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SECTION ONE

THE BACKGROUND AND TEXT OF THE
GENESIS APOCRYPHON






CHAPTER ONE

THE GENESIS APOCRYPHON: ISSUES AND OBJECTIVES

In 1947 a tattered, brittle, parchment scroll was found
in a well-hidden cave near the Dead Sea. At first, it
was unassumingly called the “Fourth Scroll,” since it
was the last scroll to be unrolled of four manuscripts
purchased by Athanasius Yeshue Samuel, the Syrian
Metropolitan of Jerusalem.' As the contents of the
scroll slowly unfolded, however, it came to be known
as the Book (or Apocalypse) of Lamech, and later still
‘A Genesis Apocryphon” (abbreviated as 1QapGen,
1QapGen™, or 10Q20).” While this title has some
shortcomings, it has become sufficiently entrenched
to deter further change.’?

In its present state, the Aramaic scroll tells the stories
of the biblical patriarchs Enoch, Lamech, Noah, and
Abram, mostly from a first person perspective.* While
the narrative is clearly related to Genesis 6-13, the two

' It was originally found along with six others, but three of the
scrolls were eventually purchased by the Hebrew University of
Jerusalem, through the arrangement of Professor Eliezer Lipa
Sukenik.

2 A more extensive history of the discovery and publication of
the scroll will be recounted in Chapter 2. Also see J. A. Fitzmyer,
The Genesis Apocryphon of Qumran Cave 1 (1Q20): A Commentary (3rd
rev. ed.; Biblica et Orientalia 18/B; Roma: Editrice Pontifico
Instituto Biblico [Pontifical Biblical Institute Press|, 2004), 13-25.
(Subsequent reference to Fitzmyer’s commentary will be to the
3rd edition, unless otherwise indicated). From this point forward
I will use a definite article when referring to the scroll, a practice
first adopted by E. Y. Kutscher shortly after its initial publication.
See E. Y. Kutscher, “The Language of the ‘Genesis Apocryphon’:
A Preliminary Study,” in Aspects of the Dead Sea Scrolls (Scripta
Hierosolymitana IV; eds C. Rabin and Y. Yadin; Jerusalem:
Magnes Press, 1958), 1-35; repr. in MR N"7apa D™pNn
[Hebrew and Aramaic Studies] (eds Z. Ben-Hayyim, A. Dotan and
G. Sarfatti; Jerusalem: Magnes Press, 1977), 3-36.

* See the opinions of D. Flusser, review of N. Avigad and
Y. Yadin, A Genesis Apocryphon, Kiryat Sefer (32D nN*Mp) 32:4
(1956-57): 379 n. 3 [Hebrew]; J. T. Milik, Ten Years of Discovery
in the Wilderness of Judea (Studies in Biblical Theology 26; trans.
J. Strugnell; London: SCM Press, 1959), 14 n. 1; and Fitzmyer,
The Genesis Apocryphon, 16. They (and I) prefer the suggestion of
B. Mazar, M2aR 990 “Book of the Patriarchs.”

* Hence, the Genesis Apocryphon is frequently part of discus-
sions on ancient pseudepigraphic works. First person narration
occurs in most, but not all, of the scroll. A brief but penetrating
discussion of its mix between pseudepigraphic and third-person
narrative is found in the early review of the original publication
by Flusser, review of Avigad and Yadin, 379-83. Also see M. J.
Bernstein, “Pseudepigraphy in the Qumran Scrolls: Categories
and Functions,” in Pseudepigraphic Perspectives: The Apocrypha and
Pseudepigrapha in Light of the Dead Sea Scrolls (STD] 31; eds E. G.
Chazon and M. E. Stone; Leiden: Brill, 1999), 1-26 [esp. 15-17].
The widespread phenomenon of first-person pseudepigraphy is
helpfully placed in its broader Near Eastern setting by P Machinist,

texts are far from identical (as the scroll’s latest name
suggests). For example, Moshe Bernstein has detailed
a number of instances where the author of the scroll
has rearranged, anticipated, and harmonized aspects
of the biblical account.” To this we might also append
a number of additions and subtractions.

1.1. OBJECTIVES

The present study is composed of three main parts:
1) an introduction to previous research on the Gen-
esis Apocryphon; 2) a new, annotated transcription
and translation of the scroll, accompanied by tex-
tual notes; and 3) a case study of one area in which
recently or newly published portions of text improve
our understanding of the scroll—namely, geography.
This thematic analysis will be followed by some brief,
concluding observations on the nature and possible
purpose of the scroll.

The introduction to prior research, put forth in the
present chapter, synthesizes a number of issues and
proposals surrounding the Apocryphon raised since
its initial publication in 1956. My aim here is to con-
textualize ensuing parts of the dissertation within the
current stream of research, and to provide a backdrop
against which final conclusions may be proffered. In
order to prevent clutter and repetition, this section is
designed to be representative of previous scholarship,
rather than exhaustive. However, an effort has been
made to provide adequate bibliography for further
research on each topic presented.

The text, translation, and notes are preceded by
their own introduction, in which I explain the need
for a new edition. My goal in the second chapter is
to provide those interested in the Apocryphon with a

“The Voice of the Historian in the Ancient Near Eastern and
Mediterranean World,” Interpretation 57:2 (April 2003): 117-137.

> M. J. Bernstein, “Re-arrangement, Anticipation and Har-
monization as Exegetical Features in the Genesis Apocryphon,”
DSD 3:1 (1996): 37-57. This trait has often been compared to the
autobiographical perspectives of the first portion of the Book of
Tobit and the various patriarchal Testaments (e.g. the Aramaic
Levi Document, the Testament of Qahat, or the Jewish portions
of Testaments of the Twelve Patriarchs) composed during the
second temple period.
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more comprehensive, accurate, and serviceable edition
than those currently available.

The third chapter focuses on only one of many
areas in which new or recently published material
from the Apocryphon impacts not only our knowledge
of this scroll, but also of other early Jewish texts, and
second temple Judaism in general. The subject of this
chapter is the geography of the Genesis Apocryphon,
particularly as it relates to geographic usage in the
Book of Jubilees. While both of these texts appear
to employ geography to similar ends, it will be seen
that use of geography is more comprehensive in the
Apocryphon, and that the two texts may not be as
similar as many had previously assumed. The goals of
that chapter are to highlight a major exegetical and
theological motif in the Apocryphon, and to enhance
our understanding of its oft noted relationship with
Jubilees.

The concluding chapter is dedicated to offering
some thoughts on the scroll’s composition, date, and
provenance, especially in light of newly published or
emended portions of text and the results of the pre-
ceding chapters. Based on the contents and language
of the Apocryphon, it is suggested that an early to
mid-second century BCE date of composition is most
plausible, and that the scroll was produced by a Judean
group with a number of concerns that overlapped
matters deemed important by the Qumran Essenes.

1.2. CURRENT ISSUES IN STUDY OF THE
GENESIS APOCRYPHON

As the contents of the Dead Sea Scrolls were re-
vealed—a process that has taken over five decades—
questions dear to modern text-critical scholars began
to be asked of each work. What is this scroll about?
How old is it? From which Jewish community did it
initially emerge? Is it a product of the alleged Essene
community at Qumran? How should it be classified?
How does it fit into the history and literature of the
period? How does it relate to the Bible? Ever since the
initial publication of five of the Genesis Apocryphon’s
columns by Nahman Avigad and Yigael Yadin in 1956,
efforts to answer such questions vis-a-vis the Genesis
Apocryphon have centered on three main issues:
1) literary genre; 2) relationship to Genests; and 3) rela-
tionship to other ancient Jewish works.® In an effort to

¢ Tam certainly not suggesting that these are the only issues that
have been, or deserve to be, discussed regarding the Apocryphon.
However, these three topics do represent (or at least relate to) the
brunt of scholarship on the scroll up to the present, and thus
provide a good starting point for this study.

lay the proper groundwork for the following chapters
these topics will be surveyed briefly below.

1.2.1. Literary Genre

Even before the first parts of the Genesis Apocryphon
were published there was keen interest in what kind of
text it is. It was immediately clear that the Aramaic
scroll was tied to stories known from Genesis, but how?
Avigad and Yadin first described it as “a sort of apoc-
ryphal version of stories from Genesis, faithful, for the
most part, to the order of the chapters in Scripture.”’
Despite their use of the words “Apocryphon” and
“apocryphal” to characterize the scroll, Matthew
Black, Paul Kahle, and Otto Eissfeldt preferred to
label it a “targum” (i.e. translation).? Black and Kahle,
however, later changed their minds and began refer-
ring to the work as a “midrash,” perhaps following
the lead of S. Zeitlin.” M. Lehmann, arguing that the
Genesis Apocryphon proves the early existence of tar-
gums, maintained that the Apocryphon “fits squarely
into the main stream of Targumim and Midrashim,
and probably represents the oldest prototype of both
available to us.”'’ The classification “midrash” was
eventually adopted by a bevy of scholars."

While some small, isolated sections of the scroll
could be considered an Aramaic targum of Genesis,
Fitzmyer stated correctly that “it is not really possible
to label the whole composition a targum,” since most
of its text is much freer and more expansionistic than
any known targum, including the so-called Pseudo-
Jonathan and Fragment Targums.' In the Noah sec-
tion, for example, one can read for several columns
(at least what is left of them) without meeting a strict
translation of any known biblical version.

7 N. Avigad and Y. Yadin, 4 Genesis Apocryphon: A Seroll from
the Wilderness of Judaea (Jerusalem: Magnes Press and Heikhal
Ha-Sefer, 1956), 38.

8 M. Black, The Scrolls and Christian Origins (London: Nelson,
1961), 193. Also see his “The Recovery of the Language of
Jesus,” NTS 3 (1956-57): 305-13. O. Eissfeldt, The Old Testament:
An Introduction (New York: Harper & Row, 1965), 697.

9 S. Zeitlin, “The Dead Sea Scrolls: 1. The Lamech Scroll:
A Medieval Midrash: 2. The Copper Scrolls: 3. Was Kando the
Owner of the Scrolls?” JOR [New Ser.] 47:3 (January, 1957):
247.

" M. R. Lehmann, “1Q) Genesis Apocryphon in the Light of
the Targumim and Midrashim,” RevQ 1 (1958-59): 251.

' These included A. Dupont-Sommer, M. Goshen-Gottstein,
J. van der Ploeg, G. Lambert, R. Meyer, R. de Vaux, E. Vogt,
G. Vermes, A. Wright, S. Segert, and H. Kee. For complete refer-
ences see Fitzmyer, The Genesis Apocryphon, 19 n. 28.

2 Fitzmyer, The Genesis Apocryphon, 18. This is also the opinion
of R. Le Déaut, review of J. A. Fitzmyer, The Genesis Apocryphon of
Qumran Cave 1: A Commentary, Biblica 48 (1967): 142.
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Although the term “midrash” may serve as a helpful
description of the interpretive process used in the Gen-
esis Apocryphon, it too has weaknesses. On the one
hand, midrash can constitute a broad category roughly
synonymous with “Jewish biblical interpretation,”'?
while on the other it is frequently used to refer to a
specific, rabbinic method of biblical interpretation,
which cites a lemma and then seeks to explain it in
a discrete segment of commentary.'* Although the
broad definition would certainly include the Genesis
Apocryphon, it risks anachronistic confusion with the
more narrow rabbinic method of interpretation.

Attempts to avoid such confusion are reflected by
various commentators on the Apocryphon. H. Lignée
correctly specified that “c’est un midrash haggadique
d’un genre spécial, qui n’est pas absolument semblable
au midrash rabbinique...”" A. Dupont-Sommer fur-
ther posited that the scroll is “un précieux specimen
de midrash essénien,” although one might expect this
distinction to belong rather to the sectarian pesharim.'®
C. Evans aptly summarized the situation: “[t]he Genesis
Apocryphon is certainly not a targum, nor is it midrash
in the sense of text and commentary.”"’

1% Tt was regularly employed in this broad sense by G. Vermes,
Scripture and Tradition in Judaism (Studia Post-Biblica 4; Leiden:
Brill, 1961 [2nd ed., 1973]). Also see A. G. Wright, “The Literary
Genre Midrash (Part Two),” CBQ 28 (1966): 456. The term is set
in an even broader context by R. Bloch, “Midrash,” in Supplé-
ment au Dictionnaire de la Bible (Vol. 5; eds L. Pirot, A. Robert, and
H. Cazelles; Paris: Librairie Letouzey et Ané, 1957), 1263-81.
He traces the practice of midrash from its ancient Near Eastern
origins, through Jewish Intertestamental works such as Jubilees, to
its culmination in the rabbinic method. This important article has
been translated into English by M. Howard Callaway in Approaches
to Ancient Judaism: Theory and Practice (2 vols; Brown Judaic Studies
1; ed. W. S. Green; Missoula: Scholars Press, 1978), 1:29-50.

" In other words, the biblical passage and its interpretation
are formally distinguished from each other. See, e.g., the defini-
tion in H. L. Strack and G. Stemberger, Introduction to the Talmud
and Mudrash (trans. and ed. M. Bockmuehl; Minneapolis: Fortress,
1992 [repr. 1996]), 235. Cf. G. J. Brooke, “Rewritten Bible,” in
the Encyclopedia of the Dead Sea Scrolls (eds L. H. Schiffman and J. C.
VanderKam; New York: Oxford University Press, 2000), 2:777-80;
and M. J. Bernstein, “Rewritten Bible: A Generic Category which
has Outlived its Usefulness?” Textus 22 (2005): 186. Also see the
important distinction of C. Perrot, Pseudo-Philon: Les Aniquités Bib-
liques. Tome II (SC 230; Paris: Cerf, 1976), 22-28. Perrot partially
captured these two ways of understanding midrash by delineating
two exegetical techniques: texte expliqué (i.e. lemmatized midrash)
and texte continué. The latter term is equivalent to Vermes’ “rewrit-
ten Bible” (see below).

' H. Lignée, “L’ Apocryphe de la Genese,” in Les texts de Qum-
ran: Traduits et annotés (2 vols; eds J. Carmignac, E. Cothenet, and
H. Lignée; Paris: Editions Letouzey et Ané, 1963), 2:215.

1" A. Dupont-Sommer, Le Ecrits esséniens décowverts prés de la mer
Morte (Paris: Payot, 1980), 293.

7 C. A. Evans, “The Genesis Apocryphon and the Rewritten
Bible,” RevQ 13 (1988): 154. For a similar appraisal see D. J. Har-
rington, “The Bible Rewritten (Narrative),” in Early Judaism and
its Modern Interpreters (eds R. A. Kraft and G. W. E. Nickelsburg;
Atlanta: Scholars, 1986), 23947 [esp. 242].

