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Abstract
The article identifies the text and location of two unidentified 4Q14 fragments (frags. 37 and 41) in
the 4Q14 manuscript. It adds to 4Qi14 two fragments from PAM 43.677 which had not yet been
identified as 4Q14 fragments and calls attention to three lost parts of 4Q14 fragments that can be
found on the earliest photographs. The new photographs also enable to read a few variants which

were not recognized by the editor.
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1 The Edition of 4Q14 (4QExod")

The official edition of 4Q14 (4QExod") presents thirty-six identified fragments which “represent the
remains of seven out of eight successive columns in the middle of the book of Exodus” (cols. I-VI,
VIII)." In addition, it includes nine unidentified fragments (frags. 37—45) which had been assigned

to 4Q14 on the basis of their material and palaeographic appearance, but which the editor could not

Judith E. Sanderson, “14. 4QExod‘,” in Qumran Cave 4.VII: Genesis to Numbers, DJD 12 (Oxford:

Clarendon, 1994), 97125 at 97.



connect to a specific textual section of the book of Exodus.” The present article furthers the edition
in four respects. It identifies the text and location of two unidentified 4Q14 fragments (frags. 37 and
41) in the 4Qi4 scroll; it adds to 4Qi4 two fragments from PAM 43.677 which had not yet been
identified as 4Q14 fragments; it calls attention to three lost parts of 4Q14 fragments that can be found
on the earliest photographs;® it corrects two readings on the basis of the new photographs. These

contributions add a few words to the textual remains of 4Q14 and attest to several variants.

2 4Q14 1 40—45 (Exod 8:16—20) Incorporating PAM 43.667 Frags. 14 and 26

The Qumran Cave 4 unidentified fragments PAM 43.677 frags. 14 and 26 can be identified as
remnants of 4Q14 (4QExod®).* PAM 43.677 frag. 26 joins physically to the right of 4Qu4 frag. 8, the
two fragments together preserving all of tav of N® in 4Q14 col. I line 42 (Exod 8:17). For PAM 43.677
frag. 14 one should compare the photograph PAM 43.166 where it has two more letters in line 3

which later have broken off, and where the two pieces of the fragment are aligned slightly differently

*Drew Longacre, “A Contextualized Approach to the Hebrew Dead Sea Scrolls Containing Exodus”
(PhD, University of Birmingham, 2014), 111 n. 3 proposed incorrect identifications for frags. 37 (see
below) and 43 (the reading of the edition DA is incorrect; rather read the letters DIW).

*The following 4Q14 fragments were found during the Qumran Cave 4 archaeological expedition by
Harding, de Vaux, and Milik, and photographed in the so-called Excavation series (PAM 40.978—
40.985): frags. 2, 4, 5, 7, 9, 14, 15, 24, 25, 26 (top part), 27, 29, 37, and 41. All of these are from cols. I-
V.

‘Dana M. Pike and Andrew C. Skinner, Qumran Cave 4.XXIII: Unidentified Fragments, DJD 33
(Oxford: Clarendon, 2001), 107, 111, Pl. XVIII. The photograph PAM 43.677 can be found online,
https://www.deadseascrolls.org.il/explore-the-archive/image/B-285456. Fragment 14 is the second

left fragment in the second row; fragment 26 is in the fourth row, third from left.



than on PAM 43.677.° The fragment can be placed in 4Q14 col. I lines 43—45, most easily at the very
right of the column.’ Recent images of that fragment are accessible online on The Leon Levy Dead
Sea Scrolls Digital Library.”

PAM 43.677 frag. 26 had not been identified due to the limited number of preserved letters.
The editors failed to identify PAM 43.677 frag. 14 because some traces in line 2 are difficult to
identify, and because the fragment has in lines 1 and 3 variants compared to the Masoretic Text of
Exod 8:18-20.° With these two newly identified fragments, there are now four fragments which can
be placed in col. I lines 41—45, namely 4Q14 frags. 8 and 9, PAM 43.677 frag. 26 in lines 41—42, and
PAM 43.677 frag. 14 in lines 43—45.°

One can transcribe these fragments and reconstruct the gaps as follows (the text of the two

PAM 43.677 fragments is underlined):

Exod 8:16-20
[nnRY nnn IRE[P A3 AYID 1385 2Rnm Ppa3 DIW Awn OR M PR 40
[T7ap]31 72 nHwn 330 Y R mOwA[ KR Jor 07 S[a7apn ALY nbw Mo ank 12 1OR] 41
[]5[y ]Ann WK ARTR[A] o3 2990 AR ©[%A ]R3 IR5A[ 2790 IR T'Na31 Y] 42
[y70 wnb 27y ow nra n]b[ald 1ol TnY ny W]k W ik nx 8100 or]a noam™® 43

[wyn* mrn nRA R R Tap a1 Ry pa nTa nawt parna 29pa R pr (0] 44

Shttps://www.deadseascrolls.org.il/explore-the-archive/image/B-284613, bottom row, middle
fragment.

%Sanderson, “14. 4QExod",” 104 and PL. XVI.

"https://www.deadseascrolls.org.il/explore-the-archive/image/B-358198 (colour);
https://www.deadseascrolls.org.il/explore-the-archive/image/B-358199 (infrared).

*For the reading of line 2, compare the image of PAM 43.166 and the recent colour image on the
Leon Levy website.
°The edition posits 43 lines per column, which would mean that the fragments in this column

should be placed two or three lines higher in the column.



[*397 PIRD NNWD D8N PIR 5221 T2y MY AYae Anva T30 3 xalh 1o malt] 45

The precise horizontal placement of the fragments in these lines is uncertain. Given the practice of
sense-divisions in this manuscript, one would expect Exod 816 nwn 5& mi" 918" to begin at the
beginning of line 40, corresponding to the paragraph division of the Masoretic Text."” The textual
reconstruction in the transcription above is based on the Masoretic Text, but there may have been
more content variants on top of the one actually preserved in PAM 43.677 frag. 14. Line 40 (Exod
8:16) may have had an additional X173, just as the Samaritan Pentateuch which reads 8%* R 117,
which would better fit the available space. In line 41 the gap between DX (PAM 43.677 frag. 26) and
nown (frag. 8) is tight, but still can accommodate TI'N.

PAM 43.677 frag. 14 reads nHam (line 43) where MT Exod 8:18 reads ’n"zgrl]. The form is a
hapax, from the rare verb n%9, “to treat specially.” The orthographic variant with or without yod is
known from other first person singular perfect forms of 777 verbs, such as between *m79m (Gen
17:6) and *1"1971 (Gen 17:20).

The partially reconstructed reading PR 27992 "1]A3 "8 *[2 YT 15 (lines 43-44) does
not correspond to MT Exod 818 PIR7 2793 M "R "3 Y10 1wnY. However, the 3 PR ™ pn

expression is found in the plagues narrative in Exod 8:6 1OR M2 PRI YIN B_J?_J‘? and 9:14 123

PIRT"922 "33 PR "3 YT, The reading of 4Qi4 could be an assimilation to the wording of Exod
9:14, or a unique variant, just as also the LXX has here a unique variant tva €idfjg 6t £y eiut x0ptog, 6
xVplog maoms Tis Yijs.” Both the text of 4Q14 and that of the LXX might reflect attempts to interpret
the somewhat strange wording transmitted in MT and SP, “then you shall know that I, YHWH, am

in the midst of the land.”

"°Cf. discussion of the intervals in 4Q14 in Sanderson, “14. 4QExod‘,” 99-100.
"See Bénédicte Lemmelijn, A Plague of Texts? A Text-Critical Study of the So-Called ‘Plagues

Narrative’ in Exodus 7:14-11:10 (Leiden: Brill, 2009), 162.



3 4Q14 I 27—28 Including an Additional Piece of Frag. 15 on PAM 40.975 (Exod 9:18—20)

On PAM 40.975 (second row, most left fragment), 4Q14 frag. 15 still has a piece at its left which is
absent from subsequent photographs. The small piece adds the short words 7% and N&. Assuming,
with the edition, that frag. 15 comes from the very left of the column, one may transcribe col. II lines

27-28 (based on frags. 13-15) as follows, with 5 at the end of line 27 rather than the beginning of

line 28:
Exod 918-20

T5 AWK 521 3P[0 InR Wi nHw Aoy nng[ ]730 772 9[nn] 27
nR 817700 1a]A onl 5[ 7] Anealn 15[ nTwa)] 28
4 4Q14 111 1—4 (Frags. 20, 21, 37 i; Exod 10:1-5)

The editor failed to identify frag. 37, not recognizing that most of the text is written in the margin
between two columns. This marginal insertion is the continuation of the supralinear insertion (see
frag. 20) above col. III line 2. However, it is not written vertically alongside the text, as in several
other long marginal additions, but horizontally in three additional lines.” This addition is written

as follows:

[Ra]% M 1R 2 DOYTY D2 NRW TR PRNR AR 2a
nwn
58 1IN

nyaa

“For a discussion of marginal insertions, see Emanuel Tov, Scribal Practices and Approaches

Reflected in the Texts Found in the Judean Desert (Leiden: Brill, 2004), 226—28.



The few other letters on the fragment, on the right and left of the intermarginal addition, belong to
the very left of col. III and the very right of col. IV.

One may therefore reconstruct col. III lines 1—4 as follows:

Exod 10:1-5
1272 7OR NNR DWW pAY 17]ay 25 nR[1 125 NR *N237 R 0 AYaa Sy 83 awn SR M anasn'] 1

[yn5y
[Ra]"® Ai[A IR 2 DOPT D2 NRW WK NRR AR 2a
Awn  B[MaYn nHR M AR 12 115X 1AIKRY / ]8Mrna [ndHYnn WK NR 713131 733 3183 1a0n0] 2
OR 1IN
Apan AA[AR MR R0aN 10 Ry R AS[WY AR R0 oR 3 aTayn ny nbw an niph narn nn ] 3

D35 NIRWIA NVYAN I AR HaR PAIRA AR DR 53 8D PR Y NR 7o T3] 4

This alignment of the three fragments and the reconstruction of the text fits with the traditional
text of Exodus. The new placement of frag. 37 proposed here solves the textual problems discussed
in the edition. There is no apparent reason such as homoioarchton or homoioteleuton which could
explain why exactly this sequence of words from Exod 10:2-3 was omitted. If the scribe’s Vorlage
contained lines of ca. 65 letter/spaces, then the scribe could have skipped an entire line of the Vor-

lage.

5 4Q14 111 13-23 (Frags. 24—28, 41; Exod 10:12—21)

On PAM 40.975" both frag. 24 and frag. 25 include a piece that has subsequently broken off and

vanished from the photographic record, and which may be added to the transcription. In addition,

the unidentified frag. 41, which is also found on PAM 40.975, should be added to the composite of

“https://www.deadseascrolls.org.il/explore-the-archive/image/B-279122.

-6-



fragments in lines 20—23." The new IAA photograph of the composite of frags. 24—27" makes it much

easier to read the text, and some letters which have dots or circlets in the edition, indicating that

the reading was not certain, can now be read with absolute certainty. In lines 17 and 18 some

readings of the edition should be corrected.

Exod 10:12-21

] vac [
D]men P[ON
1A[w]A 1t 1135 R[wn
14 ] n& Rw1 o™I[pn M AR pan AR 93]

o o o

] AR’ 12 A 8D aab ]8R0 T30 o[*]3%A S 50a |

o

JpaRn 92 awy[ nr 53]y p]A[RA] nAwm pAR[A
16 PR 522 n3[wn ]3wPal pya ps 5o ami[

R[N K] Rw o’ [0]3% oan ATA[S

J783[m*°] M IR anym ap[ha Jof *®

15133 522 7[R Jooo[

lvac|[ ]vac|

12

15

20

13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21

22

23

Reconstruction of the lines on the basis of the Masoretic Text or Samaritan Pentateuch results in

lines of uneven length. In between lines 14 0381 and line 15 7"RWi the available space allows for a

longer text than that of MT, and between line 20 *nN&VM and line 21 P75 the space is too short for

the MT text.

The new IAA photograph of frags. 24—27 enables one to see that in line 17 the last preserved

word is 1"INNXI (and not N129R), which means that from Exod 10:14 the two words 17112 1298 were

missing. Likewise, the IAA photograph shows clearly that in line 18 the last preserved words are

“The best photo is https://www.deadseascrolls.org.il/explore-the-archive/image/B-368016.

Shttps://www.deadseascrolls.org.il/explore-the-archive/image/B-367960.



PR 92 2w and not PR 2WY as in Exod 10:15. The available spacing and traces in the preceding

gap suggest that 4Q14 read PIRA 92 2WY NR as opposed to MT PN 2Wp 53 NX.

6 4Q14 IV 1-3 (Frag. 30, 37 ii; Exod 11:9-10)

The left part of frag. 37 (for the right part see above section 4) preserves a few letters from the very

right of col. IV lines 2—3, confirming the editor’s placement of frag. 30 at the very left of the column.

One can now transcribe the text of the two fragments as follows:

Exod 11:9-10
top margin
o™eA [P]IRA SNom man pnd ap[ho odR yawr 8 nwn SR i Ny’ 1
[Mwa]8 25 nR[ M7 PRl Apna 3ah nbRA onana 9 nR 1w R nw ] 2
vac 1¥IRA HRIW 112 nR nH]w 8N 3
7 Variants and Textual Profile

The variants noted in this article and not mentioned in the edition are the following:

11 43 (Exod 818) *n%am var *n"7a7) MT, SP

1 45 (Exod 8:18) "11]A3 1R *[2 var M I8 *2 MT, SP, LXX (811 éyw elpt xbprog)

I 2 (Exod 10:2-3) < (and inserted secondarily) var Mn? *IX™2 DRYTN D2 "ARYW WK "NNRNN
nP1E7OR IR W 821 MT; LXX (xed 1& onpeld pov, & émoinoa &v adrol, xal yvwaeade St
gy x0pLog. elgijAbey 3¢ Mwuaijs xal Aapwv évavtiov Papaw; SP has here expansion

1117 (Exod 10:14) 13 mA[ 8% var 1103 128 12 M8 MT, SP, LXX (00 yéyovev toledy dxpic)

1118 (Exod 10:15) JPIRA 93 2wWp[ var PRI 253 MT, SP, LXX (ndoay Botdwy Tis Yiis)



The variants in Exod 8:8 are orthographic and apparently due to assimilation. However, the initial
omission of part of the text in Exod 10:2—3, the omission in Exod 10:14, and the transposal of 93 in
Exod 10:15 have no apparent textual reason. Moreover, all of these variants are unique, as are many
others in 4Q14. What does this say about the textual profile of 4Q147?

Since the edition, the main scholarly interest for 4Q14 has been the poetic presentation of
Exod 15 in col. VI, and its textual relationship to other versions or other manuscripts” On the basis
of his own criteria, which weigh the evidence, Emanuel Tov initially grouped the manuscript among
the “proto-Masoretic” or “proto-Rabbinic” texts, and later among the “MT-like texts,” while Armin
Lange, with an exclusively quantitative approach, considers it non-aligned.” Longacre statistically

compared the Qumran Exodus manuscripts in different respects, and concluded that 4Q14 belongs

"“See, most recently, Shem Miller, Dead Sea Media: Orality, Textuality, and Memory in the Scrolls from
the Judean Desert (Leiden: Brill, 2019).

An exception is the forthcoming article of Drew Longacre, “Methods for the Reconstruction of
Large Literary (Sc)rolls from Fragmentary Remains,” in Research Approaches in Hebrew Bible
Manuscript Studies, ed. Elodie Attia-Kay and Antony Perrot, Textual History of the Bible Supplement
(Leiden: Brill, forthcoming), which takes 4Q14 as its prime case study.

**Emanuel Tov, “The Biblical Texts from the Judaean Desert: An Overview and Analysis,” in The Bible
as Book: The Hebrew Bible and the Judaean Desert Discoveries, ed. E. D. Herbert and E. Tov (London:
The British Library and Oak Knoll Press in association with The Scriptorium: Center for Christian
Antiquities, 2002), 139-66, at 154; Tov, “The Development of the Texts of the Torah in Two Major
Text Blocks,” Textus 26 (2016): 1-27, esp. 11; Armin Lange, “1.2.2. Ancient and Late Ancient Hebrew
and Aramaic Jewish Texts,” in Textual History of the Bible: The Hebrew Bible, volume 1A: Overview
Articles, ed. Armin Lange and Emanuel Tov (Leiden: Brill, 2016), 112—-65 at 124, 136. See also Ron
Hendel, “Assessing the Text-Critical Theories of the Hebrew Bible after Qumran,” in The Oxford
Handbook of the Dead Sea Scrolls, ed. Timothy H. Lim and John J. Collins (Oxford: Oxford University

Press, 2010), 281-302.



to the more conservative manuscripts based on singular readings, but also belongs to the group of
Exodus manuscripts with higher percentages of scribal errors. He summarized: “This probably
indicates that 4Q14 reflects relatively careless copying within a relatively conservative tradition.”
Hence, the variants of 4Q14 cannot simply be counted in order to characterize the text of the
manuscript but have to be assessed. The many variants in the manuscript are of interest for an

evaluation of scribal copying. In 4Q14 we see at work a scribe with a skilled and somewhat

calligraphic hand, who regularly made textual mistakes, only some of which the scribe corrected.

“Longacre, “A Contextualized Approach,” 176.
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