] 

11 [υακινθινον ]και κ̥αλ̣υψουσιν[ αυτα καλυμ] 

12 [ματι δερμ]α̣τιν̣ω̣ι̣ υακιν[θινωι και επι] 

13 [θησουσιν ]ε̥[π ]α̥ρ̥τ̣η̥ρος [13 και  εκσποδια] 
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[26]Num 4:47–5:1[7:1] 

4QLev–Numa frags. 34 ii, 46–47 (3 words) 4QRPc frag. 28 (3 words) 

 ]הדבע תדבע דבע[ל֯] אבה לכ הנש םישמח ןב דעו [ה֯לעמו wהנ֯ש֯ םי֯]שלש ןבמ 47[ 12

 ]תואמ שמחו םיפלא תנמש םהידקפ ויהי[ו 48 דע֯ו֯מ להאב א]שמ תדבעו[ 13

 ]לע שיא שיא השמ דיב םתוא [ד֯קפ הוהי י֯]פ לע 49 םינמשו[ 14

 ] vacat           השמ תא הוהי הוצ ר[nשא ו֯י֯]דקפו ואשמ לעו ותדבע[15 

 ]לארשי ינב [תא וצ 2 רמ]אל השמ לא הוהי רבדיו 1:5                         [ 16

 ]ויהיו 48 דעומ להואב אשמ תדו[ב֯]עו[ ]?הד[ובע ][הדובע תדובע דוwבע֯ל֯ א֯ב֯ה֯] לוכ[ 1

 ]דיב םתוא דקפ הוהי יפ ל[wע 49 םיששו תואמ שמחו םיפלא תנומש םהידוקפ 2

 ]השומ תא הוהי הוצ [wרשא ודקפו ואשמ לעו ותדבע לע שיא שיא הש֯]ומ[ 3

 [                        ]  vacat  [                     ] 4 

 ]תאו ותוא שדקיו ותוא חשמיו ןכש[מw֯ה תא םיקהל השומ תולכ םwו]יב יהיו 7:1[ 5

bottom margin                                                          

V. 49: 4QLev–Numa l. 15 ֯ו֯י [ דקפו  MT SP וידקפו  vs. 4QRPc ודקפו  LXX καὶ ἐπεσκέπησαν. 
V. 49: 4QLev–Numa l. 15 ר] wשא  4QRPc רשאw  MT רשא  vs. SP רשאכ  LXX(?) ὃν τρόπον. 
The variance in small elements like prepositions and ePPs is typical for 4QRPc and does not exhibit a clear cut tendency of reading against resp. with LXX or SP, while 4QLev–
Numa 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. 
4QRPc displays an alternative sequence with Num 4:49 followed by 7:1 and not 5:1 as in 4QLev–Numa 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 1–4 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 4QRPc 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 4QRPc frag. 28 l. 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 דבע . 

[27]Num 8:11–12 

4QLev–Numa frag. 51 (1 word) 4QRPc frag. 30 (1 word) 

 

 ]ינב תאמ הוהי ינפל הפונת םיולה תא ןרהא ףינהו 11 [םיולה לע ם֯]ה[ידי תא wלאwרש֯]י [י֯נ֯ב֯ 4

 ]תא השעו םירפה שאר לע םהידי תא וכמסי םיולהו 12 הוה[י֯ ת֯דבע ]תא[ דבעל ויהwו wל]ארשי[ 5

top margin                                 

 תא דובעל ויהו לארשי ינב תאמ הוהי ינפל הפונת[ 1
 תדובnע]
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 הwש]עו םירפה שאור לע םהידי תא וכמסי םיולהו 12 הוהי[ 2 ]                                                                                  ד[ח֯א֯ה תאו תאט֯]ח דחאה[6 
 wתwא

No variants between in the allegedly overlapping word of the two fragments. 

Num 12:3–11 

4QLev–Numa frags. 60–61 (11 words) 4QNumb Col. I frags. 1–4 (11 words) 

 ]המדאה ינפ לע רשא םדאה לכמ [wהwד]אמ ונע השמ שיאהו 3                                          [ 1

 ]ואציו דעו[wמ לw֯הא֯] לא םכת[ש֯לש nוnאnצ] [ם֯]יר[מ֯] לאו ןרהא לאו השמ לא םאתפ הוהי רמאיו 4[ 2

 wואציו םירמ֯ו֯ ן֯]רהא אר[wקיו להאה wחwת]פ ד[מn֯ע]יו[ ן֯נ֯ע֯ nדמע֯ב ה֯ו֯]הי דריו 5 םתשלש[ 3

 עדו֯ת֯א ו֯]י[ל֯]א הארמ[wב הוהי םכאיבנ היהי םא ירבד֯] אנ ועמש רמאיו 6 םהינש[ 4

 הארמבו ו֯ב֯ רw֯בד]א הפ ל[א֯ הפ 8 אוה ןמאנ יתwיwב לכ֯ב֯ השwמ] ידבע ןכ אל 7 וב רבדא םולחב[ 5

 ר֯ח֯י֯ו֯ 9 הn֯שnמב nי]דבעב[ רבדל םתארי אל ע]ודמו טיבי הוהי תנמתו תדיחב אלו[ 6

 ]ןרהא ןפיו ג[ל֯שכ תערצמ םירמ הנהwו] להאה לעמ רס ןנעהו 10 ךליו םב הוהי ףא[ 7

 ]תאטח ונילע ת[שw֯ת אנ לא ינwד]א יב השמ לא ןרהא רמאיו 11 תערצמ הנהו םירמ לא[ 8

 9]                                                                     [◦] [◦◦◦][                         