In 1961, Geza Vermes introduced the term “rewrit-
ten Bible” into his discussion of Jewish midrashic texts.'s
By “rewritten Bible,” he clearly meant a subcategory
within the broader spectrum of midrash. He wrote
that, “[iJn order to anticipate questions, and to solve
problems in advance, the midrashist inserts haggadic
development into the biblical narrative—an exegeti-
cal process which is probably as ancient as scriptural
interpretation itself.”" Included by Vermes under
rewritten Bible were Sepher ha-Yashar, the Palestinian
Targum, Josephus’ Jewish Antiquities, Pseudo-Philo’s
Biblical Antiquities, the Book of Jubilees, and the Genesis
Apocryphon. As later noted by Bernstein, a defining
characteristic of Vermes’ description was a “reca-
pitulation of the narrative...of the whole or a large
part of the biblical story,”* as opposed to lemmatized
commentary. Hence, in the works deemed rewritten
Bible by Vermes, haggadic accretions are not formally
distinguished from the biblical narrative.

Rewritten Bible has subsequently become a popu-
lar term, used to describe and categorize various
ancient Jewish exegetical works, especially the Genesis
Apocryphon.”! Unfortunately, it has not always been
applied in a consistent manner, causing the genre to
lose some of its usefulness.”? Especially confusing is
the interchangeable and conflicting use of adjectives
like “rewritten,” “parabiblical,” “midrashic,” “apoc-
ryphal,” “retold,” and “reworked” to describe ancient
Jewish texts that interpret Scripture. For instance,
the term “parabiblical” was coined in 1967 by H. L.
Ginsberg:*

I...approve of [Fitzmyer’s] rejection of such labels as
“targum” and “midrash”... To the question of literary
genre, I should like to contribute a proposal for a term
to cover works, like GA [1.e. Genesis Apocryphon], Pseudo-
Philo, and the Book of Jubilees, which paraphrase and/
or supplement the canonical Scriptures: parabiblical
literature. The motivation of such literature—like that
of midrash—may be more doctrinal, as in the case of
the Book of Jubilees, or more artistic, as in at least the

'8 Vermes, Scripture and Tradition, 67.

1 Ibid., 95.

2 Bernstein, “Rewritten Bible,” 174.

21 J. Kugel prefers the term “Retold Bible,” thereby attending
to the undoubtedly significant oral component of the process. He
provides a helpful description of the exegetical process involved in
these types of texts in J. L. Kugel, In Potiphar’s House (New York:
Harper Collins, 1990), 264—68.

2 Bernstein’s “Rewritten Bible” is a welcome corrective to
this trend. He also provides a survey of how the term has been
used.

% H. L. Ginsberg, review of J. A. Fitzmyer, The Genesis Apocry-
phon of Qumran Cave 1: A Commentary, Theological Studies 28 (1967):
574-77 [574]. Fitzmyer (The Genests Apocryphon, 20) prefers this term
to rewritten Bible, although he calls the Genesis Apocryphon “a
good example” of the latter.
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preserved parts of GA, but it differs from midrashic
literature by not directly quoting and (with more or less
arbitrariness) interpreting canonical Scripture.

Ginsberg’s use of “parabiblical literature” seems to be
nearly the same as Vermes’ employment of “rewritten
Bible.” However, when we turn to the more well-
known use of “parabiblical” in Oxford’s Discoveries in the
Judaean Desert series, we find the two terms juxtaposed
in a different way:**

Within these volumes the parabiblical texts hold a
special place since some of the literary genres repre-
sented by Qumran are becoming known only now, with
the publication of the volumes. The volumes of the
parabiblical texts contain various compositions which
have in common that they are closely related to texts
or themes of the Hebrew Bible. Some of these com-
positions present a reworking, rewriting, or paraphrase
of biblical books.

Here parabiblical is used by E. Tov as an umbrella
term, under which rewritten Bible would apparently be
placed (i.e. more akin to Vermes’ use of “midrashic”).
Evans makes a similar swap, this time between midrash
and rewritten Bible: ““Therefore, the Genesis Apocryphon
is part of what is sometimes called the ‘rewritten Bible,’
a broad category that includes targum, midrash, and
rewritten biblical narratives.”” In contrast, Vermes
and Bernstein would place the more narrowly defined
rewritten Bible under the broader heading of midrash,
or biblical interpretation. The landscape of terms has
obviously become cluttered and confusing.

To add to this dilemma, some have begun to ques-
tion the validity of even using expressions like rewritten
Bible or parabiblical literature at all. Such terms, they
allege, imply a canonical situation that is anachronistic
for many of the works typically gathered under them.
John Reeves stated the argument forcefully:®

# H. W. Attridge et al., in consultation with J. C. VanderKam,
Qumran Cave 4, VIII: Parabiblical Texts, Part 1 (DJD XIII; Oxford:
Clarendon Press, 1994), ix. Cf. M. Broshi et al., in consultation
with J. C. VanderKam, Qumran Cave 4, XIV: Parabiblical Texts, Part 2
(DJD XIX; Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1995); G. Brooke et al., in
consultation with J. C. VanderKam, Qumran Cave 4, XVII: Para-
biblical Texts, Part 5 (DJD XII; Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1996);
D. Dimant, Qumran Cave 4, XXI: Parabiblical Texts, Part 4: Pseudo-
Prophetic Texts (DJD XXX; Oxford: Clarendon Press, 2001).

» Evans, “The Genesis Apocryphon and the Rewritten Bible,”
154. An equally broad view is expressed by G. J. Brooke, “Rewrit-
ten Bible,” 2:780b.

% J. C. Reeves, “The Flowing Stream: Qur’anic Interpretations
and the Bible,” Religious Studies News: SBL Edition 2.9 (Dec. 2001).
Similar opinions have been expressed by B. Chiesa, “Biblical and
Parabiblical Texts from Qumran,” Henock 20 (1998): 131-33; and
J. P Meier, “The Historical Jesus and the Historical Law: Some
Problems within the Problem,” CBQ 65 (2003): 57 n. 10.

The conceptual problem for modern researchers is fur-
ther aggravated by a largely unreflective use of popular
classificatory terminology like that of ‘rewritten Bible’
for works like Jubilees or 1 Enoch. One must first
have ‘Bible’ before one can ‘rewrite’ it: the category
presupposes and subtly endorses both a chronological
sequence and an intertextual relationship.

...I would suggest that the notion of ‘Bible’ as a
privileged category functioning as the fixed point of
reference and discussion for the labeling, analysis,
and evaluation of ‘non-canonical’ i.e., non-biblical
works, requires a radical revision and reformulation.
Our descriptive language should be altered in order
to express this ‘revisioning’; instead of biblical ‘expan-
sions’ or ‘rewritings,” we should perhaps speak of
‘biblically allied,” ‘biblically affiliated,” or ‘biblically
related’ literatures. Moreover, our accustomed way of
perceiving and categorizing how Bible interacted with
parallel literary corpora will require a serious overhaul.
Instead of measuring all biblically allied or affiliated
literatures against the Bible and then assigning labels
like ‘expanded Bible,” ‘rewritten Bible,” ‘paraphrased
Bible,” ‘distorted Bible,” and the like to those exemplars
which depart textually and/or thematically from the
Bible of the Masoretes, we should rather consider the
bulk of this material, both biblical and non-biblical,
as one culturally variegated literary continuum which
juxtaposes a number of alternative or parallel ways of
recounting a particular story or tradition.

Reeves’ advice serves as a healthy reminder of the
fluidity of these traditions during the second temple
period, and points out an important link to the equally
contentious issues of canonicity and scriptural author-
ity. Yet, few would argue that the authors of works
typically considered rewritten Bible did not base their
accounts on a relatively fixed, received scriptural tradi-
tion roughly analogous to one of the known “variant
literary editions.”® If this is granted, then rewritten
Bible remains a practical and helpful (albeit somewhat
anachronistic) designation, so long as it is clear where
it stands in the taxonomy of classificatory terms.
Recently, Daniel Falk again addressed the problem
of terminology within the broader discussion of canon
formation (or lack thereof) and scriptural authority
in early Judaism.” Not only does he provide a much

¥ This is, perhaps, more true for the Pentateuch than some
other scriptural books. For a definition and defense of the term
“variant literary edition” see E. C. Ulrich, The Dead Sea Scrolls and
the Origins of the Bible, (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans/Leiden: Brill,
1999), 99-120 [esp. 106—-109].

% See his excellent, up-to-date introduction to the Genesis
Apocryphon and “parabiblical” texts in general in D. K. Falk,
The Parabiblical Texts. Strategies for Extending the Scriptures among the
Dead Sea Scrolls (CQS 8; LSTS 63; London: T & T Clark, 2007),
1-25. Falk includes in his survey a number of scholars who have
contributed to the present discussion, but are not included here
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more thoroughgoing summary of preceding opinions
on the status of these texts than is presented here, but
also proffers his own set of definitions and conceptual
framework for discussion. “Parabiblical,” he argues,
is best employed as an umbrella term, encompassing
a wide variety of literary genres and styles (i.e. much
as Tov uses it). “Rewritten Bible” (or, better in Falk’s
opinion, “rewritten Scripture”), meanwhile, cannot
be spoken of as a literary genre per se, but should be
viewed as an exegetical activity—part of what Falk
calls “extending Scripture.” As he points out, such
extension was apparently a booming industry during
the second temple period.”

In this study I will employ rewritten Bible as a sub-
category of either biblical interpretation, midrash (in
the broad sense of Vermes), or parabiblical literature
(in the more generous views of Tov or Falk)j—these
three categories being roughly equivalent in my
opinion. Under rewritten Bible I include the Genesis
Apocryphon and any other ancient text seeking to
interpret sacred Scripture by combining the biblical
narrative and significant interpretive elements (hag-
gadic or halakhic) without formally distinguishing
between the two.

This definition leaves open two difficult questions,
which I simply acknowledge here. First, how signifi-
cant must the nlerpretive element be for a work to not
be considered Scripture? Here a text such as 4QRe-
worked Pentateuch (4Q)364-367) is particularly thorny,
since exegetical intrusions into the scriptural text are
relatively minimal.*® Second, and on the other end
of the spectrum, how much biblical narrative must be
present? 1 Enoch, Life of Adam and Eve, Ascension
of Isaiah, 4 Ezra, Baruch, Aramaic Levi, and similar
texts give pause in this regard, since their explicit scrip-
tural grounding is very thin indeed.” Both questions

(e.g. F. Garcia Martinez, L. H. Schiffman, S. White Crawford,
M. Segal, B. Fisk, E. C. Ulrich, J. C. VanderKam, J. Maier, and
J- G. Campbell).

» TIbid., 17.

% Studies aimed at what we might call the more “biblical” end
of the rewritten Bible spectrum are those of E. Tov, “Biblical Texts
as Reworked in Some Qumran Manuscripts with Special attention
to 4QRP and 4QparaGen-Exod,” in The Community of the Renewed
Covenant: ‘The Notre Dame Symposium on the Dead Sea Scrolls (eds E. C.
Ulrich and J. C. VanderKam; Notre Dame: University of Notre
Dame Press, 1994), 111-134; S. White Crawford, “The ‘Rewritten’
Bible at Qumran: A Look at Three Texts,” Fretz-Israel 26 [F. M.
Cross Festschrift] (1999): 1-8; and M. Segal, “Between Bible and
Rewritten Bible,” in Biblical Interpretation at Qumran (ed. M. Henze;
Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2005), 10-28. Also see Bernstein,
“Rewritten Bible”; and Falk, The Parabiblical Texts, 107—119.

31 Such texts are included in the discussions of G. W. E. Nickels-
burg, “The Bible Rewritten and Expanded,” in Jewish Whutings of the
Second Temple Period (ed. M. E. Stone; Assen/Philadelphia: Van Gor-

ultimately pertain to “the degree of closeness of the
exegetical composition to the biblical text,”** and call
for boundaries to be set at either end of the rewrit-
ten Scripture continuum if one wishes to define it as
a genre. Wherever these outer limits may fall (and it
is not my intention to set them here),” we may con-
fidently place the Genesis Apocryphon within their
range, since it is one of a handful texts to be included
in every published list of rewritten Bible thus far.

Of course, it is worth reminding ourselves that the
Genesis Apocryphon’s status as rewritten Bible is valid
only when viewing the scroll in its entirety. Were we to
possess only the first few columns, we would probably
not consider this text rewritten Bible, but an Enochic
writing. If, on the other hand, we had only column 22
it could legitimately be considered a targum.

1.2.2. Relationship to Genesis

Closely bound to the question of literary genre is the
way in which the Genesis Apocryphon “rewrites,” or
“retells,” parts of Genesis. A host of scholars have
summarized the general character of the scroll in
relation to the ancient versions, noting, for example,
that it expansively paraphrases, reproduces and supple-
ments, or freely reworks and rearranges the biblical
narrative.”* Bernstein has recently begun to supplement
these broad statements with careful, detailed studies
of the specific exegetical techniques employed by
the scroll, thereby filling a desideratum.* His studies

cum/Tortress, 1984), 89-156 [esp. 89-90]; and Harrington, “The
Bible Rewritten (Narratives).” The case of 1 Enoch deserves special
attention. While the composition as a whole may be excluded as
rewritten Bible by most accounts, certain of its components—in
particular the Animal Apocalypse—could fit into most definitions
of the genre. Perhaps this distinction should be borne in mind as
discussion regarding rewritten Bible continues.

32 Tov, “Biblical Texts as Reworked,” 113.

% 1 find the summary of Philip Alexander a helpful move in
this direction, and the best definition of the genre to date. See
P. S. Alexander, “Retelling the Old Testament,” in It is Whitlen:
Scripture Citing Scripture. Essays in Honor of Barnabas Lindars (eds
D. A. Carson and H. G. M. Williamson; Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1988), 99-121 [esp. 116-18].

" Some representative examples are Fitzmyer, The Genesis
Apocryphon, 17; Nickelsburg, Jewish Literature between the Bible and
the Mishnah (2nd ed.; Minneapolis: Augsburg Fortress, 2005), 173;
and VanderKam, Zextual and Historical Studies in the Book of Jubilees
(Missoula: Scholars Press, 1977), 277.

% See Bernstein, “Re-arrangement, Anticipation, and Harmo-
nization,” 37-57; idem, “From the Watchers to the Flood: Story
and Exegesis in the Early Columns of the Genesis Apocryphon,” in
Reworking the Bible: Apocryphal and Related Texts at Qumran. Proceedings of
a Jount Symposwum by the Orion Center for the Study of the Dead Sea Scrolls
and Associated Literature and the Hebrew University Institute for Advanced
Studies Research Group on Qumran, 15—17 January, 2002 (STD]J 58; eds
E. G. Chazon, D. Dimant, and R. A. Clements; Leiden: Brill,
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affirm earlier generalizations: the author of the scroll
rearranged, anticipated, harmonized, added, and sub-
tracted varied information from the scriptural narrative
in order to provide a fuller, smoother, more coherent
story. With this basic description of the scroll’s modus
operandi in mind, there are three issues worthy of brief
treatment before proceeding: 1) the question of theo-
logical Tendenz; 2) variation in exegetical expansion;

and 3) the narratological break at 1QapGen 21.23.

1.2.2.1. Theological Tendenz

Vermes, Fitzmyer, and others have understood the
Apocryphon to be largely devoid of theological
Tendenz, or interpretative activity driven by religious
concerns and ideologies. Vermes’ characterization of
the scroll reflects vibrantly this viewpoint:*

...1t will be seen that Genesis Apocryphon occupies a
privileged position in the midrashic literature in that it
1s the most ancient midrash of all. With its discovery
the lost link between the biblical and the Rabbinic
midrash has been found. Its freshness, its popular
character, and its contribution to the understanding
of the midrashic literary genre in its purest form, are
unique. The pseudepigrapha related to it, or eventu-
ally dependent upon it (Jub., Enoch), as also most of
the later midrashim, are too much concerned to graft
upon the biblical story doctrines sometimes foreign to
them. Beside Genesis Apocryphon they appear artificial
and laboured, even though the relative weakness of
their literary quality is often compensated by a greater
theological richness...

The haggadic developments of Genesis Apocryphon
are therefore organically bound to their biblical text.
The author never attempts to introduce unrelated or
extraneous matter. His technique is simple and he exer-
cises no scholarly learning, no exegetical virtuosity, no
play on words. His intention is to explain the biblical
text, and this he does either by bringing together vari-
ous passages of Genesis, or by illustrating a verse with

2005), 39-64; and idem, “Noah and the Flood at Qumran,” in
The Provo International Conference on the Dead Sea Scrolls: “Technological
Innovations, New Texts, and Reformulated Issues (STDJ 30; eds D. W.
Parry and E. Ulrich; Leiden: Brill, 1999), 199-231 [esp. 206-210].
Others who have dealt in some depth with the exegetical tech-
niques of the scroll are Vermes, “Scripture and Tradition,” 96-126;
Alexander, “Retelling the Old Testament,” 104—107; Nickelsburg,
Jewish Literature, 172—77; and idem, “Patriarchs Who Worry about
their Wives: A Haggadic Tendency in the Genesis Apocryphon,”
in Biblical Perspectives: Early Use and Interpretation of the Bible in Light of
the Dead Sea Scrolls. Proceedings of the First International Symposium of the
Orion Center for the Study of the Dead Sea Scrolls and Associated Literature,
1214 May 1996 (STDJ 28; eds M. E. Stone and E. G. Chazon;
Leiden: Brill, 1998), 137-58; repr. in George W, E. Nickelsburg
in Perspective: An Ongoing Drialogue of Learning (2 vols; JSJSup 80;
eds J. Neusner and A. J. Avery-Peck; Leiden: Brill, 2003),
1:177-99.
% Vermes, Scripture and Tradition, 124—26.

the help of an appropriate story. The resulting work is
certainly one of the jewels of midrashic exegesis, and
the best illustration yet available of the primitive hag-
gadah and of the unbiased rewriting of the Bible.

In like manner, E. Rosenthal wrote that “for the time
being, we can be pretty certain that the text contains
little of an ideological nature,” although he qualified
this statement by noting that “the material preserved
is limited.”* He does, nonetheless, detect a concern
over the purity of the priestly line in the insistence
of Sarat’s chastity while in Pharaoh’s house, and fur-
ther proffered that, “[a]fter publication of the entire
scroll, similar ideological attitudes, I am sure, will be
discovered in the work upon closer scrutiny.” Fitzmyer
agreed that “it is difficult to see what exegetical or
doctrinal meditations were at work in the composition
of this text.”®

Other commentators have shown less reservation
in assigning various theological motivations to our
author. We may cite as examples the contentions of
P. Winter and R. Meyer that the scroll contains an
anti-Samaritan prejudice.” While this suggestion is
difficult to rule out completely, it lacks the evidence
and argumentation to instill confidence. More convinc-
ing is Lignée’s perception of a “tendance sacerdotale”
and a “tendance apocalyptique,” which he attributes
to the work’s Qumranic milieu.*

An exception to these tenuous suggestions is the
fine study of George Nickelsburg, who has outlined a
number of techniques and tendencies employed in the
Apocryphon’s retelling of events in Genesis.*' First, he
refers to several places where an “Enochic” perspec-
tive is clearly discernible—not only in the scroll’s early
columns, but also in the Abram story, where Abram
instructs Pharaoh’s underlings by reading “from the
book of the words of Enoch.”*? Second, he draws
attention to a possible “eschatological Zendenz” based
on an Urzeit/Endzeit typology also found in 1 Enoch,
whereby the author associates the wicked generation of
Noah and its impending punishment with his own age.*
Third, the author of the Apocryphon exploits channels
of divine revelation not found in Genesis, such as the

% F. Rosenthal, review of N. Avigad and Y. Yadin, 4 Genesis
Apocryphon, FNES 18 (1959): 82-84.

% TFitzmyer, The Genesis Apocryphon, 23.

¥ P. Winter, “Note on Salem—Jerusalem,” NooT 2 (1957-58):
151-52. R. Meyer, review of N. Avigad and Y. Yadin, 4 Genests
Apocryphon, Deutsche Literaturzeitung 80 (1959): 586-87.

10 H. Lignée, “L’Apocryphe de la Geneése,” 2:211-12.

I Nickelsburg, “Patriarchs Who Worry.”
2 Ibid., 181-82, 190-91 (cf. 1QapGen 19.25).
¥ Ibid., 182.

.
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figure of Enoch and symbolic dream-visions.** Fourth,
there is a clear “psychologizing interest” in describing
the interaction between characters in the narrative,
especially patriarchs and their wives (e.g. Lamech/
Batenosh; Abram/Sarai).*” Other tendencies are noted
as well, such as an interest in eroticism, demons and
apotropaicism, and the portrayal of patriarchs through
the lens of other Israelite figures, such as Joseph and
Daniel. According to Nickelsburg, several of these fac-
tors indicate significant concern over the sexual purity
of Israelite women, which may give us some hint of
the social setting behind the scroll.

Nickelsburg has successfully shown that the author
of the Genesis Apocryphon utilized certain literary
techniques and theological perspectives in his rewriting
of Genesis. However, he was not able to extensively
incorporate the more recently published parts of the
scroll into his analysis, instead having to focus on those
parts first published by Avigad and Yadin in 1956. An
investigation of the techniques and concerns reflected
in these parts of the Apocryphon has yet to be under-
taken. Such a study may help clarify Nickelsburg’s list,
and perhaps add to it.

1.2.2.2. Variation in Exegetical Expansion

In passing, Nickelsburg mentioned a practice of the
Genesis Apocryphon worth drawing further attention
to here. While almost every commentator notes the
expansive nature of the Apocryphon, he observed
that there are at least two sections of the scroll which
compress stories from Genesis: the story of Abram and
Lot (Gen 13:1-13; 1QapGen 20.33-21.7) and the war
of the eastern and Canaanite kings (Gen 14; 1QapGen
21.23-22.26).* Although not altogether surprising, this
suggests that the author of the Apocryphon was more
interested in some parts of Genesis than in others, that
there was simply more haggadic material available
to draw on for certain portions of the book, or that
he was using sources which varied in their exegetical
approach. Analysis of individual facets of the narra-
tive, such as the mixed employment of divine names
or the noticeable shifts in Aramaic syntax, suggests
that the latter is quite probable.”

* Ibid., 183, 188-89.

» TIhid., 183-84, 188.

* Nickelsburg, Jewish Literature, 177.

7 See the article by M. J. Bernstein, “Divine Titles and Epithets
and the Sources of the Genesis Apocryphon” (forthcoming). In
it, he highlights a dramatic distinction between the divine titles
and epithets employed in what he calls Part I (the Noah section
[cols. 0-17]) and Part II (the Abram section [cols. 19-22]) of the
scroll.

1.2.2.3. 1QapGen 21.23

The autobiographical narration of the Genesis Apoc-
ryphon is one of its unique and most frequently cited
attributes. Many scholars, however, have been careful
to stress that this trait does not carry throughout the
entire scroll, since at 1QapGen 21.23 there is a shift
from the first to third person.J’8 This shift is concur-
rent with the beginning of the story about the war
of the four eastern kings against the five Canaanite
kings (cf. Gen 14).

Fitzmyer, Vermes, and Alexander observed that this
narrative break is accompanied by a more profound
shift in the scroll’s style of biblical exegesis.* In con-
trast to the part of the scroll preceding 21.23, Fitzmyer
noted that the portion following it “is marked by far
less rewriting or embellishments than what is found in
the preceding chapters of Genesis. Indeed, at times it
is nothing more than a word-for-word translation of
the Hebrew text into Aramaic; yet even this sort of
translation does not last long. It is rather a paraphrase,
which stays close to the biblical text.”™ Although this
later segment of the Apocryphon still contains a large
number of novel interpretive elements, Fitzmyer’s
distinction remains essentially correct. This change
in style is, no doubt, partly responsible for early dis-
agreement over whether the scroll should be labelled
a targum or a midrash.

1.2.3. Qumran Origins?

The most recent edition of the Encyclopadia Britan-
nica inconspicuously states that the Genesis Apocry-
phon “is a good example of Essene biblical exegesis.”'
Yet, opinions over whether the Genesis Apocryphon
was the product of the Essenes at Qumran have been
decidedly mixed. Some, such as Michaud, Meyer,
Lignée, de Vaux, and Dupont-Sommer perceived
elements in the scroll suggesting a direct connection
to the Qumran Essene community, whose theology is
reflected in sectarian writings such as the Community

8 Most introductions to the text mention this fact. For a sum-
mary see Fitzmyer, The Genesis Apocryphon, 229-30.

# See Vermes’ treatment, “2. The Genesis Apocryphon from
Qumran,” in E. Schurer, The History of the Jewish People in the Age of
Jesus Christ (3 vols; trans., rev,, and ed. G. Vermes, F. Millar, and
M. Goodman; Edinburgh: T & T Clark, 1986), 3.1:318-25 [esp.
321]. Cf. Alexander, “Retelling the Old Testament,” 104.

% Fitzmyer, The Genesis Apocryphon, 230. Cf. Avigad and Yadin,
A Genesis Apocryphon, 33.

> The New Encyclopedia Britannica (15th ed.; Chicago/London:
Encyclopadia Britannica, 2005), 5:177.
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Rule, the War Scroll, and the Pesharim.’? J. C. Reeves
has suggested that part of Noah’s sacrifice in 1QapGen
10.14 may also indicate that the Apocryphon was a
sectarian or proto-sectarian product.” His proposed
reconstruction of Noah burning fat upon the altar
following the flood has since been confirmed, and
may display a ritual affinity with Jubilees and the
Temple Scroll.**

Fitzmyer is among those who have questioned this
stance, asserting that “[t]here is nothing in this text that
clearly links it with any of the known beliefs or customs
of the Qumran sect. There is practically no Essene
theology in this work...”” This position appears to
be correct, and has been held by a large majority
of scholars who have studied the scroll, including
P. Winter, F. Rosenthal, G. Vermes, D. Harrington,
G. Nickelsburg, and D. Falk.”® This conclusion may
also gain support from the fact that the Apocryphon
was written in Aramaic, since all Qumran writings
of certain Essene origin were penned in Hebrew.”
Although the Genesis Apocryphon was probably
not composed by the Qumranites, there has been
unanimous agreement that it originated in the land of

2 H. Michaud, “Une livre apocryphe de la Genése en Ara-
meén,” Positions luthériennes 5 (April 1957): 91-104 [esp. 101-2];
Meyer, review of Avigad and Yadin, 587; H. Lignée, “L’Apocryphe
de la Genese,” 211-12; R. de Vaux, review of J. A. Fitzmyer, The
Genests Apocryphon of Qumran Cave 1, RB 74 (1967): 101; A. Dupont-
Sommer, Le Eerits esséniens découverts prés de la mer Morte (Bibliotheque
historique; Paris: Payot, 1959), 293.

% J. C. Reeves, “What Does Noah Offer in 1QapGen X, 15?7
RevQ 12.3 (1986): 415-19.

* The fact that fat is burned is hardly determinative, since this
practice is also common in the Hebrew Bible. Reeves’” observation
that the Apocryphon employs a sectarian order for the sacrifices
may be more meaningful, but its connection to the Temple Scroll
does not seem particularly close. The sectarian status of the
Temple Scroll has also been a matter of some debate. See L. H.
Schiffman, review of Y. Yadin, The Temple Scroll (English edition),
BA 48.2 (1985): 122-26.

> Fitzmyer, The Genesis Apocryphon, 23. Cf. H. Bardtke, Die Hand-
schriflenfunde am Toten Meer: Die Sekte von Qumran (Berlin: Evangelische
Haupt-Bibelgesellschaft, 1958), 150.

% Winter, “Note on Salem-Jerusalem,” 151-52; Rosenthal,
review of Avigad and Yadin, 83; Vermes, “2. The Genesis Apoc-
ryphon from Qumran,” 323; Harrington, “The Bible Rewritten
(Narratives),” 244—45; Nickelsburg, Jewish Literature, 177; and Falk,
The Parabiblical Texts, 29.

> See S. Segert, “Die Sprachenfragen in der Qumran-
gemeinschaft,” Qumran-Probleme (Deutsche Akademie der Wissen-
schaften zu Berlin 42; ed. H. Bardtke; Berlin: Akademie-Verlag,
1963), 315-39 [esp. 322-23]; idem, review of J. A. Fitzmyer,
The Genesis Apocryphon of Qumran Cave 1, 7SS 13 (1968): 282; and
A. Lamadrid, review of J. A. Fitzmyer, The Genesis Apocryphon of
Qumran Cave 1, Estudios Biblicos 28 (1969): 169. Also see the more
detailed discussion of language and date in Chapter 5.

Israel. This is most clearly evidenced by the author’s
impressive knowledge of regional geography.”®

1.2.4. Relationship to Other Ancient Fewish Texts

Sustained efforts have been made to compare and
relate the Genesis Apocryphon to other literary works
of the second temple and rabbinic periods. Often-
times, these are aimed at settling questions regarding
the composition’s date and provenance. A firm rela-
tive date, for instance, could help determine whether
the Apocryphon was composed before or during the
period when Qumran was settled, or with which Jew-
ish group(s) it may have been associated. In addition,
comparison with contemporaneous literature may
help scholars conjecture what some of the gaps in the
fragmentary scroll once contained. Below I will outline
some of the most pertinent connections scholars have
drawn between the Apocryphon and other ancient
Jewish texts.

1.2.4.1. I Enoch and Fubilees

The Genesis Apocryphon’s close relationship to the
early Enochic literature on one hand, and the Book of
Jubilees on the other, has been noted since its initial
publication by Avigad and Yadin.”” Unfortunately,
1 Enoch and Jubilees have often been uncritically
grouped together as if they were a single work, espe-
cially by early commentators. This seems to rest on
the unverified conclusion that the Genesis Apocryphon
must either be a source for, or dependent upon, both 1
Enoch and Jubilees—i.e. the relationship must be the
same for both works. The early statement of Avigad
and Yadin is typical: “we may confidently emphasize
the close connection between the scroll and many
parts of the Book of Enoch and the Book of Jubilees,
leading at times to the conclusion that the scroll may
have served as a source for a number of the stories told more
conctsely in those two books.”*

The frequent conflation of these texts renders any
attempt to treat either one in terms of its own relation-
ship to the Apocryphon difficult. In an effort to avoid
repetition, I will present the opinions of those who
treat 1 Enoch and Jubilees together under my section

% See, e.g., Vermes, Scripture and Tradition, 124.

¥ Avigad and Yadin, A Genesis Apocryphon, 38.

5 Tbid. [emphasis theirs]. The widely acknowledged composite
nature of 1 Enoch has also not always been adequately taken
into consideration.
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on | Enoch, referring back to them only as needed in
the subsequent Jubilees section.

1.2.4.1.1. 1 Enoch

A vague connection between 1 Enoch and the Genesis
Apocryphon was first posited by John Trever in 1949.°!
Commenting on the first legible piece of the scroll,
he wrote that “Dr. W. I. Albright...suggested from
key words appearing on it that it came from Enoch,
though he found no exact parallels.”® With this gen-
eral connection suggested, a number of scholars have
attempted further to clarify their relationship.

Genests Apocryphon a Source for 1 Enoch

From Trever’s early report on the emerging contents
of the Fourth Scroll it is clear that both Albright and
Charles Torrey considered this “Book of Lamech” to
be a source for the Book of Enoch. Torrey argued
that:*

The consistent use of the first person in the Fragment
shows that it was truly a Lamech apocalypse, quite
distinct from the book of Enoch. In my judgment,
this framework was given up when this portion of
the work was made a part of Enoch and adapted to
it; for there, as you see, Lamech is spoken of only in
the third person, while the only one who speaks in
the first person is Enoch! My guess, then, would be
that your Fragment represents the original form of
the apocalypse.

Albright added that “[a] strong case can be brought
for considering the so-called Book of Noah which
is imbedded in Enoch (Chapters 6-11; 54-55:2; 60;
65-69:25; 106107, according to Charles, The Book
of Enoch, 1912, p. xlvii) as properly derived from
the Book of Lamech.”® Unfortunately, he did little
to clarify this “strong case” beyond pointing to some
well-documented difficulties in the Noachic sections
of 1 Enoch.

Avigad and Yadin were the first to analyze the most
complete, persuasive parallel between the Apocryphon
and 1 Enoch in detail:*

[T]he first five columns of the scroll as we now have
it, deal with the birth of Noah in a manner that has
no relationship at all to the brief Biblical account in
Genesis v, 28-29. On the other hand, the narrative

1 J. C. Trever, “Identification of the Aramaic Fourth Scroll
from ‘Ain Feshka,” BASOR 115 (1949): 8-10.

62 Thid., 8.

% Thid., 9.

6 Ibid., 9 n. 4.

% Avigad and Yadin, A Genesis Apocryphon, 19.

in the scroll resembles chapter cvi of the Book of
Enoch in most essential points, though there are some
significant additions in the scroll, such as the dialogue
between Lamech and Bat-Enosh and Enoch’s long
reply to Methuselah—some five times as long as the
version in the Book of Enoch.

This fascinating story tells of Noah’s spectacular birth,
Lamech’s suspicion that the child’s conception may be
illegitimate, and the eventual assurance by Enoch that
the infant is indeed his offspring (1QapGen 2-5.27;
1 En 106-7).°° The fact that the story is significantly
longer in the Apocryphon than in 1 Enoch led the
editors to conclude that the former was probably
contemporary with or previous to the composition of
the latter—i.e. 1 Enoch is a later, condensed version
of the story of Noah’s birth, perhaps based on the
Apocryphon.

Vermes was the only scholar to offer explicit sup-
port for the proposal of Avigad and Yadin regarding
1 Enoch.” He went further than they did, however, in
explaining his reason for this stance. For Vermes, the
primacy of the Genesis Apocryphon is obvious based
on “[i]ts freshness, its popular character, and its con-
tribution to the understanding of the midrashic genre
in its purest form.” It is “the most ancient midrash
of all,” beside which other midrashic works like 1
Enoch and Jubilees “appear artificial and laboured,
even though the relative weakness of their literary
quality is often compensated by a greater theological
richness.” Hence, it is the Apocryphon’s “unbiased
rewriting of the Bible” that sets it apart, and proves
its greater antiquity in relation to other similar works.
It is surprising that Vermes cited Enoch as an example
in this description, since he evidently based his estima-
tion of the Apocryphon solely on passages paralleled
in Jubilees and dealing with Abram. In fact, the more
expansive passage of 1QapGen 2-5.27 would seem
to contradict his blanket judgments.

More compelling is Vermes’ later defense of the
Apocryphon’s priority, in which he noted a tendency
in Intertestamental literature towards abbreviation.®
His examples of this phenomenon are Psalm 151,
the Astronomical Book of 1 Enoch, and the Aramaic
Testament of Levi.”” Echoing earlier sentiments, he

% The story derives from an interpretation of Gen 5:29. See
Avigad and Yadin, 4 Genesis Apocryphon, 16-19; and G. Sarfatti,
“Notes on the Genesis Apocryphon,” Tarbiz 28 (1958-59): 254-55
[Hebrew].

5 Vermes, Scripture and Tradition, 124—26.

% Vermes, “2. The Genesis Apocryphon from Qumran,”
318-25.

% TIhid., 321.
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further observed that it is easier to account for Jubi-
lees’ insertion of doctrinal tendencies (e.g. calendrical
matters) into an unbiased work such as the Genesis
Apocryphon than the other way round. He was also
the only commentator to question the traditional dat-
ing of the scroll’s language to the first century BCE,
arguing that the only thing Kutscher had shown in his
renowned linguistic analysis was that the Aramaic of
the Apocryphon postdates that of Daniel.”” Hence,
he “slightly” preferred a date of composition in the
early second century BCE. Despite these views, Vermes
admitted that the opinion of others, who believed Jubi-
lees to be the earlier text (see below), is also tenable.

Indeterminate Relationship between the Genesis Apocryphon
and 1 Enoch

A bevy of scholars reviewed the 1956 edition of the
scroll by Avigad and Yadin, many exhibiting wariness
at the possibility of pinpointing the direction of literary
dependence between the Apocryphon and 1 Enoch.
David Flusser was among the first to express doubt:”'

The entire scroll bears a resemblance in its overall plot
and in many details to parts of the Book of Jubilees
and parts of the Book of Enoch, although not all
of the composition’s features are found in those two
works. The question pertains whether the composition
before us was used as a source for the works mentioned
above. The editors of the scroll are inclined to answer
this question in the affirmative. Yet I do not know if
the small amount of material from the scroll pub-
lished thus far makes it at all possible to answer this
important question...It is difficult today to assess the
ways 1in which the authors manipulated their sources
in order to create this literature; it appears that the
authors put the words of their compatriots to use in
a way similar to scribes of the Middle Ages, i.e. they
relied on the texts at their disposal, intermingled them,
arranged them according to their fancy, and added or
subtracted to the extent that it is sometimes difficult
for us to determine whether what lies before us is a
new version or a new composition.

Similar, albeit less developed, opinions were expressed
by H. Bardtke, J. Hempel, and R. Meyer, the latter
adding that Avigad and Yadin’s hypothesis seemed
to him “fraglich.””” There was a general consensus

0 For a significantly more skeptical assessment of the possibil-
ity of dating the Aramaic of the Apocryphon and other Aramaic
manuscripts from Qumran see M. O. Wise, Thunder in Gemini
(JSPSup 15; Sheffield: JSOT Press, 1994), 103-51.

' Flusser, review of Avigad and Yadin, 382-83 [translation
mine].

72 Bardtke, review of N. Avigad and Y. Yadin, A Genesis Apoc-
ryphon, TLZ 83 (1958): 346; Hempel, review of N. Avigad and
Y. Yadin, A Genesis Apocryphon, AW 69 (1957): 234; and Meyer,
review of Avigad and Yadin, 587.

among these scholars that publication of other parts of
the Genesis Apocryphon may shed light on the issue
of literary dependence. Although significantly more of
the text is now available, few efforts have been made
to explore what they may add to our knowledge on
this topic.

Most recently, and since the publication of all
available columns, Bernstein has noted an ongoing
scholarly inability to accurately determine the rela-
tionships between the Apocryphon and other Jewish
works.” Having pointed out a number of connec-
tions with Jubilees, 1 Enoch, and the Book of Giants,
and without giving up hope for future advances, he
concludes that “we cannot yet determine any genetic
relationship among them.””*

1 Enoch a Source for the Genesis Apocryphon

H. E. Del Medico was the first to disagree overtly with
Avigad and Yadin’s relative chronology, and his judg-
ment has since emerged as the communis opinio:”

At the moment, it is impossible to give a definite date
for this manuscript, but there is a clearly marked
tendency in all writings of this kind which should not
be overlooked: whilst an author leaves out a story he
does not know, the general rule stands that “no author
abbreviates; all amplify”... Moreover, it hardly seems
probable that our roll could have been earlier to, or
contemporary with, the Book of Jubilees, Enoch,
etc., which are given dates from the fourth to second
centuries BC.

While Del Medico’s proposal to invert the direction of
literary dependence suggested by Avigad and Yadin
has been accepted by others, his dating of the scroll
has been widely dismissed. He assigned the scroll a
second century ck date at the earliest based on its
employment of the name Hyrcanus, which he under-
stood to refer to a member of the Tobiad dynasty.”

G. Lambert joined Del Medico in his rejection
of Avigad and Yadin’s proposed relationship, if not
his controversial dating, “Personellement nous avons

s Bernstein, “From the Watchers to the Flood,” 39-64.

* Ibid., 64.

7 H. E. Del Medico, The Riddle of the Scrolls (trans. H. Garner;
London: Burke, 1958), 177. Originally published as Lénigme des
manuscripts de la Mer Morte (Paris: Librairie Plon, 1957), 239-40.

76 Del Medico, The Riddle of the Scrolls, 174—78. This Hyrcanus
(son of Joseph and grandson of Tobias) was active during the late
3rd to early 2nd cents BcE. Del Medico claims that the legend
of Hyrcanus and the literary environment must have had at least
three centuries (!) to develop before reaching the stage found
in the Apocryphon. Sheer conjecture would be a benevolent
characterization of Del Medico’s theory. It is also worth noting
his obvious disdain for this text, passages of which he dubbed
“highly improper.”
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plutdt 'impression que c’est notre auteur qui amplifie,
a partir du Livre des Jubilés et d’autres sources, mais
non linverse.””” Like most commentators, Lambert
discusses the Genesis Apocryphon’s relationship with
Jubilees almost exclusively, although he would presum-
ably include 1 Enoch among his “autres sources.”

Fitzmyer took the same stance in his 1966 commen-
tary on the Apocryphon. Having explained Avigad and
Yadin’s position, he observed that “the editors have
given no reasons for their ‘assumption,”” leading him
to assert that:’®

just the opposite seems to be more likely, i.e., that the
work in this scroll depends on Enoch and Jubilees. Such
a view is more in accord with the general tendency of
the scroll to fill out and embellish the Genesis narra-
tive. One gets the impression that the scanty details
in Genesis, Enoch, or Jubilees are here utilized in
an independent way and filled out with imaginative
additions.

Although Fitzmyer cited no specific examples, he
would undoubtedly consider the longer version of
Noah’s birth in the Genesis Apocryphon a “filling
out” and “embellishing” of 1 En 106-107.7 In 1984
K. Beyer followed suit, claiming that Enoch and Jubi-
lees were used directly by the Apocryphon to fill out
its retelling of Genesis.*”

Nickelsburg has offered the most comprehensive
and well-reasoned argument for the priority of 1 En
106—-107 to date. Based on earlier suggestions by J. T.
Milik and F. Garcia Martinez that both sources depend
on an earlier Book of Noah (see below), Nickelsburg
suggested that:*!

[A] Noah book may have provided source material for
1 Enoch 106-107, whose author enhanced the figure
of Enoch and added some eschatological material
drawn from other parts of the Enochic corpus. The
Apocryphon’s author further elaborated the Enochic
story with the haggadic motifs that were of interest
to him and with the Enochic material, which has also
influenced other parts of the Apocryphon.

77 Lambert, “Une ‘Genése apocryphe’ trouvée & Qumran,” in
La secte de Qumrdn et les origines du christianisme (Recherches Bibliques
4; Bruges: Desclée de Brouwer, 1959), 85-107 [esp. 106].

8 Fitzmyer, The Genesis Apocryphon (1966), 14. He had earlier
expressed the same view, but with less developed reasoning, in
“Some Observations on the Genesis Apocryphon,” CBQ 22 (1960):
277-91 [esp. 277].

" Cf. Fitzmyer, The Genesis Apocryphon, 122.

8 K. Beyer, Die aramdiischen Texte vom Toten Meer samt den Inschrifien
aus Palistina, dem Testament Levis aus der Kairo Genisa, der Fastenrolle und
den alten talmudischen Jitaten (Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht,
1984), 165.

8 Nickelsburg, “Patriarchs Who Worry,” 199.

Four reasons were proffered in defense of this claim:
1) The heated exchange between Lamech and his
wife Batenosh (1QapGen 2) is paralleled by similar
additions to the Abram story later in the scroll, indi-
cating an authorial tendency rather than a remnant
from an earlier tradition; 2) Lamech’s first person
narration fits the general technique of the scroll, and
need not derive from a source; 3) The Apocryphon
devotes more space to Enoch’s discourse than 1 En
106—-107, suggesting an Enochic rather than Noachic
source for the Lamech version of the story; and 4) The
superscription “The Book of the Words of Noah” in
1QapGen 5.29 (directly following the birth of Noah
story) seems to preclude the earlier columns of the
Apocryphon belonging to a Book of Noah. Moreover,
the stories of Noah’s life (col. 6) and Abram and Sarai
in Egypt (cols. 19-20) incorporate Enochic motifs and
language.*

While point four does not directly apply to the pres-
ent question, the first three claim that much of the
material present in the Genesis Apocryphon, but not
in 1 Enoch 106-107, may be attributed to broader
authorial mannerisms displayed in the Apocryphon.
Nickelsburg proposes that when these editorial tenden-
cies are removed the remaining account more closely
resembles that of 1 Enoch, suggesting the latter as a
probable source for the former.

Nickelsburg has also argued that the Genesis Apoc-
ryphon relies on other parts of the Enochic corpus,
such as the Book of Watchers (1 En 6-11), the Epistle
of Enoch (1 En 92-105), and various other passages.*
He clearly understands these Enochic passages to be
earlier, influencing the Apocryphon’s retelling. Except
for perhaps the Book of Watchers (cf. 1QapGen 0-1),
Nickelsburg’s examples speak more to a shared ideo-
logical background than direct borrowing or quotation
from 1 Enoch.

Most recently, Falk has joined the camp of scholars
claiming that the Apocryphon seems most likely to
depend on 1 Enoch and Jubilees.?*

Genesis Apocryphon and 1 Enoch Dependent on a Common
Source

Milik espoused a view unlike those presented above,
arguing instead that the stories of Noah’s birth in the
Genesis Apocryphon and 1 Enoch are independently

82 Nickelsburg, I Enoch 1: A Commentary on the Book of 1 Enoch
(Minneapolis: Fortress, 2001), 76.

8 Such as 1 En 72-82, 83-84, and 85-90, where Methuselah
is the mediator of Enochic revelation. See Nickelsburg, Jewish
Literature, 172-77.

8 Falk, The Parabiblical Texts, 29, 50-53, 106.
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derived from a common source, which he called the
“Book of Noah.”® He remarked that:*

[Iln 106:7-8 Methuselah betakes himself, for a consul-
tation on the miraculous birth of Noah, ‘to the limits of
the earth’ where Enoch ‘dwells with the angels’. This
so-called Noachic fragment is nothing but a summary
which serves as a reference (a sort of catchword) to a
work in which the birth and the life of the Hebrew
hero of the Flood were recounted in greater detail.

This ‘Book of Noah’ was summarized in Aramaic,
undoubtedly in its original language, by the compiler
of 1QGenesis Apocryphon... A Hebrew version of
such a summary may be preserved in fragments of
1Q19. In En. 106—7, and the corresponding fragments
of 4QFEn‘, we have a third, and the most reduced,
résumé of the ‘Book of Noah’.

This statement posits no direct relationship between
1 Enoch and the Apocryphon. However, one gains
the impression that Milik considered the account in
GenAp 2-5.27 to be older than that of 1 En 106-107,

or at least closer to its original Noachic source.”

Excursus: The Date of 1 Enoch 106-107

Any attempt to date the Genesis Apocryphon relative to
1 Enoch 106-107 depends on a fixed date for the latter
account. R. H. Charles isolated these chapters of Enoch
as a fragment of a Noah Apocalypse, noting that they did
not cohere with their surrounding context.*®® He therefore
attributed them to a late stage of the book’s editing,
Milik agreed with Charles’ judgment, reporting further
that the story was partially preserved in one of the copies of
Enoch from Cave 4 of Qumran (4QEn° 5 i 24-25). Dated
paleographically to the last third of the first century BcE,
this discovery provides a terminus ante quem for the story’s
composition. Following Charles and Milik, Garcia Martinez
wrote that these chapters “are clearly an insertion...and
obviously represent a later addition.”® Both Milik and

& Milik, The Books of Enoch: Aramaic Fragments from Qumrdn Cave
4 (Oxford: Clarendon, 1976), 55. The Book of Noah is an ancil-
lary topic of significant interest to those who study the Genesis
Apocryphon, but for reasons of economy it will not be explored
further here. For a recent and judicious review of the scholarship
and issues see M. E. Stone, “The Book(s) Attributed to Noah,”
DSD 13.1 (2006): 4-23.

8 Milik, Books of Enoch, 55.

8 See Milik (Books of Enoch, 56-57, 183-84), who considered
chapters 106-107 to be an appendix to the Enochic corpus. Cf.
E Garcia Martinez, Qumran and Apocalyptic: Studies on the Aramaic
Texts from Qumran (STD] 9; Leiden: Brill, 1992), 27-28; and Nickels-
burg, I Enoch 1, 539.

8 R. H. Charles, The Book of Enoch (Oxford: Clarendon, 1893),
25, 32-33, 301. This is also the opinion of Milik (Books of Enoch,
55-57) and Nickelsburg (! Enoch 1, 542), although the reasons for
separating these chapters from the Epistle of Enoch and assigning
them a later date have never been fully articulated.

8 Milik, Books of Enoch, 55-57, 178-217.

9 Garcia Martinez, Qumran and Apocalyptic, 27-28.

Garcia Martinez considered this interpolation an abridged
form of an earlier Book of Noah.

Nickelsburg agreed substantially with his predecessors,
but modified their position slightly by suggesting that 1 En
106-107 did not rely on an earlier Noachic source alone,
but on a number of older traditions.”’ One of these sources,
he argued, was the Epistle of Enoch, which he dates to the
mid to early second century Bce.” Hence, the version of
the story as it stands in 1 Enoch 106-107 may be dated to
sometime between the first third of the second century Bce
and the last third of the first century Bce. If Nickelsburg’s
assessment is correct, a date between the mid second century
and early first century BCE is plausible.

Although this does not tell us with any assurance when the
Genesis Apocryphon’s version of the story was composed, it
does provide a plausible touchstone for comparison. If Tor-
rey, Albright, Avigad and Yadin, and Vermes are followed,
we might expect the Apocryphon to be dated to the mid
second century BCE or earlier. However, if scholars such
as Lambert, Fitzmyer, Nickelsburg, and Falk are correct,
a date around the mid first century Bce might be reason-
ably argued.

Summary: The Relationship between the Genesis Apocryphon
and 1 Enoch

Thus far Nickelsburg has marshalled the most impres-
sive case for a specific, genetic relationship between
the Genesis Apocryphon and 1 Enoch, arguing that
most ‘“non-Enochic” elements in the former may be
attributed to the literary techniques of its author.
Yet, the brief remarks of Torrey and Albright leave
one somewhat ill at ease in accepting this proposal.
Indeed, an extension of Torrey’s reasoning turns one
of Nickelsburg’s strongest points on its head by sug-
gesting that there is ample motivation for the redac-
tor of 1 Enoch to change the main character of the
story from Lamech to Enoch (i.e., subsume it under
an Enochic perspective) in order to integrate it into
the Enochic corpus. This argument gains support
from other passages in 1 Enoch (e.g. chapters 60 and
65) where the figure of Enoch either displaces Noah
or narrates Noachic events, even though Noah was
clearly the original speaker.”

To counter another of Nickelsburg’s points, it would
not be surprising if’ the Enochic redactor quietly left
aside the somewhat risqué exchange between Lamech
and Batenosh, in which she details her sexual arousal
during intercourse. The question thus becomes where
the story seems most at home in its literary surround-
ing, to which we must answer emphatically: the Gen-

9 Nickelsburg, I Enoch 1, 26, 542.
92 Tbid., 427-28. Cf. Charles (The Book of Enoch, 264), who
assumes a later date.

% See Charles, The Book of Enoch, 15253, 169-70.
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esis Apocryphon. In sum, one could plausibly argue
(with earlier scholars) that the redactor of 1 Enoch
altered and abbreviated the Apocryphon, which would
suggest a late second century Bck date for the Apoc-
ryphon at the latest.

Arguments based primarily on the relative length of
these two related accounts are also troubling. To state
simply that the longer text should be considered the
younger (so Del Medico and Fitzmyer) is extremely
suspect, since this rule—if indeed it is a rule at all-—is
prone to have exceptions. As noted above, Vermes (no
amateur to the field) believed just the opposite to be
true: abbreviation, not expansion, is the rule. A good
example of such abbreviation is found in Jubilees’
rewriting of portions of 1 Enoch.”

Judging by the preceding insights, the best we can
muster at present is to say that the relationship between
these texts remains highly debatable. While a clear
connection between them exists, its specific nature
is frustratingly elusive. Perhaps the most important
point to take away from their relationship is a shared
ideological and theological milieu, in which a com-
mon apocalyptic worldview is embraced and Enoch
1s seen as a major conduit of divine revelation. Some
further thoughts on this relationship will be offered
in Chapter 5.

1.2.4.1.2. Fubilees

Based on a large fragment of the Fourth Scroll,
removed during its stay in the United States in 1949
(now col. 2), Trever observed that “[tJhe combination
of letters, bt’nws, became the clue to the text, when |
found that according to the Ethiopic Jubilees 4:28 the
wife of Lamech was Betenos.”” Indeed, this was the
first clue of many that the Genesis Apocryphon and
Book of Jubilees share a special relationship. Some of
the most significant parallels suggested to date are:

1. The name of Noah’s wife, Batenosh (1QapGen
5.3, 8; Jub 4:28)

1. Noah’s expiatory sacrifice following the Flood
(1QapGen 10.13-17; Jub 6:1-3)

iii. The location (Mt. Lubar) and five-year chronol-
ogy of Noah planting a vineyard and celebrating
its produce (1QapGen 12.13-15; Jub 7:1-2)

9 E.g Jub 5:1-13//1 En 6-11. See Milik’s (Books of Enoch, 183)
assertion that the Epistle of Enoch was longer in the original than
in the later versions. Also J. G. VanderKam, “Enoch Traditions
in Jubilees and other Second-Century Sources,” SBLSP (1978):
233-35.

% Trever, “Identification of the Aramaic Fourth Scroll,” 9.

iv. The division of the earth between Noah’s sons
and grandsons (1QapGen 16-17; Jub 8:10—
9:15)

v. The construction of Hebron (1QapGen 19.9;
Jub 13:12)

vi. The seven-year chronology of Abram and
Sarai during their sojourn in Egypt (1QapGen
22.27-29; Jub 13:10-12)*

As with 1 Enoch, scholars have explained these paral-
lels in at least four different ways.

Genesis Apocryphon a Source for Jubilees

The assumption of Avigad and Yadin and Vermes
that the lengthier Genesis Apocryphon served as a
source for 1 Enoch applied to Jubilees as well. While
Avigad and Yadin partially relied on parallels with 1
Enoch to reach this conclusion, Vermes appears to
have based himself almost exclusively on comparison
with Jubilees. Vermes admits that “[t]he relationship
between Genesis Apocryphon and the Book of Jubilees
presents a particular problem which cannot be solved
satisfactorily until all the fragments of GA have been
published,” but goes on to claim that “from the mate-
rial already accessible it would appear—as the editors
themselves believe (p. 38)—that the corresponding
portions of the Book of Jubilees may be no more
than an abridgement of Genesis Apocryphon.”’ In
his opinion, Jubilees “should, perhaps, be regarded
as a shortened, though doctrinally enriched, Essene
recension of the original work.”

Prior to Vermes, Paul Kahle had sided with Avigad
and Yadin on the priority of the Genesis Apocry-
phon. Commenting on the manuscript’s proposed
first century Bce date he remarked, “I am convinced
that it was composed earlier, as it seems to have been
presupposed by the Book of Jubilees: the text actually
found in the first cave may have been a copy of an
older original.””® He did nothing further, however, to
defend this view.

In 1964 B. Z. Wacholder proposed an additional
reason for considering the Genesis Apocryphon to be
earlier than Jubilees.” After studying the compara-
tive chronologies of Abram and Sarai’s tumultuous
sojourn in Egypt in both the Apocryphon and Jubilees,

% See B. Z. Wacholder, “How Long did Abram Stay in Egypt?”
HUCA 35 (1964): 43-56.

9 Vermes, Scripture and Tradition, 124.

% P. Kahle, The Cairo Geniza (2nd ed., Oxford: Blackwell,
1959), 199.

9% Wacholder, “How Long did Abram Stay in Egypt?”
43-56.
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Wacholder found reason to believe that the former
preserves the more primitive scheme. Moreover, he
understood a chronological recounting of Abram’s
journeys by the Lord in 1QapGen 22.27-29 to signify
a period when this school of pentateuchal chronology
was struggling for acceptance. He concluded that:'"

Genesis Apocryphon uses a relative system of dating;
Jubilees an absolute one. Less obvious, but neverthe-
less real, differences are that in the former the dating
is an integral part of the narrative; in the latter it is
superimposed. The author of Genesis Apocryphon
still feels the need to defend his chronology by invok-
ing the Lord himself; the author of Jubilees takes the
chronology for granted.

Although he believed the Genesis Apocryphon to be
older than Jubilees, Wacholder withheld judgment
concerning the precise nature of their relationship:
“[o]n the basis of the available works, the chronol-
ogy of Genesis Apocryphon is directly or indirectly the
source of Jubilees.”!!

Pierre Grelot made a very similar case in his 1967
review of Fitzmyer’s commentary. Compared to the
fully integrated calendrical system employed by Jubi-
lees, Grelot considered the less developed scheme in
the parallel portions of the Genesis Apocryphon to
be “une chronologie plus archaique.”'” Based on this
observation he supposed that the Genesis Apocryphon
does not depend on Jubilees at this point, proving that
the latter must depend on the former, or both on a
common source.

A more recent defense of the Genesis Apocryphon’s
priority was undertaken in a pair of articles by Cana
Werman. In an essay dealing with the Book of Noah
at Qumran she wrote that “the author of Jubilees
was acquainted with the Genesis Apocryphon and
even made use of it.”'" She supported her claim by
citing two incidents found in both texts: the planting
of Noah’s vineyard, along with the 273 Y01 (fourth
year’s fruit of a young tree in 1QapGen 12.14-19;
Jub 7:1-4, 34-37), and the sacrifices offered by Noah
after disembarking from the ark (1QapGen 10; Jub 6).
Not only are both of these passages longer in Jubilees,
but, Werman claims, both passages in Jubilees can be
shown to alter the Genesis Apocryphon in accordance
with a priestly agenda.

10 Thid., 52.

191 Thid., 53 [italics mine].

102 P Grelot, review of J. A. Fitzmyer, The Genesis Apocryphon of
Qumran Cave 1, RB 74 (1967): 103.

1% C. Werman, “Qumran and the Book of Noah,” Pseudepi-
graphic Perspectwes: The Apocrypha and Pseudepigrapha in Light of the
Dead Sea Scrolls (STD] 31; Leiden: Brill, 1999), 172.

In a subsequent article Werman drew attention to
the portions of land allotted by Noah to his sons Shem
and Japheth (cf. 1QapGen 16-17; Jub 8:10-9:15)
during his division of the earth. Jubilees’ description,
she argued, is longer, more detailed, and includes a
greater admixture of Hellenistic scientific knowledge,
thus revealing its dependence on the shorter and less
scientifically informed Apocryphon.'” A notable aspect
of Werman’s arguments is that they incorporate the
more recently published portions of the scroll, which
appeared only in the 1990%.'®

Esther Eshel also took up a detailed investigation of
the geographic portions of the Genesis Apocryphon
in comparison with Jubilees (and Josephus’ Jewish
Antiquities).'® She has arrived at the same opinion as
Werman based on similar reasoning, but her argument
depends on different geographic clues within the two
accounts. First, she understands 1QapGen 16-17 to
reflect an older, Ionian schema of the inhabited earth,
with its “navel” located at Delphi, while Jubilees has
appended onto this picture the religiously motivated
idea that Jerusalem is the earth’s center. Second,
she understands the Apocryphon, like Josephus, to
apportion Asia Minor to Japheth, while in Jubilees
decorum is spared by allotting it instead to Shem.
These suggestions will be discussed at more length
in Chapter 4.

An interesting aspect of the above survey is that
contrasting assumptions by Avigad and Yadin on one
hand, and Werman on the other, lead each to the
same conclusion. While the former claim priority for
the Genesis Apocryphon based on its greater length,
Werman (and perhaps Wacholder) does so based on its
shorter, simpler character. If nothing else, this serves
as a warning that general statements about one work
being longer or shorter than another may not accu-
rately reflect the situation.

Indeterminate Relationship between the Genesis Apocryphon
and Fubilees

A number of scholars who believed a verdict about
the relationship between the Genesis Apocryphon and
Jubilees to be premature have been listed above, in the

1" Werman, “The Book of Jubilees in Hellenistic Context
[Hebrew; "00%57 Wwpna 0'9arn 1av]” Jen 18] 66:3 (2001):
275-96 [esp. 280—-282]. This article has recently been translated
into English in Heavenly Tablets: Interpretation, Identity and Tradition in
Ancient fudaism [Betsy Halpern-Amaru Festschrift] (JSJSup 119; eds
L. LiDonnici and A. Lieber; Leiden: Brill, 2007).

1% See Chapter 2.

1% E. Eshel, “The Imago Mundi of the Genesis Apocryphon,” in
Heavenly Tablets: Interpretation, Identity and Tradition in Ancient Judaism,
111-131 [esp. 130-131].
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section dealing with 1 Enoch (e.g. Flusser, Bardtke,
Hempel, Meyer, and Bernstein). The 1957 assessment
of de Vaux, dealing specifically with Jubilees, mirrors
their sentiment:'”’

...les rapports entre cet apocryphe et Jubilés ne sont
pas enticrement clairs. Ce sont peut-étre de oeuvres
paralleles et le développement donné a certains pas-
sages ne prouve pas nécessairement que ’apocryphe
soit antérieur aux Jubilés. Les texts de Qumran nous
apprennent de plus en plus que literature était riche
et que son histoire est complexe.

It bears repeating that most of these scholars expressed
hope that the relationship would gain more clarity
with the publication of the remaining parts of the
Apocryphon—a task now essentially complete.

Jubilees a Source for the Genesis Apocryphon

As seen above, many scholars reacted with skepticism
to Avigad and Yadin’s claim that the Genesis Apoc-
ryphon served as a source for 1 Enoch and Jubilees,
finding just the opposite arrangement to be more
plausible (e.g. Del Medico, Lambert, Fitzmyer, Beyer,
and Falk). Most of these cited the first century BCE
to cE date of the manuscript and Kutscher’s roughly
comparable date for the scroll’s language'” in support
of their claim.'” That this view has gained preferred
status is evidenced through its presumption by scholars
such as Craig Evans and Nickelsburg.'”

Another scholar to argue for the priority of Jubi-
lees was Louis Hartman.'"" Like Wacholder and
Grelot, Hartman drew on the comparative Abramic
chronologies of the Apocryphon and Jubilees to help
discern their relationship. His observations, however,
brought him to the opposite conclusion. Since Jubilees
incorporates the ten years of Abram’s journey from
Haran to Ganaan into its broader chronological system
of “weeks” and jubilees, Hartman understood it to
be the earlier, more authentic account. The Genesis
Apocryphon, in contrast, offers no special reason for
its chronology, indicating that it must depend on a
work containing such a motive—i.e. Jubilees.

7 R. de Vaux, review of N. Avigad and Y. Yadin, 4 Genesis
Apocryphon, RevQ 64 (1957): 624.

1% Kutscher, “The Language of the ‘Genesis Apocryphon.’”

199 E.g. Fitzmyer, “Some Observations on the Genesis Apocry-
phon,” 277.

10 Evans, “Rewritten Bible,” 162; Nickelsburg, “Patriarchs Who
Worry,” 199 n. 45.

" L. F Hartman, review of J. A. Fitzmyer, The Genesis Apocryphon
of Qumran Cave 1, CBQ 28 (1966): 495-98.

Genesis Apocryphon and Jubilees Dependent on a Common
Source

In their chronological assessments, both Wacholder
and Grelot left open the possibility that the Apocry-
phon and Jubilees might rely on a common source,
rather than directly upon one another. Garcia Mar-
tinez further posited that this is the only viable option,
proposing that “both writings depend on a common
source, which is more reliably reproduced in 7QapGen
than in Jub.”'? To prove his point, he provided two
examples—one textual and one literary. First, he
considered the toponym “Mountains of Asshur” in
Jub 8:21 and 9:25 to be a scribal error for Mount
Taurus—a mistake that occurred when translating this
passage from Aramaic to Hebrew. Although he does
not elaborate, presumably Garcia Martinez believes
that the author of Jubilees read the Aramaic X730
(Taurus, or Ox) as MR (Asshur) instead, thereby caus-
ing the mistaken identity.'"* Secondly, he points to the
term K'Y 1 (Lord of Heaven; GenAp 7.7), which
is found in 1 En 106:11 but nowhere in Jubilees. In
the opinion of Garcia Martinez these examples rule
out a direct relationship between Jubilees and the
Apocryphon. Like Milik’s suggestion for 1 Enoch, he
believes the common source behind these two works
to be the lost Book of Noabh.

Jacques van Ruiten agrees that a common source
1s probable based on his observation that “[s]ince the
structure and wording of the book of Jubilees and the
Genesis Apocryphon are quite different, it is reasonable
to suppose that both texts borrowed their material
from a common tradition.”'* Assuming a very close
relationship between the Apocryphon and parts of
1 Enoch (presumably warranted by a Book of Noah
underlying both), Ruiten adds that “[t]his is supported
by the fact that in 7/ En 85:3, the name of Enoch’s
wife is mentioned, although in a form which is slightly
different from Jubilees (Edna).”

Excursus: The Date of Fubilees

As with 1 Enoch, any dating of the Genesis Apocryphon
relative to Jubilees depends on a reliable date for the latter.

12 Garcia Martinez, Qumran and Apocalyptic, 1-44 [esp. 40—
41].
1% Garcia Martinez does little to defend his claim that the name
Mountains of Asshur is a mistake, although his argument would
benefit from such an effort. Although he asserts that the mistake
would be “difficult to understand when taking the Hebrew...as
a point of departure,” one could argue that scribal confusion of
MW (Ox, or Taurus) with MWK (Asshur) makes better sense.

" 1T A. G. M. van Ruiten, Primaeval History Interpreted. The
Rewniting of Genesis 1—11 in the Book of Jubilees (JSJSup 66; Leiden:
Brill, 2000), 123. Also see page 332.
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Here I do not intend to give an exhaustive defense or
rebuttal of any one stance, but rather to present briefly
the opinions of others who have more fully articulated
the relevant issues. In my opinion the most convincing
date is that proposed by VanderKam, who has argued
for a date between 161 and 140 BcE, and more probably
between 161 and 152 Bce.'"” VanderKam’s proposed date
rests largely on Jubilees’ incorporation of certain battles of
Judas Maccabeus (active 167-160 BcE), along with other
anti-Antiochian motifs, into parts of its narrative. He also
takes into account which parts of 1 Enoch the author of
Jubilees appears to know."® Following his initial publication
on the subject, part of a copy of Jubilees from the Qumran
corpus (4Q216, or 4Q) Jub®) was paleographically dated to
the mid to late second century BcE.'"’

Of course, this is not the only proposed date for Jubilees’
composition. Nickelsburg leans toward an earlier date, circa
168 BcE, following the lead of L. Finkelstein and others.'®
Those who espouse an early date do not find the refer-
ences to Maccabean battles convincing and date Jubilees
in relation to slightly earlier events, just preceding the
Maccabean Revolt. Taking into account these objections,
VanderKam concluded that “it now seems safe to claim
that the Book of Jubilees was written between the years
170 and 150 Bce.”'"?

A minority of scholars, such as Wacholder, D. Mendels,
and Werman, follow Charles and Dillmann in assigning the
book a later date—typically in the last third of the second
century BCE.'"” However, the reasons offered for a later date
vary considerably, some (e.g. Werman) proposing a connec-
tion with the Essenes at Qumran.

A related topic, appropriate to the present discussion,
is the relationship between 1 En 106-107 and Jubilees.
VanderKam has suggested that Jub 4:23 may draw some
of its inspiration from the Enochic story of Noah’s birth,
since it records that Enoch was taken from human society
by angels and placed in the Garden of Eden to write
down a testimony against humanity.'?! This observation
is based on Enoch’s statement in 1 En 106:8 that his son
Methuselah came to him “at the ends of the earth,” where

5 For a defense of this date see VanderKam, Textual and His-
torical Studies, 207-85 [esp. 283-85].

16 VanderKam, “Enoch Traditions in Jubilees.”

17 See J. C. VanderKam and J. T. Milik, “The First Fubilees
Manuscript from Qumran Cave 4: A Preliminary Publication,”
JBL 110/2 (1991): 243-70. One sheet of this manuscript is written
in a late (c. mid-1st cent. BcE) Hasmonean hand, and the other
in an earlier, semi-cursive script.

18 Nickelsburg, Jewish Literature, 77-79. Cf. VanderKam, Textual
and Historical Studies, 212—13.

19 VanderKam, The Book of Jubilees (2 vols; CSCO 510-11;
Scriptores Aethiopici 87-88; Louvain: Peeters, 1989), 2:vi.

120 See B. Z. Wacholder, The Dawn of Qumran: The Sectarian Torah
and the Teacher of Righteousness (Cincinnati: Hebrew Union College
Press, 1983), 41-62; D. Mendels, The Land of Israel as a Political
Concept in Hasmonean Literature (Tibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 1987),
57-88; C. Werman, “The Book of Jubilees and the Qumran Com-
munity,” Meghillot 2 (2004): 37-55 [Hebrew]; and idem, “Jubilees
30: Building a Paradigm for the Ban on Intermarriage,” HTR
90.1 (Jan. 1997): 1-22.

12 VanderKam, “Enoch Traditions in Jubilees,” 229-51.

he dwelled with the angels.'® If Jubilees could be shown
to use this portion of 1 Enoch it would have significant
implications for the date of the latter, pushing it back into
the early second century Bct. Unfortunately, the reference
in Jub 4:23 is vague enough to leave serious doubt, and the
matter must remain undecided. Nevertheless, any serious
attempt to delineate the relationships between the Genesis
Apocryphon, 1 En 106-107, and Jubilees should keep the
statement of Jub 4:23 in mind.

Summary: The Relationship between the Genesis Apocryphon
and fubilees

Although a majority of scholars now accept the pri-
ority of Jubilees over the Genesis Apocryphon, there
has been little serious argumentation in defense of
this view. The difficulties inherent in judging such a
relationship based primarily on the relative length of
parallel accounts have been broached above. Perhaps
the most convincing argument for Jubilees’ priority is
the dating of the Apocryphon’s language and manu-
script, but this too leaves ample room for doubt, as
I seek to show in Chapter 5. In sum, the argument
for Jubilees’ priority requires considerable bolstering
in order to be persuasive. Rather than being founded
on demonstration from actual parallels, it has survived
largely on vague intuition.

It may not be coincidental that some who have
argued for the opposite relationship—i.e. that Jubilees
depends on the Apocryphon—believe Jubilees to be
a product of the Qumran sect, and therefore signifi-
cantly later than the early to mid-second century BcE
date espoused by most scholars. This assumption clears
the way for assigning the Apocryphon priority, and
such priority, in turn, affirms a later date for Jubilees.
Despite this questionable congruence of interests,
scholars from this camp hold the advantage of having
argued seriously for their position, and their opinions
should be granted due consideration. It indeed appears
that 1QapGen 12 and 17 contain more compressed
forms of their respective stories than Jub 6—7 and 9,
turning the already questionable argument of Del
Medico and Fitzmyer on its head. Werman, however,
does not take full account of the impressive differences
that obtain for each of these parallels. Such differences
might be better used to support the “common source”
theory of Garcia Martinez and others. The matter of
comparative chronologies in the Abram account is
intriguing, but here too a final judgment seems pre-
mature in the absence of corroborating evidence.

While the current evidence appears to point toward
the priority of the Apocryphon or to the common

122 A similar statement is made in 1QapGen 2.23.
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source theory, it seems best to keep an open mind in
studying the existing parallels and newly published
material from the Apocryphon. As with 1 Enoch, the
matter remains unsettled.

Review: Dating the Genests Apocryphon

Based on the above survey it is evident that the date a
particular scholar assigns to the Apocryphon is closely
bound up with her/his opinion of its relationship to 1
Enoch and/or Jubilees. Those who believe the scroll
to be later than these two works tend to embrace
Kutscher’s and Fitzmyer’s dating of its language to the
first century BCE (~first century ck).'*® In their estima-
tion, this is the period of the scroll’s composition.'**

Those who ascribe priority to the Genesis Apoc-
ryphon have either ignored the issue of language,
assumed that the scroll’s language evolved with
copying, or disputed the first century Bce dating of
Kutscher and Fitzmyer. While an estimated date of
composition is not always given by these scholars,
the late third to early second century BGE might be
expected, unless a later date of Jubilees is espoused,
in which case the date of the Apocryphon may also
shift accordingly. Although not dealt with extensively
in this study, it is evident that the language of the
scroll is an important component of this debate, and
an area ripe for reassessment.'”

Those who have understood the Apocryphon to be
independent of 1 Enoch and/or Jubilees—i.e. based
on a common Book of Noah—have not commented
on the scroll’s date. One gains the impression, however,
that they hold the Apocryphon to be the earlier (or at
least more accurate) representative of the Noah book,
in which case an early second century BCE date might
be expected. Taking account of all views surveyed
above, a broad period between the late third century
and early first century BCE appears relatively certain
for dating the scroll. In the following chapters I will
suggest that a date near the early end of this spectrum

1% Avigad and Yadin dated our copy of the scroll between the
late first century BcE and middle first century cE on paleographic
grounds. This was based primarily on comparisons with 1QM
(the War Scroll). Fitzmyer (The Genesis Apocryphon, 25—26) observed
that their opinion was confirmed by J. T. Milik, . M. Cross, and
S. A. Birnbaum. This range subsequently gained affirmation from
radiocarbon dating. See G. Bonani et al., “Radiocarbon Dating
of the Dead Sea Scrolls,” Atigot 20 (July 1991): 27-32. The data
are also published in G. Bonani et al., “Radiocarbon Dating of
Fourteen Dead Sea Scrolls,” Radiocarbon 34/3 (1992): 843-49.
Cf. Chapter 5.

124 Exceptions are Zeitlin and Del Medico, who believe the scroll
to be significantly later than all other commentators do (Medieval
and second century CE respectively).

1% See the more detailed analysis in Chapter 5.

(preceding Jubilees and perhaps even 1 En 106-107)
is preferable.

1.2.4.2. Other Dead Sea Scrolls

Scholars have linked several other manuscripts among
the Dead Sea Scrolls to the Genesis Apocryphon,
particularly in connection with the story of Noah’s
spectacular birth in 1QapGen 2. While not contain-
ing exact literary parallels, these texts have often been
discussed as derivations from a source or tradition also

underlying the Apocryphon.'®

1.2.4.2.1. 1019 (1Q Lwre de Noé)'

Fragment 3 of this Hebrew text recounts an astound-
ing birth, witnessed by Noah’s father Lamech. Avigad
and Yadin were the first to suggest a mutual relation-
ship between this fragment, 1QapGen 1-5, and 1
En 106-107. Milik went on to specify that fragments
of 1QQ19 may be a Hebrew parallel to the Aramaic
account in the Genesis Apocryphon. In his opinion,
both are summaries of the lost Book of Noah, which
is further abridged in 1 En 106-107.""® This theory
has been accepted by Garcia Martinez and Iitzmyer.
While the remaining text of 1Q19 3 is scanty enough
to leave questions regarding its literary proximity to
the Genesis Apocryphon, it is probable that it recounts
the same general story.'”

1.2.4.2.2. 40534 (4Q Mess ar; 4Q Naissance de

Noéa ar)l%

This incomplete Aramaic text recounts the birth,
childhood, and physical characteristics of an astound-
ing youth, hailed at one point as the “Elect of God”
(RMPR TM3). Among other things, this individual is
said to study “the three books” (1 1 5), possess counsel
and prudence (1 1 7), come to know the mysteries of

126° A summary of these sources is provided by Garcia Martinez,
Qumran and Apocalyptic, 1—44.

127 Published by Milik in D. Barthélemy and J. T. Milik, Qumran
Cave 1 (DJD 1; Oxford: Clarendon, 1955), 84-85.

128 Milik, The Books of Enoch, 55.

129 Garcia Martinez, Qumran and Apocalyptic, 42; Fitzmyer, The
Genesis Apocryphon, 258.

130 The most recent and thorough publication is that of
E. Puech, “534. 4QNaissance de Noé* ar,” in Qumrdn Grotte 4. XXII:
Textes Araméens, Premiére Partie: 40529-549 (DJD XXXI; Oxford:
Clarendon, 2001), 129-52. Some earlier publications providing
text and translation are J. Starcky, “Un texte messianique araméen
de la grotte 4 de Qumran,” in Fcole des langues orientales anciennes
de Ulnstitut Catholique de Paris: Mémorial du cinquantienaire 1914—1964
(Travaux de I'Institut Catholique de Paris 10; Paris: Bloud et Gay,
1964), 51-66; J. A. Fitzmyer, “The Aramaic ‘Elect of God’ Text
from Qumran Cave IV,” CBQ 27 (1965): 348-72; and Garcia
Martinez, Qumran and Apocalyptic, 1—44.
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humanity and all living things (1 i 8), and have plans
that will last forever (1 1 9). He is clearly an important
figure for the text’s authorizing community. In the
following column, significant events are mentioned,
including objects being destroyed (1 11 13), waters
ceasing (1 11 14), and a subsequent building project
(111 15). The subject’s activity is even compared with
that of the Watchers (1 i1 15), which could be taken
either positively or negatively."”' Presumably, the fantas-
tic child and these events are linked to one another.

J- Starcky first took the child of 40534 to be the
future, davidic messiah,'*? with similar views inter-
mittently espoused by A. Dupont-Sommer, J. Garmi-
gnac, I. D. Amusin, M. Delcor, and J. Zimmermann.'*
However, it did not take long for others to contest that
the youth was, in fact, Noah. Fitzmyer first noted that
“[i]n the Intertestamental Literature there is a certain
fascination with the birth of Noah,” leading him
to wonder “whether we are not really dealing with
another text belonging to the Noah literature of late
Judaism.”134 Fitzmyer’s speculative identification was
subsequently adopted by A. Caquot, P. Grelot, Milik,
Garcia Martinez, Puech, and even a repentant Starcky.'*
Alternative suggestions for the child included Enoch
(A. Caquot), and Melchizedek (J. C. Greenfield)."*
James Davila has preferred to leave the central charac-
ter anonymous, stressing instead the text’s prototypical
relationship to Merkavah mysticism."

Those believing the “Elect of God” in 40Q)534 to
be Noah have generally drawn a connection with
the beginning columns of the Genesis Apocryphon,
supposing that the two reflect a common tradition
venerating Noah’s spectacular birth. Puech’s state-
ment is typical: “L’insistance sur les ‘circonstances’
de la naissance dans cet ouvrage semble correspondre
a son aspect quasi-miraculeux dans d’autres texts
(1 Hénoch 106, 1QApGn I-V et 1Q19 3).”"*® Despite
this and like statements, however, it remains very

Bl E.g, in Jub 4:15 they are presented positively, but in Jub 5
(cf. 1 En 6-11) negatively.

132 Starcky, “Un texte messianique,” 59, 66.

%5 See E. Puech, “534-536. 4QNaissance de Noé*“ ar:
Introduction,” Qumrdn Grotte 4. XXII: Textes Araméens, Premiére Par-
tie: 40529-549 (DJD XXXI; Oxford: Clarendon, 2001), 117-27
[esp. 117].

3t Fitzmyer, “The Aramaic ‘Elect of God’ Text,” 371.

1% See Puech, “534-536. 4QNaissance de Noé™* ar: Introduc-
tion,” 118-20.

196 Thid.

157 1. R. Davila, “4QMess ar (4Q534) and Merkavah Mysticism,”
DSD 5 (1998): 367-81.

1% Puech, “534-536. 4QNaissance de Noé* ¢ ar: Introduc-
tion,” 124. Also see Fitzmyer (The Genesis Apocryphon, 260), who
includes it in his latest appendix of texts related to the Genesis
Apocryphon.

uncertain whether the child of 4Q534 actually refers
to Noah. The gist of the text does compare favor-
ably with 1QapGen 2-5.27, where Enoch lectures at
surprising length (nearly three columns) about young
Noah. Although this speech is mostly lost, in 5.10-13
we find mention of Noah’s remarkable physical traits.
The explicit connection of Noah to three books in
the Samaritan Asatir, which appears to contain some
early Jewish interpretive traditions, is another inter-
esting coincidence.' Still, the very best we can say
presently is that 4Q534 might be speaking about Noah.
Even if so, there is no proof of any direct link between
4()534 and the Apocryphon. At times, two other
texts—4Q 186 and 4Q)561—have been considered
different copies of the same work, but there is very
little evidence to support this claim.'

1.2.4.2.3. 4Q535-536 (4Q Naissance de Noé"* ar)

In 1978, Milik listed two other fragmentary texts from
Qumran—4Q535 and 536—alongside 4Q534."" In
1992, he included all three works under the rubric
“Naissance de Noé.”'* The links between these three
manuscripts has been subsequently confirmed by
Puech, who lists two places where word for word corre-
spondence occurs."*® While 40536 2 ii 11 contains the
words “and he will not die in the days of evil,” which
could be said of Noah, there is very little in these
manuscripts to certify that Noah is the subject. Again,
it is uncertain whether there is a direct connection
between these compositions and the Apocryphon.

1.2.4.2.4. 608

Both M. Baillet and F. Garcia Martinez argued that
this fragmentary Aramaic papyrus contains refer-
ences to an extraordinary birth, Noah’s father-in-law
Barakiel, and Mount Lubar—all of which are present
in various Noachic sections of 1 Enoch, Jubilees, and/

139 Tn the Asatir, Noah studies the three Books of Creation for
seven years: the Book of Signs, the Book of Astrology, and the
Book of Wars (3:9). See M. Gaster, The Asatir: The Samaritan Book
of the “Secrets of Moses,” (Oriental Translation Fund New Series,
Vol. 26; London: Royal Asiatic Society, 1927), 214 [11 (R") of
Hebrew text].

0" See Puech “534-536. 4QNaissance de Noé** ar: Introduc-
tion,” 121. ;

T T Milik, “Ecrits préesséniens de Qumran: d’'Hénoch a
Amram,” Qumrdn. Sa piété, sa théologie et son milieu, etudes présentées
par M. Delcor BETL 46; Paris et Gembloux, 1978), 91-113 [esp.
94].

142 1. T. Milik, “Le modeles araméens du Livre d’Esther en la
grotte 4 de Qumran,” Mémonial Jean Starcky (2 vols; RevQ 155 1992):
2:357, 363-64. Cf. Puech “534-536. 4QNaissance de Noé* © ar:
Introduction,” 121-22, for more information.

5 For Puech’s text and commentary see “334. 4QNaissance

de Noé* ar,” 153—170.
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or the Genesis Apocryphon.'** In the second edition
of his commentary, Fitzmyer echoed the possibility
that this “apocryphe de la Genése” was related to
the birth of Noah in the Genesis Apocryphon. How-
ever, he apparently retracted this opinion in his third
edition."* Loren Stuckenbruck, arguing in defense of
Milik’s earlier hypothesis that 6QQ8 belongs instead to
the Enochic Book of Giants, asserted that any reference
to a miraculous birth is unlikely, and that the Baraq’el
of 6Q8 frg. 1, line 5, is probably not the father-in-law
of Noah mentioned in Jub 4:28."* Garcia Martinez
eventually sided with Milik’s identification as well.'*
Presently, the scholarly tide has turned toward identi-
fying this scroll as a part of the Book of Giants, and a
link to Noah’s birth appears very unlikely.

1.2.4.3. Additional Texts

Connections between the Genesis Apocryphon and
other ancient Jewish exegetical texts have occasionally
been suggested, although these are generally weaker
than the parallels listed above. It is not my intention
to give a detailed analysis of proposed connections
with these texts, but simply to raise awareness of the
broader spectrum of Jewish literature in which the
Apocryphon has been discussed.

1.2.4.3.1. Other “Rewritten” Biblical Works

Other examples of rewritten biblical texts, such as
Josephus’ Jewish Antiquities, Pseudo-Philo’s Biblical
Antiquities, the Samaritan Asatir, and Sepher ha-Yashar
provide logical points of comparison for the Gen-
esis Apocryphon. The most in-depth comparison of
these texts to date is Vermes’ study of Abraham’s life
according to a number of the above works (what he
termed a “retrogressive historical study”), and then
according to the Apocryphon (a “progressive historical
study”)."* Throughout his analysis Vermes also made
copious reference to rabbinic literature, the targums,
and various other works of the period. In conclusion,
he offered four categories by which one may evaluate
the relationships between the Genesis Apocryphon

" Garcia Martinez, Qumran and Apocalyptic, 43; and M. Baillet,
J- . Milik, and R. de Vaux, Les “petites grottes” de Qumrdn (DJD 111,
Oxford: Clarendon, 1962), 117.

%5 He includes the fragments in his “Appendix 1: Related
Literature” in the second edition (The Genesis Apocryphon [1971],
187-92), but not the third (The Genesis Apocryphon, 258—60).

16 1., T. Stuckenbruck, The Book of Giants from Qumran (TSAJ
63; Tubingen: Mohr Siebeck, 1997), 196-213. Cf. Milik, The
Books of Enoch, 300-301.

7 Garcia Martinez, Qumran and Apocalyptic, 101-102.

18 Vermes, Scripture and Tradition, 67—126.

and other Jewish works: 1) interpretations proper to
Genesis Apocryphon; 2) disagreement in exegesis; 3)
partial agreement in exegesis; and 4) identical exegesis.
While he states that the last category is “frequent and
characteristic, and is represented on all levels,” most of
his examples pertain to individual details rather than
large blocks of narrative.'* These parallels attest to
a common Jewish exegetical milieu, in which biblical
issues and inconsistencies are handled in similar ways
across a spectrum of texts. Yet, never do these details
suggest a close connection or dependent relationship
with the Apocryphon in the way that 1 Enoch and
Jubilees do. One comes away from this group of texts
with a sense that their similarities with the Apocryphon
stem from a common genre and exegetical approach
to the Bible rather than a genetic kinship. Fitzmyer has
also provided many pertinent references to the above
works, among others, in his commentary.

1.2.4.3.2. Rabbinic Midrashim and the Targumim

Rabbinic midrashic works, such as Genesis Rabbah, Tan-
humah, Yalqut Shimoni, or the tannaitic midrashim, have
also been sporadically compared with the Apocryphon.
These are typically placed alongside the various Ara-
maic Targumim, especially Pseudo-fonathan and Targum
Yerushalmi. The studies of G. Sarfatti and M. R. Leh-
mann remain the most comprehensive comparisons
available.” Although these texts and the Apocryphon
often express a shared interest in specific exegetical
issues, rarely do they provide the same solutions to
these questions. Even the closest connections between
the Apocryphon and these texts are distant compared
to the parallels with 1 Enoch and Jubilees.""

More generally, a tenuous relationship seems to
have existed between the rabbinic and targumic works
on the one hand, and the so-called “outside books”
(O™NXRMN 0MA07; somewhat analogous to our con-
cept of Pseudepigrapha and Apocrypha) on the other.
To the latter group belonged Jubilees, 1 Enoch, and
perhaps other works like the Genesis Apocryphon.

%9 Tbid., 123. His examples include that Sarah was wise (Philo),
Abraham wept and prayed after Sarah’s abduction (Zanhuma, Sefer
ha-Yashar), royal presents were given to Abraham after the return of
Sarah, Hagar was a gift of Pharaoh (Genesis Rabbah, Pirke de-Rabb:
Eliezer, Sefer ha-Yashar), and Salem is Jerusalem (targums, etc.).

B0 See G. Sarfatti, “Notes on the Genesis Apocryphon,” Tarbiz
28 (1958-59): 258 [Hebrew]; idem, “An addition to ‘Notes on the
Genesis Apocryphon,”” Tarbiz 29 (1959-60): 192 [Hebrew]; and
M. R. Lehmann, “1Q) Genesis Apocryphon in the Light of the
Targumim and Midrashim,” 251.

151 Sarfatti (following Theodor) has observed that the rabbis
tend to distance themselves from exaltation of Enoch and Noah,
who are considered to be of mixed character. See Sarfatti, “Notes
on the Genesis Apocryphon,” 258.
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The rabbis often distanced themselves from these
writings, and explicitly shied away from drawing on
them in standard rabbinic biblical interpretation.'”?
As with the texts mentioned in the preceding section,
the relationships here belong primarily on the level of
general exegetical phenomena, and not direct literary
parallels. In fact, many of the parallels suggested in
this category could be easily arrived at independently
by different exegetes.'”?

2 Thid. Sarfatti writes, “The question ‘and was he [i.e. Lamech]
a prophet?” was a rhetorical question, whose answer was, ‘No.”
Neither Lamech, nor his ancestor Enoch, were prophets, so argues
the midrash, and this argument fits with the opinion of all the
ancient midrashim, which did not want to accord Lamech the
highly privileged status in keeping with that tradition which was
gathered in the apocryphal books and later legends (see, for exam-
ple, Genesis Rabbah 25:1 and the comments there of Theodor).”
[translation mine]

% One example, cited by Lehmann (“1Q Genesis Apocry-
phon,” 257), is Abram’s similar statements in 1QapGen 19.10
and Zanhuma that Egypt is well-stocked with food. This can be
derived by a simple syllogism: 1.) there is a famine in Canaan; 2.)
Abram and Sarai make for Egypt; 3.) there must be food in Egypt.
While it is plain that both texts reacted to the same exegetical
issue, there is no reason to suppose that the two interpretations
are related in a direct way. This particular example may also be
influenced by the Joseph story (Gen 41:55-42:1), which recounts

a similar scenario.



CHAPTER TWO

TEXT, TRANSLATION, AND NOTES

2.1. InTrODUCTION TO THE PRESENT EDITION

2.1.1. History and Previous Editions

Of the cache of scrolls discovered in Qumran Cave
1 the Genesis Apocryphon was the most badly dam-
aged.' Because of this, the publication history of the
scroll is lengthy and interesting, and deserves brief
summary here. The following survey covers only major
developments in the publication of the Aramaic text
(i.e. transcription), and does not deal with the numer-
ous translations available. Minor contributions, such
as new readings suggested in book reviews or articles,
will be mentioned only where appropriate.?

2.1.1.1. Pre-publication History

The Genesis Apocryphon was among the initial
cache of seven scrolls discovered by a member of
the Ta’amireh Bedouin tribe near the Dead Sea. It
was one of the four manuscripts purchased from the
Bedouin by Mar Athanasius Yeshue Samuel, the Syr-
1an Metropolitan of Jerusalem, for approximately two
hundred and fifty U.S. dollars.

In late February, 1948, the Metropolitan’s scrolls
were wrapped in an Arabic newspaper, placed in a
leather briefcase, and brought by a Syrian Orthodox
monk and his brother from St. Mark’s Monastery, in
the Armenian Quarter of the Old City, to the Ameri-
can School of Oriental Research, outside Herod’s
Gate.* Here they were inspected and photographed
by John Trever and William Brownlee, who first rec-
ognized the significance of the find. Around this time

" For an early description consult J. C. Trever, “Preliminary
Observations on the Jerusalem Scrolls,” BASOR 111 (1948): 3-16
[esp. 14-13].

? Many such contributions, however, are referenced in the notes
accompanying the text.

% A lively autobiographical account of the purchase and resale
of the four scrolls to the State of Israel may be found in A. Y.
Samuel, Treasure of Qumran: My Story of the Dead Sea Scrolls (Lon-
don: Hodder and Stoughton, 1968), 141-201. The other three
scrolls were sold to E. L. Sukenik of the Hebrew University of
Jerusalem.

* The school is still under the auspices of the American Schools
of Oriental Research (ASOR), but is now named the Albright
Institute of Archeological Research. The Albright Institute is,
appropriately, where the present text was prepared.

“a small leather fragment with disintegrated script,”
later called the “Irever fragment,” separated from the
Fourth Scroll and was photographed by Trever. This
fragment provided the first hints that the scroll was
written in Aramaic, rather than Hebrew.> Another
small piece of the scroll’s outer layer was soon after
removed by Trever, but no positive identification of
its contents could be made.® The three Hebrew scrolls
were identified over the following weeks, but the
leather of the Fourth Scroll was so brittle and bonded
together that a decision was made to suspend further
study until it could be unrolled by experts under the
proper conditions.

Due to the tension in war-ravaged Jerusalem, the
scrolls were temporarily moved by Mar Samuel to a
bank vault in Beirut, and, in early 1949, arrived in
New Jersey in Samuel’s own possession. In April of
that year, a much larger leaf from the outside of the
scroll was removed by Trever, revealing enough text
(26 partial lines) for him to conclude that it contained
the previously lost “Book of Lamech,” a title adopted
in most early publications dealing with the Dead Sea
Scrolls.” This leaf (later designated col. 2) and its
transcription were supposed to be published in the
Bulletin of the American Schools of Oriental Research, but
never were.

In the January 30, 1950 issue of Tume Magazine it
was announced that the Fourth Scroll, “whose cracked
leather surface looks like a dried cigar,” would travel
to the Fogg Museum of Art at Harvard University in
order to be opened and read. The magazine quipped
that the scroll would be “on the operating table” for six
months, but these plans also never materialized. Due
to ongoing intrigue over the provenance and owner-
ship of the scrolls, the Fogg Museum made financial
demands deemed unacceptable by Mar Samuel.

On June 1, 1954, frustrated by the growing contro-
versy surrounding the scrolls and the dire plight of his
parishioners in Jerusalem, Mar Samuel finally placed

®> For more information on the fragment see J. C. Trever, The
Dead Sea Scrolls: A Personal Account (2nd ed.; Grand Rapids: Eerd-
mans, 1977), 26, 43, 52, 57, 65.

% Trever, “Preliminary Observations,” 14-16.

7 Trever, “Identification of the Aramaic Fourth Scroll,” 8-10.
He notes, however, that Noah 1s “the real hero of the story.”
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an advertisement in the Wall Street Journal.® The now
famous first lines read: “Miscellaneous For Sale: THE
FOUR DEAD SEA SCROLLS.” All four scrolls were soon
purchased by the fledgling State of Israel and brought
to the Hebrew University of Jerusalem through the
arrangement of Yigael Yadin and under the guise of
a Chemical Bank and Trust Company official. The
cost was $250,000.° Thus, the Genesis Apocryphon,
yet unrolled, had travelled twice across the Atlantic
Ocean only to finally rest approximately 14 miles from
the site of its discovery.'

9.1.1.2. Milik (Mil)—1955

In time more fragments were excavated from the cave
that produced the first seven scrolls.'" These were
published by Oxford University as the first volume
in a series dedicated to the Dead Sea Scrolls and
other finds from the Judean Desert.'? Included in this
volume were eight small fragments, belonging to the
fourth scroll, which were bought from a Bethlehem
antiquities dealer nicknamed Kando and edited by
J- T. Milik."”” Milik named the work represented by
these fragments Apocalypse de Lamech, based upon
Trever’s identification, and gave it the publication
number 20, which eventuated in the entire Genesis
Apocryphon being designated 1Q20 by Fitzmyer."

Milik was only moderately successful in reading
these badly deteriorated fragments, but his effort did
add some meagre information to the content of the
scroll.

2.1.1.3. Avigad and Yadin (AY)—1956

Once at the Hebrew University, the task of unroll-
ing the Fourth Scroll was entrusted to J. Biberkraut,

8 This is according to Mar Samuel (Treaure of Qumran, 173-201).
A less flattering account is given in Avigad and Yadin, 4 Genesis
Apocryphon, 7.

9 Tronically, $150,000 of this amount was donated by the
Jewish philanthropist D. Samuel Gottesman, who held family
connections to the ASOR, Jerusalem, where the scrolls were first
inspected by Trever and Burrows (personal communication with
Dr. S. Gitin).

' The scroll is currently stored in the vault at the Shrine of
the Book (at the Isracl Museum) in Jerusalem.

" See O. R. Sellers, “Excavation of the ‘Manuscript’ Cave at
Ain Fashkha,” BASOR 114 (1949): 5-9.

12 Barthélemy and Milik, Qumran Cave I (DJD I; Oxford:
Clarendon, 1955).

13 Tbid., 4. It is unclear whether the Bedouin returned to the
cave and excavated the fragments, or whether they had simply
fallen off the scroll while in Kando’s possession (Kando was one
of Mar Samuel’s parishioners, and had initially served as mediator
between the Metropolitan and the Bedouin).

" Tbid., 86-87. Cf. Fitzmyer, The Genesis Apocryphon, 15 n. 14.

whose wife also took the earliest photographs of the
manuscript as it was being opened. Biberkraut did a
masterful job, facilitating an initial publication by Avi-
gad and Yadin in 1956. In their preface, the authors
specified that this was a “preliminary survey, dealing
mainly with the last three columns which are very well
preserved.”" Elsewhere, they mentioned an upcoming
final publication,'® which never came to fruition.

Avigad and Yadin’s edition includes plates, tran-
scription, and translation (Hebrew and English) of
cols. 2 and 19-22. Diacritical marks of either a single
or double dash over the letter indicate uncertainty
in readings. Their transcription was meticulously
executed, and has stood up surprisingly well against
subsequent re-readings and advances in photographic
technology. The major limitation of this edition, of
course, was that it presented only 5 of the 22 extant
columns.'” Brief descriptions of the unpublished col-
umns were, nonetheless, provided, and at times these
included excerpts of easily readable text. A major
contribution of Avigad and Yadin was their observa-
tion that the material concerning Lamech constitutes
but a small part of the narrative, and that the scroll
included stories about a number of the patriarchs of
Genesis, stretching from Enoch to Abram. In addi-
tion, several intriguing parallels with the books of 1
Enoch and Jubilees were identified. All of this, along
with its obvious dependence on the biblical book of
Genesis, led Avigad and Yadin to rename the text A4
Genesis Apocryphon (PwRI5 nnen 79N in Modern
Hebrew). Several valuable corrections or alternate
readings were provided by Kutscher (Kut)'® and H.
Ginsberg (Gin)" in response to this edition, and it
was at this time that a definite article was added to
the scroll’s title.

In 1984, Yadin unexpectedly died of a heart
attack, leaving the work of final publication to Avigad
alone. Shortly thereafter (1988), Avigad handed over
the responsibility for publication of the unpublished
columns to the Israeli scholars Jonas Greenfield and
Elisha Qimron.

2.1.1.4. Fitzmyer—1966

In 1966, Joseph Fitzmyer published a commentary
on the Genesis Apocryphon, focusing largely on the

15 Avigad and Yadin, A Genesis Apocryphon, 8.

16 Ibid., 13.

'7 There are now thought to be 23 columns (cf. below).

18 Kutscher, “The Language of the ‘Genesis Apocryphon.

9 H. L. Ginsberg, “Notes on Some Old Aramaic Texts,” FNES
18 (1959): 14349 [esp. 145—48].

999
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language and exegetical traditions of the available
text.” It included a transcription and English transla-
tion based primarily on the editio princeps, although the
excerpts from the unpublished columns, mentioned
by Avigad and Yadin only in their commentary sec-
tion, were incorporated by Fitzmyer into the body of
his text (i.e. small portions of cols. 1, 3, 5-7, 10-12
and 16-17). In addition, he included a number of
emendations that had been suggested by subsequent
reviewers, and offered fuller restorations in some
places. The fragments published by Milik as 1Q20
were placed prior to col. 1, since they clearly came
from the outside layer of the scroll, but Fitzmyer was
not able to place them in any more specific context
than this. Unfortunately, no diacritical marks were
used to indicate the certainty of readings. It is clear
that Fitzmyer’s primary purpose was not to produce a
new edition of the text, but simply to re-present and
analyze what was already at his disposal.

2.1.1.5. Fitzmyer—1971

Fitzmyer produced a second, revised edition of his
commentary in 1971.%' The revisions pertained almost
solely to the introduction and commentary, although
a few changes were also made in the transcription,
translation, and reconstruction based upon reviews of
his first edition by scholars such as Ginsberg (Gin?).?
Muraoka (Mu') followed this edition with a significant
discussion of the scroll’s syntax and morphology, but
few new readings were offered.” Again, no diacritical
marks were used.

2.1.1.6. Jongeling, Labuschagne, and van der Woude
(F—1976

The transcription and English translation of Bastiaan
Jongeling, Casper Labuschagne and Adam van der
Woude, produced in Groningen, the Netherlands, cov-
ers the columns first published by Avigad and Yadin
(i.e. 2 and 19-22; without the other excerpts or 10Q20).2*
While agreeing largely with the editions of Avigad-

2 1. A. Fitzmyer, The Genesis Apocryphon of Qumran Cave 1: A
Commentary (Biblica et Orientalia 18; Rome: Pontifical Biblical
Institute, 1966).

2 ] A. Fitzmyer, The Genesis Apocryphon of Qumran Cave 1: 4
Commentary (Biblica et Orientalia 18A; Rome: Pontifical Biblical
Institute, 1971).

2 Ginsberg, review of Fitzmyer.

% T. Muraoka, “Notes on the Aramaic of the Genesis Apoc-
ryphon,” RevQ 8 (1972-75): 7-51.

2 B. Jongeling, C. J. Labuschange, and A. S. van der Woude,
Aramaic Texts from Qumran (Semitic Study Series 4; Leiden: Brill,
1976), 77-119.

Yadin and Fitzmyer, the editors must be commended
for offering fresh readings at certain points, based on
the photographic plates available in Avigad and Yadin’s
edition. Less laudable is the lack of diacritical marks,
although the authors indicate that this is meant only as
a study edition. An important review is that of Puech
(Pu), who offered several new readings.”

9.1.1.7. Beyer (B"?)—1984/1994

In 1984, Klaus Beyer produced a transcription and
German translation of the Genesis Apocryphon as
part of his large collection of Aramaic texts from the
Dead Sea.” His edition differs in several respects from
its predecessors. First, Beyer uses a single diacritical
sign (a circlet) for uncertain letters. This is a welcome
addition and noteworthy improvement over Fitzmyer
and Jongeling, