A New Transcription and Assessment of 4Q9 (4QGenesis'):
Manuscript, Scribe, and Text

Abstract

This article presents a new transcription of 4Qg on the basis of the new photographs and the
identification of four more fragments. The irregular hand and the scribal errors indicate that the
scribe was not very skilled. Orthographically and morphologically the text is very close to the
Samaritan Pentateuch.
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4Qg is one of those Qumran manuscripts that needs to be reedited.' The surface of the
manuscript is severely damaged, with frequent loss of the layer on which the text was written.
Moreover, where the surface layer remains, it has often darkened. In some of the fragments in this
manuscript, the ink has occasionally faded, while discolorations create the illusion of being
remnants of letters. The editor had to work primarily with prints of the 1950s infrared PAM
photographs since consultation of the original materials in the Museum would not have helped
much. At present, however, we have online access through the IAA’s Leon Levy Dead Sea Scrolls
Digital Library to both the old PAM and the new IAA photographs which one can blow up consid-
erably and compare to one another. This is especially helpful in the case of those damaged sec-
tions. A fresh examination of those photographs by experienced scholars therefore often results in
improved readings. It should also be remembered that none of the DJD editors of the 1990s had
knowledge of or access to all the materials and the photographs, let alone to up-to-date search
tools. Nowadays, the Accordance modules, the printed catalogues, and the many available
photographs on the Leon Levy Library, are indispensable tools which help one to identify the text
of those fragments which the editors labelled as unidentified, and to identify more fragments that
were originally placed with other manuscripts and hence not accessible or known to the editors.

In the appendix to this article I present a new transcription of the text of 4Qg. This
transcription includes the textual identification of the hitherto unidentified fragments 4Qg frags.
11 and 13 (frag. 12 cannot be identified with certainty), and two other fragments which are on Muse-
um Plate 114 together with 4Q230 fragments.” The new transcription offered here varies in many

'Original edition: Davila, “9. 4QGen’”
*Perhaps PAM 43.664 frag. 42 should also be assigned to 4Qg. It seems to have loss of the surface
and an ‘aleph very similar to that of 4Qo.



small details from the DJD one. Often these differences are inconsequential. Specks of ink or small
traces which appear where one expects a specific letter on the basis of the shared evidence of the
Masoretic Text (MT) and the Samaritan Pentateuch (SP) are generally transcribed.’ Sometimes I
could not determine whether semblances of traces on the photographs are faded ink or discol-
orations of the leather (for example, possible traces of yod and final mem in frags. 2 ii 1; similarly a
trace after 17 in 2 ii 8). Yet, occasionally these new transcriptions present new readings which
correct the older ones, and which invite us to revisit the assessment of the text of the manuscript.
For example, in frags. 3-4+11 line g the reading is certainly Pa[p" and not 18[3p™, one of several
overlooked cases where the manuscript agrees with the SP against the MT. The new transcription
offered in the appendix also includes reconstructions of the missing parts of lines. Given the fre-
quent copying errors in this manuscript, these reconstructions can only be approximate. However,
they also provide a somewhat firmer basis for assessments as to whether the manuscript might
have had a shorter or longer text than that of the other Hebrew witnesses. In this article I do not
attempt to materially reconstruct the original manuscript on the basis of real or perceived damage
patterns, but will only deal with the manuscript as an ensemble of the preserved fragments.

It is not only time to reedit manuscripts like 4Q9. Now that we have access to all Judaean
Desert manuscripts, we are able to compare them and assess their writing style, quality, and scrib-
al skills. On that basis we may consider such questions as who copied a manuscript for whom, or
how a scribe copied a text. Such questions are important for assessing individual manuscripts, but
even more for understanding the cultural phenomenon of the production of biblical and other
manuscripts.* Earlier scholarly interest for 4Qg has been very limited and exclusively concerned
with its textual variants and textual character. The manuscript has some orthographic variants,
several errors, and a few content variants. The editor simply recorded the variants. Armin Lange
counted them and on that basis listed the manuscript among those that are equally close to the
MT and SP.> However, a more comprehensive analysis of the manuscript is called for. I will draw to-
gether various aspects of the manuscript, and tentatively answer some of the above mentioned
questions in this paper.

1 Manuscript

Most of the fragments of this manuscript have patches where the surface layer is lost. It is
unknown to me what might have caused this specific damage in this manuscript.

The editor calculated correctly that the manuscript would have had some 24 lines per col-
umn.’ The width of the lines varies in the preserved columns, but if a scroll with a height of 24
lines would have contained all of the text of Genesis, it would have required somewhere between

*] have used the new editions of Tal, “Genesis,” and Schorch, “Genesis.”
*See Popovi¢, “Book Production.”

°Lange, Handbuch, 50; Lange, “Ancient, Late Ancient,” 31.

*Davila, “9. 4QGen’,” 65.



80 to 100 columns. Among the Judean Desert materials, however, we do not have evidence for such
long scrolls with only a limited height. It is therefore likely that the manuscript contained only a
part of Genesis. However, we do not have evidence for ancient customs of writing the book of
Genesis in two or more separate scrolls. The preservation of text from Gen 4145 suggests that the
scroll contained part of the last section of the book of Genesis, but one can only guess how much
of its text was included in this manuscript.

2 Scribal Hand and Execution

Like so many manuscripts, 4Qg is written in a hand which can be described, according to
Cross’ typology,” as late Hasmonaean. It is difficult to assess the scribe’s writing skills from the re-
maining text on the severely damaged surface of the fragments. The hand has formal characteris-
tics, and the scribe had no difficulties with most forms of the individual letters which appear to
have been written fairly confidently (the letter ‘aleph is written in various ways, though, often with
the diagonal stroke drawn vertically). Remarkable, in contrast, is the scribe’s overall inconsistency.
This holds for the letter size and height on some fragments. For example, in frag. 2 ii line 3 the
height of the letters is 3 mm, but in the next line the letters are considerably smaller, and in the
word 973X no more than 2.2 mm. Also, while the tops of the letters are written more or less regu-
larly on a line, this does not hold for the horizontal bar of lamed, or for the bottom of the letters:
the vertical strokes of fe and /et often extend more downwards than those of other letters. The
distance between the lines is uneven (for example ranging from 0.6 to 0.8 cm in frag. 9). The spac-
ing in between letters of one and the same word is variable. Occasionally the strokes of different
letters touch, or even intersect (see the intersection of aleph and res in frag. 9 i 2 ™MIRW), while
sometimes spaces within a word, especially those preceding aleph and lamed, are quite large.

Extraordinary is the scribe’s peculiar representation of waw and yod. The scribe uses two
different forms, overall easily distinguishable: a straight downstroke with a small head, and a gen-
erally straight but occasionally slanting downstroke with a large triangular pointed head. Normal-
ly, the scribe uses the first form for waw, and the second form for yod, as many scribes do. However,
in word-final position waw is often written with the large triangular head,® and in word-final posi-
tion the graphical sequence 1’ is written with first the waw-like letter and then the yod-like one.
The consistency of this graphical feature suggests a scribal idiosyncrasy, not an occasional confu-
sion. Yet, this feature, alongside others to be discussed below, makes one wonder to what extent
the scribe fully understood the text he was copying.

3 Scribal Errors, Corrections, and Oddities

’Cross, “Development.”
’See, most clearly, in frags. 5+5a: Wy (1. 4), and frag. 9 i 1727 (L. 5), 30 (L. 7), [29 (L. 7), and 192 (L.
9)-



3.1 Errors and Corrections

An analysis of scribal errors in a manuscript may provide evidence for the skills and the
copying process of the scribe. The following errors can be found in the manuscript.’

Frags. 3—4 + 11 line 4 (Gen 41:31). After PIR2 the scribe initially wrote another short word
including a lamed, which was subsequently erased except for the mast of lamed. Given the width
of the erased word, the word may have been &51. The scribe would have halted after having written
the words PIR2 pawn YT KM, looked at the Vorlage, saw the sequence )l PR which had
appeared a few words earlier, wrote &9, then realized the mistake, and continued with the correct
word 238n.