 wהמדאה ינפ לע ר֯]שא םדאה לוכמ הדאומ ונע [השומ] שיאהו 3 ופא רחיו ה[ו֯הי 9

 לא םכתשולש ואצ ]םירמ לאו ןורהא לאו השומ לא םואתפ הוהי רמאו[יw֯ו 4 10

 דומעיו ןנע דוnמע֯ב֯] הוהי דריו 5 דעומ להוא לא םתשולש ואציו דעומ להוא[ 11

 םהילא הוהי רמwאו֯]יו 6 םהינש ואציו םירמו ןורהא ארקיו דעומ להוא חתפ[ 12

 וב רבwדא ם]ולחבו עדותא וילא הארמב המכאיבנ היהי םא ירבד אנ ועמש[13 

 אולו הארמnב וnב] רבדא הפ לא הפ 8 האוה ןמאנ יתיב לוכב השומ ידבע ןכ אול 7[ 14

 ףא רחיו 9 השnוnמnב י֯]דבעב רבדל םתארי אול עודמו טיבי הוהי תנומתו תודיחב[ 15

 לא ןורהא ןפיו גלnש]כ תערוצמ םירמ הנהו להואה לעמ רס ןנעהו 10 ךליו םב הוהי[ 16

 ]וני[wל]ע תשת אנ לא ינודא יב השומ לא ןורהא רמאויו 11 תערוצמ הנהו םירמ[ 17

[29]The preserved overlaps do not concern variants proper. 
V. 6: 4QNumb l. 12 [֯אוwםהילא הוהי רמ יו  LXXMSS > LXX καὶ εἶπεν πρὸς αὐτούς > MT SP רמאיו . 
4QNumb has one of its text plus shared with LXX here, while additionally reading הוהי . 4QNum–Leva l. 4 has not preserved the introduction of the speech. The editor reconstructs 
the text in l. 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. DJD 12, 153, 169–70. The long reading in 4QNumb is shared with several MSS from the LXX tradition: Ra 58 and 376, the b 
group, Ra 44 from the d group, the f group without MS 129, the n group and the Latin Ps-AU spe 31, cf. καὶ εἶπεν πρὸς αὐτούς κ̅ς̅  in V d-44 t Cyr II 592. Again, it must be noted 
that the text historical status of the b group and the d, t, n group, which sometimes share readings with Qumran MSS, needs further research, cf. Schäfers, “Eigenart.” 
V. 6: 4QLev–Numa l. 4 הוהי םכאיבנ  MT SP הוהי םכאיבנ  vs. LXX προφήτης ὑμῶν κυρίῳ [ הוהיל  ?]. 
The Hebrew syntax is difficult here. A common proposal is to read םכב איבנ  (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 הוהי , which is only 
loosely integrated into the syntax as a dative object, corresponding to הוהיל , cf. BHS. For the reconstruction without הוהי  in l. 13 at that position in 4QNumb, cf. Jastram, “Text,” 
186–87. 
For a detailed discussion of V. 6 and the text plus shared by 4QNumb LXX, see Schäfers, Textentstehung, 207–9; Schäfers, “Evidence,” 194–6. On the text plus in 4QNumb, 
see also below § 3. 
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[30]Num 13:12–24[13–25LXX] 

4QNumb Col. II, frags. 3 ii, 5 (64 words) 4QRPc frag. 32 (63 words) 

 ]רשא יט[מל 13 ילמג ןב לאwימwע] ןד יטמל 12 יסוס ןב ידג השנמ יטמל ףסוי[ יw֯ט]מ[ל֯ 11 יwדוס 3

 ]תומש[ הלא 16 אכימ ןב] [wלא֯]וג דג יטמל 15 יספו ןב יבחנ ילתפנ יטמל 14 לא[wכימ ןב֯] [רותס 4

 ]עושהי ן[wונ ןב עשוהל השו֯]מ ארקיו ןענכ ץרא תא רותל השומ חלש [ר֯שא םישנאה5 

 ]תא םתיל[wעו בגנב הז ולע] םהילא רמאויו ןענכ ץרא תא רותל הש[וw֯מ המתוא חלשיו 17 6

 ]םאו ה[אוה קזחה הילע֯] בשויה םעה תאו האיה המ ןענכ ץרא [תא םתיאw֯רו 18 רהה 7

 ]הב ב[שוי האוה רש֯]א ץראה המו 19 האוה בר םאו האוה ט[nעמה הא֯]ו[ה הפר 8

 ]םינחמ[ב֯ה הנהב בשnוי֯] [nהאוnה ר֯]שא םירעה המו האיה הער םאו האיה [הבוטה9 

 ]ןיא םאו ץע[ הב שיה האיה הזר םnא]ו האיה הנמשה ץראה המו 20 םי[ר֯]צ[ב֯מב םאו 10

 ]םיבנע [תורוכב ימי םימיהו ץnרא֯]ה ירפמ המכדיב [המתחקלו המתקזחתהו11 

 ]בגנב ולעיו 22 התמ[nח אובל ב֯וחר דע ןיצ רב֯]דממ ץראה[ תא ורותיו ואוביו וכליו 21 12

 ]םינש עבש ןורבחו קנע ידי[nלי֯] ימ[nלות֯]ו ישש[ ןמיחא המשו ןורבח דע אוביו13 

 ]םשמ ותרכיו התוא ולגריו לוכשא לחנ דע וא[nוביו 23 םירצמ ןעצ ינפל התנבנ 14

 ]םוקמל 24 םינאתה ןמו םינומרה ןמו טומב ואשיו [nהב דחא םיבנע לוכשאו הרומז 15

 ]ובושיו 25 לארשי ינב םשמ ותרכ רשא לוכשא[ה֯ תודא לע לוכשא לחנ וארק האוהה 16

 ]דג הטמל 15 יספוו ןב יבחנ ילתפנ ה[wטמל 14 יwלמwג ן֯]ב לאימע [ןד] הטמל 12 יסוס[ 1

 ]חלש רשא םישנאה תומש הלא 16 לאכ[י֯מ ןב רוwתwס רשא הטמל 13 יכימ ן֯]ב לאו)א(ג[ 2

 ]םתוא חלשיו 17 עושוהי ןונ ןב עשוה)י(ל ה[ש֯וw֯מ א֯ר֯קיו ץראה תא רו֯]תל השומ[ 3

 ]תא םתילעו [nבnגנב] הז ולע [ם֯ה֯יw֯לwא רw֯מויו ןענכ ץרא תא רוwתל֯] השומ[ 4

 ]ה[א֯ו֯ה֯ קnזחה הילע בw֯שויה םעה תאו האיה המ ץראwה nתא֯ ם֯]תיארו 18 רהה[ 5

 הבוטה הב בשוי האוה רשא ץראה המו 19 בר םאו האוה טעמה הפר וא nהnי]הי[ 6

 ]ם[י֯רצבמב םא םינחמה ןהב בשוי האוה רשא םירעה המו הער םאו האי֯]ה[ 7

 םתחקלו המתקזחתהו הב ןיא םא ץע הב שיה הזר םא הנמשה ץראה ה֯]מו 20[ 8

               vacat              םיבנע תורוכב ימי םימיהו ץראה ירפמ הם֯כ֯ד֯]יב[ 9

 ואוביו בגנל ולעו 22 תמח ובל בוחר דע ןיצ רבדw֯ממ ץראwה nתא ורו֯ת֯]יו   ? 21[ 10

 ]עב[wש ןורבחו קנעה ידילי ימלתו יששו ןומיחא֯ ה֯מ֯ש֯ו ןורבח nד]ע        ?  [ 11

 התוא ולגריו לוכשא֯ לחנ דע ואוביו vacat  23 םירצמ ןעצ ינפל הnת]נבנ םינש[ 12

 ]ם[י֯נשב טומב ואשיו הב דחא םיבנע לוכשאו הרומז ם֯]שמ ותרכיו[ 13

 ]תודוא [ל֯]ע[ ל֯]ו[כ֯שא לחנ וארק האוהה םוקמל 24 םינwאת֯]ה ןמו םינומרה ןמו[ 14

 ]                       רותמ [וw֯בושיו 25 לארש֯]י ינב המשמ ותרכ רשא לוכשאה[ 15

Num 13:21: 4QLev–Numa frag. 62 (2 words) 1 ]21 תמ[ח֯ אבל] בחר דע ןצ רבדממ ץראה תא ורתיו ולעיו[ 

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

V. 12–16: 4QRPc l. 1–3 v. 12, 14, 15, 13, 16 (cf. Gen 35:23–26; Exod 1:4; Deut 33:20–
24) vs. 4QNumb l. 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: 4QNumb l. 13 אוביו  MT אביו  vs. 4QRPc l. 10 ואוביו  SP ואביו  LXX καὶ ἦλθον. One 
of only four significant variants in 4QNumb reading with MT against SP LXX, see on 
this below in § 3. All other ancient version except for TgO also read pl.; sg. in 4QNumb 
error through metathesis? 

V. 22: 4QNumb l. 13 MT SP ןורבח דע  LXX ἕως Χεβρών < 4QRPc l. 11 [דw ע ?         ] 
ןורבח  Unknown text plus in 4QRPc? 
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V. 15: 4QNumb l.4 אכימ ; LXX Μακχί MT ָיכִמ ; 4QRPc l. 2 יכימ  SP יכימ  (biforms?). 

V. 17: 4QNumb l. 6 הש [וw֯מ  [4QRPc l. 4] MT LXX > SP. 

V. 18: 4QNumb l. 7–8 [֯הא ו [ה הפר  [ םאו ] vs. 4QRPc l. 6 [יwהw הפר וא הי ] > MT הפרה  SP אפרה  
LXX ἢ ἀσθενής; on the reconstruction in 4QNumb aligning with v. 19, cf. Jastram, 
Book of Numbers, 119. One of 19 unique text pluses in 4QNumb, cf. also v. 20 and see 
below § 3. 

V. 19: 4QNumb l. 8 ב [שוי האוה  4QRPc l. 6 בשוי האוה  MT SP בשי אוה  vs. LXX οὗτοι 
ἐγκάθηνται. LXX pl. referring back to εἰ ὀλίγοι εἰσὶν ἢ πολλοί in v. 18[19LXX], stylistic. 

V. 19: 4QNumb l. 9 הwהאוw] [֯ויwבש  4QRPc l. 7 בשוי האוה  MT בשוי אוה  SP בשי אוה  vs. LXX 
οὗτοι κατοικοῦσιν. Dito, see the preceding case. 

V. 19: 4QNumb l. 9–10 םי [ר֯] צ [ב֯מב םאו  [ םינחמ [ב֯ה  > MT םירצבמב םא םינחמבה  > 4QRPc l. 
]ם[י֯רצבמב םא םינחמה 7  vs. SP םירצבמ וא םינחבמה  (metathesis) vs. LXX εἰ 
ἐν τειχήρεσιν ἢ ἐν ἀτειχίστοις·(switched order). 

V. 20: 4QNumb l. 10 [אwהאיה הזר ם ו האיה הנמשה  > SP הזר םא איה הנמשה  vs. MT אוה הנמשה 
הזר םא   > 4QRPc l. 8 הזר םא הנמשה  LXX εἰ πίων ἢ παρειμένη. One of 19 unique text 

pluses in 4QNumb, cf. also v. 18 and see below § 3. 

V. 20: 4QRPc l. 8 הב ןיא  > MT SP ןיא  LXX οὔ; 4QNumb l. 10 [ ןיא  is inconclusive, cf. 
also v. 23. 

V. 20: 4QRPc l. 9 [֯ץראה ירפמ הם֯כ֯ד יב ] 4QNumb l. 11 [֯ראwץ ה ירפמ המכדיב  ], cf. Deut 1:25 
> MT SP ץראה ירפמ  LXX ἀπὸ τῶν καρπῶν τῆς γῆς. Reconstruction in 4QNumb based 
on the estimated length of the lacuna, cf. Jastram, Book of Numbers, 185–86. 

V. 20: 4QNumb l. 11 4QRPc l. 9 תורוכב  SP תורכב  vs. MT ירוכב ; LXX πρόδρομοι is more 
likely based on the fem. and not the masc. as in MT, cf. Jastram, Book of Numbers, 
120–21. 

V. 21: 4QNumb l. 12 ורותיו ואוביו וכליו  SP ורתיו ואביו וכליו , cf. v. 26 > MT ורתיו ולעיו  LXX 
καὶ ἀναβάντες κατεσκέψαντο; 4QRPc l. 10: the lacuna might not have enough space 
for two verbs, cf. DJD 13, 306. Frag. 62 in 4QLev–Numa is too isolated for any 
conclusions. One of four potentially significant pluses shared by 4QNumb SP, cf. 
Schäfers, “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: 4QRPc l. 10 בגנל ולעו  vs. MT SP בגנב ולעיו  LXX αὶ ἀνέβησαν κατὰ τὴν 
ἔρημον; 4QNumb l. 12 [ בגנב ולעיו  not preserved. 

V. 22: 4QNumb l. 13 המשו  4QRPc l. 11 ה֯מ֯ש֯ו  vs. MT SP םשו  LXX καὶ ἐκεῖ; the use of 
the he locale often varies, cf. Num 34:5 (4QNumb המ [ יה  MT המיה  vs. SP םיה  LXX ἡ 
θάλασσα; Num 35:5 (4QNumb SP המי  LXX τὸ πρὸς θάλασσαν vs. MT םי ). 

V. 22: 4QNumb l. 13 [ ימ [wלות֯] ו ישש [ ןמיחא  vs. MT SP ימלתו ישש ןמיחא  vs. 4QRPc l. 11  
ימלתו יששו ןומיחא֯  vs. Ἀχιμὰν καὶ Σεσὶ καὶ Θελαμίν. On the variations in the LXXMSS, 

see LXXGött ad loc. 

V. 22: 4QRPc l. 11 MT קנעה  vs. SP קנע  LXX Ἐνάκ. 

V. 23:4QRPc l. 12 התוא ולגריו  LXX καὶ κατεσκέψαντο αὐτήν [4QNumb reconstructed 
based on space calculation], cf. Deut 1:24 > MT SP LXX. 

V. 23: 4QNumb l. 15 הב דחאw  4QRPc l. 13 הב דחא  LXX ἕνα ἐπ᾿ αὐτοῦ > MT SP דחא . One 
of 18 text pluses shared by 4QNumb LXX vs. MT SP occurring in one of the rare 
overlaps with 4QRPc. 

V. 23: 4QRPc l. 13 SP ואשיו  [4QNumb reconstructed based only on assumptions about 
pre-SP text type] vs. MT ַוּהאֻשָּׂיִּו  LXX καὶ ἦραν αὐτὸν. Intransitive use is more common 
in Hebrew, transitive more common in Greek. 

V. 23: 4QRPc l. 13 [ם [י֯נשב טומב  MT SP םינשב טומב  > LXX ἐπ’ 
ἀναφορεῦσιν [4QNumb reconstructed from the average length of lines (and 
assumptions about agreements with LXX?); inconclusive]. 

V. 24: 4QNumb l. 16 4QRPc l. 14 SP וארק  vs. MT ארק . 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. Schäfers, Textentstehung, 211–
13; Schäfers, “Evidence,” 198–200. For evaluations of the readings in 4QNumb, cf. 
Jastram, Book of Numbers, 118–22. 
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Num 19:2–4 

4QNumb Col. X frag. 12 (8 words) 5/6ḤevNuma frags. 1–2 (8 words) 

 ]הוצ רשא הרותה [wתקוח תא]ו[ז֯ 2 רומאל ןורהא לאו השומלא הוהי רבדיו 1 11

 ]ןיא רשא המימת המודא [ה֯רפ הכילא וחקיו לאwרשי ינב wלא רבד רומאל הוהי12 

 ]ואיצוהו ןהוכה רזעלא [nלא התוא התתנו 3 לוע wהילע הלע אול רשא םומ הב 13

 ]המדמ ןהוכה רזע[nלא חקלnו 4 וינ֯]פ[ל] [התוא וטחשו הנחמל ץוחמ ל]א[ התוא 14

 ]ףרשו 5 םימעפ עבש המדמ דעומ [להוא חתפ חכונ לא] [ה֯זהו ועבצאב 15

 

 ]רשא םומ ה[ב֯ ןיא֯] רשא המימת המדא הרפ ךילא[1 

 ]ץוחמ ןהכה רז[עלא לא ה֯תn֯א] םתתנו 3 לע הילע הלע אל[ 2

 ]המדמ ןהכה רזע[nלא חקלו 4 וינפל ה֯תא ]טחשו הנחמל[ 3

 ]םימעפ עבש המדמ דעומ[ nל]הא ינפ חכנ לא הזהו ועבצאב[4 

[34]V. 3: 4QNumb l. 13–14 [הנחמל ץוחמ ל א [ התוא ואיצוהו ] ] MT SP הנחמל ץוחמ לא התא איצוה  < LXX καὶ ἐξάξουσιν αὐτὴν ἔξω τῆς παρεμβολῆς εἰς τόπον καθαρὸν (ר והט םוקמב , cf. 
v. 9) < 5/6ḤevNuma l. 2–3 [ הנחמל ץוחמ  ]. 
5/6ḤevNuma l. 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 XḤev/SeNuma, i.e. 5/6ḤevNuma 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 5/6ḤevNuma 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 4QNumb displaying different patterns of agreements. The following readings are evaluated based on 
Jastram, Book of Numbers, 129–30. 
V. 2: 4QNumb l. 13 רשא  MT vs. SP רשאו  LXX καὶ ῇ̔. One of only four significant variants in 4QNumb reading with MT against SP LXX, see on this below in § 3. 
V. 3: 4QNumb l. 13 התתנו  LXX καὶ δώσεις vs. MT SP םתתנו . One of 4QNumb’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 4QNumb LXX corresponds to the sg. in v. 2. 
V. 3: 4QNumb l. 14 וטחשו  LXX καὶ σφάξουσιν vs. MT SP טחשו , see also the reconstruction of the pl. ואיצוהו  in 4QNumb l. 13 with LXX. Here, the situation is reverse to the 
preceding case with 4QNumb LXX now having the pl. referring back to the ל ארשי ינב  from v. 2, thus preventing the sg. from טחשו  referring back to התתנו  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 4QNumb displaying 
a different way than MT SP. 
V. 4: 4QNumb l. 15 ועבצאב  MT SP > LXX. Text loss by haplography/parablepsis (Jastram), or purity concerns by LXX, cf. v. 3 LXX εἰς τόπον καθαρὸν > 4QNumb MT SP. 
V. 4: 4QNumb l. 15 חתפ  vs. SP MT ינפ  LXX τοῦ προσώπου. 4QNumb has a more precise prescription to which part of the ʾohel moʿed the blood has to be sprinkled, while SP 
MT LXX seem to implicate that the blood will not necessarily touch any part of the ʾohel moʿed but will rather be sprinkled before it. For דעומ להא ינפ לא , see only Lev 9:5; Num 
17:8. 
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[35]Num 22:5–6 

4QLev–Numa frag. 63 (5 words) 4QNumb Col. XIV frag. 19 (5 words) 

 ]ןיע תא הסכ הנה םירצממ אצי םע הנה רמאל ול ארקל ומ[ע֯ wיwנב֯ ץ֯ר֯א֯ רהנ]ה[1 

 ]אוה םוצע יכ הזה םעה תא יל הרא אנ הכל התעו 6 ילממ [בnשי אוהו ץראה 2

 ]ךרבמ ךרבת רשא תא יתעדי יכ ץראה ןמ ונשרגאו וב [wהכנ לכוא ילוא ינמ֯]מ[3 

 4]           [◦◦◦◦◦◦]                                                                               [ 

 ]ןב םעלב לא םיכאל[wמ חל]שיו 5 איהה תעב באומל ךלמ רופצ ןב קלבו הדשה[ 26

 ]   vacat      ר[ו֯מאל ול או]רקל ןומע ינב ץרא רהנה לע רשא הרותפ רועב[27 

 ]התעו 6 ילוממ ב[שוי הא]והו ץראה ןיע תא הסכ הנהו םירצממ אצי םע הנה[ 28

 ]וב הכנ לכ[ו֯א ילוא ינממ wהא]וה םוצע איכ הזה םעה תא יל הרוא אנ הכל[29 

	]  vacat   ראויו [רואת רשאו ךרוב֯]מ ךרבת רשא תא יתעדי איכ ץראה ןמ ונשרגאו[30 

 

V. 6: 4QLev–Numa l. 2–3 [֯ינמ מ אוה םוצע  4QNumb l. 29 [האw ינממ וה םוצע  MT SP ינממ אוה םוצע   LXXA; C´ʼ; M and, i.a., b group ισχυτερος μου εστιν, see LXXGött for details vs. LXXBO 

et al. ἰσχύει οὗτος ἢ ἡμεῖς. On this case, cf. Wevers, Notes, 362–3. Changes to pl. when having םעה  involved are common in LXX, cf. above 13:19[18LXX], 24[23LXX]. 

V. 6: 4QLev–Numa l. 3 לכוא  4QNumb l. 29 לכ [ו֯א  MT SP vs. LXX δυνώμεθα. Dito, see above. 

26:5–7 

4QLev–Numa frag. 65 (1 word) 4QNumb Col. XIX frags. 33ii–40 (1 word) 

 ]ינורצחה תחפשמ ןרצחל 6 יאלפה תחפשמ אולפל יכנחה תחפשמ ךונח ןבואר[ יw֯נwב לארש֯]י[ 1

 ]ףלא םיעבראו השלש םהידקפ ויהיו ינבוארה תחפשמ הלא 7 ימרכה [תw֯חwפwשמ ימwר]כל[ 2

 ]                                                                               םישלשו [ת֯]ו[א֯]מ[ wעבש֯]ו[3 

2 ]            vacat       וכב ןבו֯]אר 5 םירצמ ץראמ םיאצויה לארשי ינבוwרw  יwלארש 

 יאולפ֯ה wתחפשמ֯] אולפל יכונחה תחפשמ ךונחל םתוחפשמל ןבואר ינבו[3 

 wויהיו  ינב֯ו֯ארה ת]וחפשמ הלא 7 ימרכה תחפשמ ימרכל ינורצחה תחפשמ ןורצחל 6[ 4

 באילא] [א]ולפ ינב 8 םישולשו תואמ עבשו ףלא םיעבראו השולש םהידוקפ[ 5

[36]No variants in the preserved overlap. Jastram reconstructs a text plus םתוחפשמ  in 4QNumb l. 3 to fill the letter count. 

Num 29:16–18 

4QNumb Col. XXXIII frags. 48–50 (3words) 4QRPd frag. 3 (2 words) 

 ]םיזע ריעשו 16 םישבכ)ה( רשע העבראל דחאה שבכל ןורשע ןורשעו 15 [ם֯]ליאה ינשל דחאה[ 1 ]היכסנו התחנמו דימתה תלוע דבלמ תאטחל דח[א֯ ם֯]יזע ריעשו 16 םהיכסנו םישבכה[ 27



 

18 
 

28 ]    vacat   17 העברא הנש ינב םישבכ םינש םיליא רשע םי[נ֯ש רקב ינב] םירפ ינשה םויבו[ 

 ]ריעשו 19 טפשמכ םרפסמב םישבכלו םיליאל םירפ[ל] םהיכסנו םתחנמו 18 םימימת רשע[ 29

 ]        vacat            הכסנו התחנמ)ו( דימ[ת֯ה תלוע דבלwמ] תאטח דחא[ 2

 ]םמימת רשע העברא הנש ינב םישבכ םינש םליא רש[ע֯ םינש םירפ֯] ינשה םויבו 17[ 3

 ]תאטח דחא םיזע ריעשו 19 טפשמכ םרפסמב םישבכלו םל[י֯אלו םירפל םהיכ֯]סנו םתחנמו 18[ 4

V. 17: 4QNumb l. 28 [רקב ינב םירפ֯ MT SP > 4QRPd l. 3  םירפ  11QTa LXX μόσχους, 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? 

4QNumb exhibits a text plus known from SP and MT, which is not present in 4QRPd LXX and the parallel text in 11QTa. There are 15 text pluses shared by 4QNumb MT SP 
against LXX. This suggests different stages or points of contact between the forerunners/base text of 4QRPd and LXX vis-à-vis the forerunners/base text of 4QNumb and LXX 
because, on the other hand, 4QNumb and LXX share 18 exclusive text pluses, cf. Schäfers, “Evidence.” 

[37]Num 30:1–3[Deut 16:13–14] 

4QNumb Col. XXIV frags. 51–54 (4 words)  4QRPd frag. 4 i  (4 words) 

 ]                                     va ] ca [ t                                  המכימלשלו המכיכסנלו[21 

 ]השומ רבדיו 2 [ה֯שומ תא הוהי הוצ רשא לוכ֯]כ לארשי ינב לא השומ רמאויו 30:1[ 22

 ]שיא 3    הו[ה֯י֯ הוצ רשא רבדה הז ]רומאל לארשי ינבל תוטמה ישאר לא[ 23

 ]אול ושפנ לע רס[א רוסאל העוwב]ש עבשה וא הוהיל רדנ רודי איכ שיא[24 

 םכיwתחנמלו םכיתלעל םכיתובדנו םכיר֯]דנמ דבל םכידעומב הוהיל ושעת הלא 39 הכסנו[ 7

 הוהי הוצ רשא לככ לארשי ינב לwא ]השמ רמאיו vacat      30:1      םכימלשלו םכיכסנלו[ 8

 vac[at                                                                                השמ תא[ 9

 ךנבו התא ךגחב תחמשו 14 ךבקימו wך]נרגמ ךפסאב םימי תעבש ךל השעת תוכסה גח 16:13[ 10

bottom margin                                                          

4QRPd 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 4QRPd we cannot know the original location of the frag. in the MS, cf. 
DJD 13, 341. Crawford now suspects 4QRPd to be an excerpted manuscript and not a Pentateuch scroll, see below § 3. 

[38]Num 33:31–32 

4QLev–Numa frag 68 ii (2 words) 4QRPb frag. 19a–b (2 words) 

 ]דגדגה רחמ ועסיו 33 דגדגה רחב ונחיו ןקעי ינבמ ועסיו 32 ןקעי ינבב ונ[חw֯יnו תורnס]מ[מ֯ ועסיו 31 4

 ]                                                                                   [ ועסיו 34 התבטיב ונחיו 5

bottom margin                                                 

 ןקעי ינבמ ועסיו 32 ןקעי ינבב ונחי[ו֯ תורס]ממ ועסיו 31[ 1
 ]ונחיו

 34 התב)י(טויב ונחיו הדגדגה רוחמ [wועסיו w 33ה]דגדגה רוחב[ 2
 ]ועסיו
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No variants in the preserved overlap. 

Num 33:45–53 

4QLev–Numa frag. 72–73 4QNumb Col. XXIX frag 72–74 4QRPb frag. 19a–b 2QNumb 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 לכ תא [םwת]שרוהו 52                                   [1
 ]תא םתדבאו םכינפמ ץראה יבשי

 וד[wבאת ם]תכ[ס֯מ֯ ימלצ ]לכ תאו םתיכשמ לכ[2 
 ]םתשרוהו 53 ודימשת םתמב לכ תאו

 תא י]תת[נ םכל יכ ה֯]ב םתבשיו ץראה תא[3 
 ]תא םתלחנתהו 54 התא תשרל ץרא[ה

 תwא] וב[ר֯ת֯ ברל םכwית֯]חפשמל לרוגב ץראה[4 
 ]לא ותלחנ תא טיעמת טעמלו ות[wלח֯נ֯

 ]               ו[ל לרו֯]גה המש ול אצי רשא[5 

 
18]                                                                 
 ]ןוב[י]דב ונחיו םייעמ ועסיו 45

  המיתלבד ןומלעב ונחיו דג ןובידמ ועסיו 46 דג[ 19
 ]ו[נחיו֯] המיתלבד ןומלעמ ועסיו47

  ירהמ  ועסיו 48  ובנ  ינפל  םירבעה  ירהב[ 20
 ]באו[מ  ת]וברעב  ונחיו  םירבעה

[line 21 missing]               

 

22 ]  vacat 50 תוברעב השומ לא הוהי רבדיו 
 ]רבד 51 רו[מא֯ל וחwר]י ןדרי לע באומ

 המתא איכ םהילא התרמאו לארשי ינב לא[23 
 ]ןענכ [ץרא לwא] ןדריה תא םירבוע

 המכינפמ ץראה יבשוי לוכ תא םתשרוהו 52[ 24
 ]לוכ תאו [ם]תויכשמ לוכ תא םתדבאו

 ונח]יו תובואמ ועסיו 44 תובואב ונחיו ןונופמ[ 10
 ]םירב[ע֯ה יעב

 ונחיו מ֯]ירבעה יעמ ועסיו 45 באומ לובגב[ 11
 ]ועסיו 46 ד[ג֯ ןובידב

 ועסיו 47 מ֯יwת]לבד ןומלעב ונחיו דג ןובידמ[ 12
 ]םיתלבד ןומ[wלעמ

 יר[ה֯מ ועסיו 48 ואבנ wי]נפל םירבעה ירהב ונחיו[ 13
 ]םירבעה

 ונחיו 49 וחירי ןwד]רי לע באומ תוברעב ונחיו[ 14
 ]ןדרי[ה֯ wלwע

 תוברעב ם֯יט֯]שה לבא דע תומשיה תיבמ[ 15
 vacat] ב[או]מ[

16 ]         [ [            ] vacat? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  ובנ ינפל םיר[בעה יר]הב ונחיו המיתלבד[1 
 לע באומ תוברעב ונחיו םירבעה ירהמ ועסיו48
 ]ןדרי

 דע תומש[יה ]ת[יבמ ןדריה] לע ונחיו 49 וחרי[ 2
 ]                    באומ תוברעב םיטשה לבא

3 ]          [  vacat  ]     50 השומ לא הוהי רבדיו 
 ]וחרי ןדרי לע באומ תוברעב

 התרמ[wאו לארשי ינב לא רב]ד 51 רומאל[ 4
 ]ןענכ ץרא לא ןדריה תא םירבוע המתא יכ המהילא

 המכינפמ ץ[ראה יבשוי תא ה]מתשרוהו 52[ 5
 ימלצ לוכ תאו המתויכשמ לוכ תא המתדבאו
 ]המתוכסמ

  ודימש[ת המתומב לוכ תאwו] ודבאת[6 
 המכל יכ הב המתבשיו ץראה תא המתשרוהו53
 ]יתתנ

 ]                          התוא תשר[ל] ץראה תא[7 

[40]No preserved overlaps except for the yod in Dibon Gad in 4QNumb l. 18 and RPb l. 11 (v. 45) and the he before Yarden in RPb l. 14 and 2QNumb l. 2 (v. 49). 
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V. 52: 2QNumb ץ [ראה יבשוי תא  Ra 125 < MT SP ץראה יבשוי לוכ תא  LXX πάντας τοὺς κατοικοῦντας ἐν τῇ γῇ . The fragmentary texts of 4QLev–Numa and 4QNumb do not allow 
for any judgement. 

[41](Num 27:11; 36:1–2) 

4QNumb XXXI frags. 80–84 Num 36:1–2; 27:1–11*; 36:3–4; 36:1–2*; 36:5–7 […] 4QRPc frag. 36 Num 27:11; 36:1–2 

On the basis of the preserved frags. and the calculated spatia and lines, Jastram 
reconstructs a compilation of Num 36:1–2; 27:1–11*; 36:3–4; 36:1–2*; 36:5–7 […], 
cf. DJD 12, 260–64; Jastram, Book of Numbers, 219–23; Jastram, “Text,” 190–97. 

 ]ותחפשממ וילא בורקה וראשל ותלחנ תא םתתנו ויבאל םיחא [ןיא 1

 ]תא הוהי הוצ רשאכ טפשמ תקוחל לארשי ינבל התיהו הת[וw֯א שריו 2

 ]תוחפשממ השנמ ןב ריכמ ןב דעלג ינב ת)ו(חפשמל תובאה ישאר ו[ב֯ר֯קיו 1 השומ 3

 ]ינבל תובא ישאר םיאישנה ינפלו השומ [ינפל פסוהי ינב 4

 ]הלחנב ץראה תא תתל הוהי הוצ ינודא תא [ורמא֯ו֯יו 2 לארשי 5

 ]                                  לארשי ינב[wל לרוגב 6

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 4QRPc is 27:11à 36:1–2; the original location in the MS is unknown, cf. DJD 13, 310. Other than in 4QRPc, the [reconstructed] sequence in 4QNumb 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 4QRPa (4Q158) frag 1–2 l. 16, cf. also the helpful edition of 4Q158 ibid., 245–60. 
There is a text plus in Num 36:1 4QNumb [֯ןהוכה רזע לא ינפלו השומ  LXX Μωυσῆ καὶ ἔναντι Ἐλεαζὰρ τοῦ ἱερέως < MT SP השמ . It is not possible to determine whether 4QRPc l. 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 Schäfers, Textentstehung, 217–8; Schäfers, “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.11 

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.12 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 2QNumc (2Q8) 

and 2QNumd? (2Q9) are considered too small to come to a substantiated judgment.13 In fact, 

the classification as fragments of a former complete Numbers scroll must stay hypothetical for 

at least 2QNuma; 2QNumb; 5/6ḤevNuma (5/6Ḥev1a); XḤev/SeNumb (XḤev/Se2); 34ṢeNum 

(34Ṣe2), 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.14 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.15 The transmission 

 
11 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 4QNumb. 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 1–36.16 The beginning and cols. III–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.17 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.18 

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–Numa), with Genesis 

and Exodus (MurGen–Ex.Numa), or even among all five books of the Pentateuch (4QRPb–d). 

 
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. 
17 Cf. DJD 12, 206. 
18 Cf. DJD 12, 206–8, 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 4QNumb, 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 1Q319 and MurGen–Ex.Numa20.  

4QRPd 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. 

4QRPd 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.”21 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 d, which would designate a copy of the same 

work.22 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. 4i, 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:23  

[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; 4QpaleoExodm, 
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 רג / בשות  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. 4QRPc 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. 
21 Crawford, “Excerpted Manuscripts,” 274. 
22 The same pertains to 4QRPe. For the following paragraph, cf. Crawford, “Excerpted Manuscripts,” 274–6. 
23 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.24 The juxtaposed passages are set apart from each other 

by a vacat of likely almost a full blank line (for frag. 4i, 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 4QRPd cannot settle the question for good. The use of a line blank to set apart the juxtaposed 

passages can also be found in Num 4QRPc frag. 28 for the different sequence of Num 4:47–7:1 

instead of Num 4:47–5:1, see above § 2.25 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 4QRPd while they are not in 4QRPc. Another contradictory 

observation can be gained from the selection of passages: In 4QRPd 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 4QRPc 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.26 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 4QRPd 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 4QRPb and 4QRPc as more sure cases with fragments from all books (except 

for Lev in 4QRPb) and extraordinarily large reconstructed measurements27 which suggest that 

 
24 Cf., e.g., 4QTest (4Q175). 
25 Cf. also the vacat in the combination of Num 20:17–18 with Deut 2:8 in 4QRPb 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 4QRPc 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 4QRPc with columns of 30.1–32.25 cm in height, a letter count per line varying from 49–88 (average 62) and 
relatively moderate margins around 1–2 cm. 4QRPb 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. 4QRPc contains the only frag. 

that is (most likely) preserving a physical transition from a preceding book to Numbers. 4QRPc 

frag. 26a–b l. 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.28 

In 4QLev–Numa 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–Exoda, 4QExodb = 4QGen–

Exodb, 4QpaleoGen–Exodl, 4QExod–Levf.29  

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.30 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.31 

 
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 4QRPc, cf. DJD 13, 192, 198–200, 255–8; Lange, 
Handschriften, 38–40. To compare, the Great Isaiah Scroll 1QIsaa has 7.34 m. 
28 Together with 4QpaleoGen–Exod1, this one of only two “real” book joins in Qumran, cf. the list in Tov, Scribal 
Practices, 75. 
29 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.32 This 

is not only a problem with regard to the physical examination of the material33 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.34 In 1Q3; 2QNuma–d; 5/6ḤevNuma (5/6Ḥev1a); 34ṢeNum (34Ṣe2), textual 

damage is too severe to get a good glimpse on their textual features.35 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 2.3.36 

While the paleographically oldest—and very fragmentary—manuscript available, 4QLev–

Numa, 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.37 4QLev–Numa 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 Schäfers Textentstehung, 141–76; Schäfers “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, 153–56, 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 4QpaleoExodm 
and 4QNumb, cf. Lange, Handschriften, 18: 4QpaleoExodm and 4QNumb; Tov, “Biblical Texts,” 147: + 4QExod–
Levf, 4QDeutn (secondarily), 4QLevd (unsure); Tov, Textual Criticism, 3rd ed., 108: + 4QExod–Levf, 4QRPa, 
4QRPb; Tov, Textual Criticism, 4th ed., 175: “4QpaleoExodm, 4QExod–Levf, 4QNumb (which is secondarily also 
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history of Numbers remains a desideratum.38 The relatively uncontested label “pre-Samaritan” 

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

[49] 

Date Manuscript Categorization by 
Lange 2009 

Categorization by 
Tov 2008/2012 

Categorization by 
Tov 2016/2022 

150–100 BCE 1QpaleoLev–Numa 

(1Q3) 
4QLev–Numa 

not categorizable 
 
independent 

outer circle; 
M-likeiii 
outer circle; M-like 

MT-like or pre-
Samaritanv 
[no longer part of the 
MT-like texts]vi 

75–50 BCE 4QRPb 
4QRPc 
4QRPd 

independenti 
independentii 
independent 

[not includediv] block II: “closely 
related to the SP 
group”vii 

30 BCE–20 CE 4QNumb pre-Samaritan pre-Samaritan block II: 
SP group 

50–100 CE XḤev/SeNumb 

(XḤev/Se2) 
proto-Masoretic inner circle; proto-

Masoretic 
block I: 
MT group 

100–135 CE MurGen–Ex.Numa 

(Mur 1) 
proto-Masoretic inner circle; proto-

Masoretic 
block I: 
MT group 

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

Notes for table 2.3: 
i, ii Statistically counted as independent, but going back to a reworking of a pre-Samaritan witness, cf. Lange, 
Handschriften, 39, 41. 
iii Tov has differentiated his terminology for the proto-Masoretic texts in several steps, cf. the overview in Schäfers, 
“Evidence,” 180–81 n. 57, and the statement in Tov, ‘“Proto-Masoretic.’” 
iv Tov has not always included the 4QRP texts in his statistics but has emphasized the closeness to SP for 4QRPc; d, 
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., 380–2, I have included them into the table, too. 
v Cf. 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–]Exodb; 11QpaleoLeva; 4QDeutc; h) whose place in the stemma remains unsure and 18 “indecisive texts 
that are either MT-like or pre-Samaritan,” namely 4QGenc; d; e; f; g; j; 1QExod; 1QpaleoLev–Numa; 4QLevb; c; e; 
2QDeutc; 4QDeutd; e; f; g; i; o.  In 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 
Schäfers, Textentstehung, 147–57, esp. n. 156–57. 
vi Tov, Textual Criticism, 4th ed., 136 n. 63, informs that 4QLev–Numa and 4QpaleoDeutr are now excluded from 
this group. 

 
close to LXX), and possibly also 4QLevd. The biblical scrolls 4QRPa (4Q158) and 4QRPb (4Q364) are either part 
of the SP group or close to it.” 
38 See the scarce introduction in DJD 12, 153–5, 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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vii Tov, Textual Criticism, 4th ed., 380: “Closely related to the SP group are its congeners 4QRPa,b (4Q158, 4Q364), 
slightly removed from SP since these texts added a layer of exegesis to the SP, and 4QRPc,d, a little more removed 
from SP.” 

[50]on the large scale expansions shared with SP39 which have been in the center of scholarly 

engagement with 4QNumb.40 Apart from these expansions, 4QNumb 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.41 The 19 unique text 

pluses in 4QNumb have similar characteristics as the ones shared with LXX.42 Consequently, 

these unique pluses, too, do not speak for a continuation of “special” SP-style characteristics.43 

This leaves us with only 4QpaleoExodm as a witness consensually described with that label. 

This scroll does not have as many exclusive agreements with LXX as 4QNumb.44 For the 4QRP 

texts, scribal techniques have been exhaustively studied, but their interrelation with the other 

MSS is still not sufficiently understood.45 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.46 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.”47 

 

 
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 4QNumb, 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 Schäfers, Textentstehung, 195–254; Schäfers, “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”. 
44 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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