Frag. 2 i line 3 (Gen 41:24) must have had a longer text than any of the versions, perhaps
due to a scribal error such as dittography.

Frag. 2 ii line 3 (Gen 41:39) 721 (not the edition’s TI1!) in stead of either 722 (as in MT
and SP) or 701 (which could have been the Vorlage of the LXX). The unique spelling 7'nn for
mimmeékka, may be the result of the scribe’s expecting mimmeékka, and hence misreading T2 as
TRn.

Frags. 5+5a line 1 (Gen 42:15-16) witnesses the omission, through saut du méme au méme of
D'MR NX MPM AR 03N IN9W 137 VP, This omission may have been corrected supralinearly or
in the margin, but that section of the manuscript is not preserved.

Frags. 5+5a line 4 (Gen 42:18). Though one might label the spelling DA9[&7, in stead of
0'n981, an orthographic variant, it is probably simply an erroneous omission of the yod.

Frags. 7-8 line 3 (Gen 43:7). The editor transcribes 13n]791%, the reading of MT and SP.
However, the fourth letter is the large yod-like form, which elsewhere in the manuscript is used for
either yod, or for word-final waw. Indeed a larger than usual space follows this letter, but there are
other cases where the scribe has a space in the middle of a word, especially before lamed or ‘aleph
(most clearly so in frag. 5 line 7 198 M). This could indicate that the scribe initially read 7351 or
1%, and only after a space completed the remainder of the word.

Frags. 9 i line 7 (Gen 45:17) WY in stead of YWY. This error is perhaps due to a misreading
of a Vorlage with a narrow res, which in older hands is often very similar to waw.

Frag. 9 i line 7 (Gen 4517) ]in2 where the MT has 182 (SP has 1821). The editor discusses
the reading at length, and also discusses a different reading of the last trace with the variant
0']®na.° However, fet is palaeographically unlikely, and in the Joseph narrative the words 92 and
92w are used for “grain,” and never 0'OM. Rather, 112 may be a strange spelling for 183, the result
of either an auditory or a visual error, even though ‘aleph and het are usually only confused
graphically in such semi-cursive hands where the crossbar of /et descends diagonally towards the
right.

For unknown reasons, the scribe left the rest of the line blank after j2 *™INN1 (frag. 9 i 4; Gen

*Davila, “9. 4QGen’,” 66 reported on two interlinear corrections and two copyists’s errors.
“Davila, “g. 4QGen’,” 72.



4515)." Though the fragment is now in a bad shape, there seem to be no material reasons (such as
a damaged surface of the leather) for this decision, and this strange paragraphing may be yet one
more of the scribe’s errors.

3.2.  Additions in the Manuscript

Frag. 1 line 2 (Gen 41:16) has supralinear &8[9, corresponding to SP and LXX. The vertical
stance of the left leg of aleph is unique in the manuscript and may indicate it was written by a
different scribe. Either the scribe overlooked the word in the Vorlage, or the word has been added
later on the basis of another manuscript or tradition.

Frag. 2 i line 2 (Gen 41:24) has supralinear p]3w, as in the LXX, possibly, given the diagonal
stance of the left stroke of $in, written by a different hand. The word might have been added on the
basis of another manuscript, or both the LXX and this manuscript may have added the word on
the basis of the context. Note, however, that also in the following line the manuscript would have
had a text different from MT and SP, and that we cannot assess either the wording of the original
text, or the extent of the correction.

Frags. 3—4 + 11 line 2 (Gen 41:30) ™. If the first trace is indeed the remnant of waw, then
the letter was apparently inserted inbetween 0% and the first hand’s 13",

Frags. 3—4 + 11 line 8 (Gen 41:34). The text read TP, and yod was added supralinearly after
the waw, resulting in AN,

Frag. g ii line 5. The letters 87" (Gen 45:27?) are written interlinearly, possibly in a different
hand, perhaps because the scribe originally omitted one or more words.

3.3 Copying the Manuscript

Not all errors and other unexpected scribal features can be explained. Yet, several can best
be explained by the scribe closely following a written Vorlage. This holds for the omission of words
in frags. 5+5a line 1 (Gen 42:15-16) through saut du méme au méme, and the erroneous but correct-
ed writing of 817 in frags. 3—4 + 11 line 4 (Gen 41:31). The first case is instructive as it indicates that
here the scribe did not memorize short sense units, like joP DMK, but apparently copied word
by word. Such word-by-word copying could also explain the misreading /WY as WY and of 182 as
N2 in frag. 9 i line 7 (Gen 45:17), where the scribe simply copied the letter and the word which he
thought to have read, without realizing that these words did not make sense in the context. The
case of TN in frag. 2 ii line 3 (Gen 41:39) is more complex. Perhaps the scribe did pay attention to
meaning and expected 727, but mixed this form with the written 72 of the Vorlage. Most of
these errors suggest a scribe who was not fully attentive to the meaning of the text and, at least in
the mentioned examples, mechanically copied, word by word, what he read in a Vorlage.

Perhaps the empty line after }2 *I7X in the middle of a clause is based on an imitation of a
Vorlage which had these words at the end of a column, but of course this is only a guess.

"See also Tov, Scribal Practices, 146.



4 Textual Variants

The DJD edition records extensively variants vis-a-vis a broad range of witnesses, including
the Targumic, Syriac, and Latin ones, and even textual witnesses depending on the LXX. It is, how-
ever, clear that the preserved text of 4Qg, apart from its errors, generally aligns with either the MT
or the SP. There is only one case where it corresponds to the LXX against MT and SP, namely in the
supralinear addition, probably in a second hand, of Y]2W in Gen 41:24. However, this concerns an
assimilation to the context, which could have occurred independently in different manuscripts.

Based on the new trancription, I present a list of variants between MT, SP, and 4Qg.”

MT 4Q9 S
41:16 - sup add R[5 85 content; cf. also LXX
41:24 - supadd paw -|assimil. context; cf. LXX
41:24 wHam A[ayham nay5am| orthography
41:24 npIn mpTn mMpT7]orthography
41:24 mavn mawn man |orthography
41:30 szl npn NP1 syntax
41:32 nmwn 5m mawn 5m mw | different word division
41:34 nwy? Wy WP |syntax; morphology
41:34 TPan sup add Tpa" Tpa"|syntax; corrected
41:35 (gal) 1¥ap™ (piel?) pA[pm (piel) YA | number
41:35 nKRan mRan[ mNan|orthography
41:39 T2 TN T3] error
41:42 720 939 727 | orthography
41:42 amn 2n]tA or 2]A1 a0T| + article
4215 8122 x33[ 8122 | orthography
42:15-16 omission of omission by copying error
DN MW NI OPN
DOMKR DR NP INRKR
4216 end - - 591 &Y 1IRM +| + addition from Gen 44:22
1"AKR DR :nyb awIn
DN AR X 21
42218 DnoN DoHr D"oR | orthography
4218 D'IoRM onH[RA o'o8M |error
42119 TINNR TN[R]A TNRA| + article
42:20 NN ? R[]0 PRan|morphology

“For the Samaritan Pentateuch I compared only to the critical text in Schorch, Genesis.
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42:20 mnn ihnnn 1mnn|orthography & morphology
42:21 15K IR3 1HR AR 15y ARa |5y /oK

42:21 aRral Rkl narake]Eiva

42:22 DOR J2IRT 2R3 onN DNR J2IR7| transposition
42:38 NwY oY no8w | orthography
43:8 nnhw no[w n5w | morphology
4514 MIRIR MIRIIR IRI1¥ | number
4514 ™72 (KA 012711 | orthography
4516 opm ezl 51pm | orthography
4517 Y wy WY |error

4517 N2 Jina IR21|error

With respect to orthography, 4Qg has some forms spelled defectively which do not match
either MT or SP. Yet, when its spelling aligns with either of those it is virtually always with SP and
not with MT. The one exception is 15pmi[ in 4516. Also in the few morphological variants, 4Qg is
closer to SP. However, there are some cases where the SP has content variants which are not found
in 4Qo, including the different word division of MW 751 in 41:32 and the addition at the end of
4216. Lange’s assessment should be nuanced, namely that with regard to orthographic and
morphological variants 4Qg is much closer to SP than to MT, and with regard to the few content
variants it is more or less equally close to both.

5 Assessment of the Manuscript

Ideally, an assessment of manuscripts should take multiple aspects into account. The
scribal hand, the execution of the writing, and the scribal copying, all lack the skill which one ex-
pects from a professional scribe. The scribe knows to form the letters, but fails to write regularly or
consistently. Moreover, the evidence for word-by-word copying and the various errors suggest that
the scribe was not fully trained. One can only speculate as to whether the manuscript was a perso-
nal copy made by an unprofessional writer who wished to have their own copy of part of the text
of Genesis, or whether this copy was a product of one of the stages in the training of a scribe.

It is difficult to assess the origin of the two supralinear corrections in frag. 1 line 2 (Gen
4116) and frag. 2 i line 2 (Gen 41:24). Given the different forms of ‘aleph and sin, these may have
been written by another hand, perhaps on the basis of the text of another manuscript. This could
imply that even a substandard manuscript was considered important worthy of correction. That
second scribe did not correct some obvious errors as WY for Wy, though.



Recent studies have argued for more non-professional, substandard copies found at Qum-
ran, both of biblical and of non-biblical manuscripts.” The presence of 4Qg and other substandard
manuscripts among the collection should be accounted for in hypotheses about the origin and
function of the manuscripts found in the caves.

Appendix: A New Transcription of 4Qg9 Fragments™

Frag.13 Gen 41:12-14

[2"Wn R 7712 19 N0 WK M ane 1A[5na)] 1
[INX™1 901 NR 8P AYIE NHWTH A5N 1 AR 0 Sy 2
mor)iManin 3

The transcription is based on the photograph of the fragment in PAM 43.157, which was unknown
to the editor.” He had the fragment transferred to an unnumbered plate for new photographing.”

Frag.1 Gen 411518
[AYa nR 9o 1 In]R[ A]NA[5 [a[dn pawn NS Thy
[Ap7893T™7 ny]7a 0w NR n:yﬁx[t’ B[R rTYha nrb
[A8°71 13 ]73® Ron naw Sy [y 13 m5na qor Or
[1R3 AP 98N [M]5% (w2 mama nma paw mby

-

N

T
w

The differences vis-a-vis the DJD edition are inconsequential. The transcription [M1]5% 9[wa is

very uncertain.

Frag.21 Gen 41:23-27
[M]PT MAI[R 9w paw MInT? mav! nRSD IR Mp3
mp1n ooa[wn] PP afapbant omeng mnng o Mo
MaA 0YAWA[ paw IR MpTA 0Yawn mapoam
[]R 70T RN O[T PRI DNOINN OR AR

T T
w

“Popovié. “Book Production” and the literature discussed there.

“The final PAM photograph of 4Qg9 is PAM 43.007 with 4Qg frags. 1-10. Cf https:/
/www.deadseascrolls.org.il/explore-the-archive/image/B-284247. At present 4Qg frags. 1-12 are on
Plate 1072. See the recent photograph on https://www.deadseascrolls.org.il/explore-the-archive/
image/B-371163.

“Davila, “g. 4QGen’,” 72.

““See [anonymized reference to forthcoming publication].
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[A]wp o5RA[ WK DR X177 TAR A8 0N npas
M 0AY[ paw mavn Mo paw*™ ayaab TN
TNR B[1HN "I0 DI Paw mavn ohawn yaw
IA[AR MHYA MY MPn MNan pavy” Kin

[ e i
03 O w;

The new reading [M]P7 in line 1 is not certain, and [M]P7i might be possible. Note the new read-
ings, compared to the DJD edition, of A[3Y52M in line 2 and 7"3[MX in line 8. If the first part of
lines 3 was inscribed, it probably repeated some part of the surrounding text. The editor proposed
another reconstruction which might be slightly too long, but any reconstruction of errors is uncer-
tain. The trace which DJD reads in line g is probably the bottom tip of final nun of line 8.

Frags. 3—4 + 11 Gen 41:29-35(36)
mra o' aw ]
2pI[ W paw] npn® o[rn par 5o 51] Ti[ paw]
:y-m[ 1531 |8en paRa ya[wn Ha] naw[a]i AN ]
NI 2P (2300 8I5R] pIRa paw[n P 85 [p]R[0 NK]
YA B[R ]m‘vm nawn 59 TR[n R0 T[22 7012 0K
D8 [1OR]A AR ovAHRA 0P[n 92] 77 [123 0 nya)
]
]
]
]
]

[

59[ ynnw] Dam pas wm[ YIa 8 ][0 inwyh
PARA[ HY 0P8 TRa’ AYan WM |0 [Aen PR 5o
nR pa[pn® y:]w-l W P[2]wa B[*]R[A PIR DR WM
nnnAa[am]aen ]A5RA MRaA[ M]av[n oawn Har 5o

Jof 191 o[ Joo[

© O3 OOuUl A W N

=
o

Fragment 11, unidentified by the editor, and with major loss of its surface, should be placed to the
right of frag. 3. In line 2, the editor transcribed 12" (Gen 41:30), but the trace or discoloration read
as the head waw may not be ink. If it is ink, then it would be a secondary insertion of waw. In line
4, the editor overlooked the remaining mast of lamed. After PIR2 a word with a lamed has been er-
aded (except for the mast of lamed). In line 8 the editor overlooked the supralinear yod, and there-
fore transcribed Tpa*[1]. At the beginning of this line, I added 53 before 0™ PR for reasons of
space (for DN PIN 535 W see Gen 41:41, 43). Note the new readings of @ﬁ[n in line 8 and of
Pa[pm in line 8, both of which are variants.

Frag.2ii Gen 41:38—43
[qO1 58 AP AR 1] B[ AOR] AT TWR R
[DoM 1123 PR NRT 52 DR TIR] 0758 PTin A n)R
[P 1Y 52 pw T8 51 ma] S mnn nnRe T
[>NN3 RT 70T 8 Y8 7]ARYY TAn ST X0ON
[59m 1PaY NR AYIH 01 020 PAR 52 5 AN

[

g~ WD
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[OWM ww ™33 108 WA qor T Sy anx Jinm (1]
[MIWnn N33R 10K 2% 1R S 2]A1 7939
[PIR 52 5 10K 1Na1 7aR 1385 P11 0N
o™M)¥[n]

© o3 O

Given the scribe’s use of the forms of waw and yod, the reading in line 3 is 71, and not 7n. In
line 7 %39 rather than 739 is certain, given the traces of the downstrokes. The following traces
could be either 2]77t (see SP) or 2n]i71 (see MT). There may be ink of a supralinear addition after 15
in line 8.

Frag. 5+ 5a Gen 421522
Jonx[1" o> nx |R33[ oK 73 ]
[093]97 *2 A[P]70 1 &5 B[R DINKR NARA D37 1IM2M 10K
[90]7 DoH& RS o[ nwhHw Inwn [5]8 B[NK [JOR[17 DN ]
[012 DR 87] 3R DAY[RA DR P]ATWY D[R] SWwH[w]A [o]ra
[72w 187277 12]% BARI B[27WA 1*a]3 908 TR[R]N D2[Y]NAR D[R]
[0227 1]nRY OR [1R[]a0] [1P[pA] D2 nr A[R] B3 Na i[ay]
[O]ADKR (2R PA[R ]9R D[R [RRn 12 Wwyn i1 nnn ]5)1]
[apRw 851 15K [123]ANA21[wa]l DIR[2 1 ]R8 WR AR 5P 1IN
[R157 AR]D[ 121]87 DAR [ D[R] 7ARA 98 ARA 112 5y
[M3m 07 O3 DnYRW 8917572 1[R]OA[N 58 90KR]H DIHR[ NNR]

© O3 UL A~ W N M

-
o

Frag. 5a was formerly published as 4Q230 frag. 10.” The reading DNX[1 in line 1 confirms the editor’s
assumption of saut du méme au méme,” the scribe skipping from D3'N& of Gen 42:15 to DMK in
Gen 42116, and as a result omitting the words DMX NX NP TAR DN NHW 71371 VP from Gen
42:15-16. The decipherment of the traces between lamed and mem in line 3 Do5R is difficult, and
neither DAY9R nor DAYX seem to fit the traces. The new IAA photograph shows that in line 6 a tiny
fragment has been inserted with the letter ‘aleph of [1]X[*]aN. The end of that word (with or
without final nun) is uncertain. Note the new reading i[1]n71 in line 7 instead of [1n]an. In line 8
both NIR[ 13|87 (cf. MT) or NI¥[2137|X7 (see SP) would be possible.

Frag. 6 + 14 Gen 42:37-43:2

DYA[N "33 2w OR KRS AR SR 12187 R f3ha i by ]
TR [TOR WK IR T Y IR a0 THR uR1ER KD OK]
]
]

-

7772 POR[ IA]RIPT IRWI] 1722 K1 N0 PAKR 72 DI 2 T RY
PRI T30 2P THRW NI[12 N2W R DNTIM 21950 WK

S w N

“Tigchelaar, “Catalogue of Spirits,” 145—46.
*Davila, “9. 4QGen’,” 70, who labels the scribal error as haplography.
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[AAR1 07RANA 187 [20 WK 2wn NR 5aRD 152 WK 1]

5

The fragment which was found with the 4Q230 fragments was identified in 2004,” and later re-

ferred to as frag. 14.”

Frag. 7-8 Gen 43:5-8
[021R 152 710 IR0 KD HR JA[AR [wRA[ 2 773 R nHwn TR]
A[R] B[ Ty wRb T3]A5 5 onyan A SR nr1® 0anN]
W M D3[R Twn RS N1 109 15[ R DR SR 1nKY)
SRR [ PTIPITA AOR]A B[2T 70 DY 15 T R 025
[3n] RS AR SR SR AT KRN 0NN NR 1T

The scribe seems to have written 131]79 1351 as two words.

Frag.9i Gen 451319
Y12 IR 5[ Han' i var DR 0TI [0]09AR1 B[R]
B[9]P 7251 IR 535 pwan's e Sy 7]23[ Al 131 |72 PX]
vacat 12 NNXY
[90]%[ *nR 182 ]ARY[ "yna] N[ yaws [5pait[ n]R PRR 1737
[AnR 07 H]R AP0 N]RH7 T3P S[1p]21 Ayan wpa av[M]
[1932 A¥R ]iN2 (291 |B23[]Pa[ DR ]P0 Wy NN TIR 5[N]
[210 K 035 1N [*]5[R 1821 |O2 1A AR OO [a]R N AP
[y Nt A AR PR ]3[5N] NR 19K B[R PIR]
[NR DNRWI 02w 0]38[05 M5]3p B[™¥A PIRD D39 11P]

Frag.10 Gen 45:20—22
[075 1AM SR 133712 Wy 810 025 oen PR 5
[103 09257 7775 TR DAY 1M APRD '8 Sy M o8

[wnm q02 M8N WHW N1 12735 nhnw madn wiR]y

The identification is possible but not assured.

“Tigchelaar, “Minuscula,” 646.
*For example in the Accordance software text module Dead Dea Scrolls Biblical Corpus.
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Frag.9ii Gen 45:25-27 (?)

]oo[ 1

5%
PAR]A RS 3
IR 3a
JoR[Ji 4

The textual remains do not fit well with Gen 45:25-27, and 87%[1 is part of a inter- or superlinear
addition. It is not clear whether the trace between lines 1 and 2 is also a superlinear trace, or
rather part of the mast of lamed of line 2.

Frag.12 Gen 4116 (?)
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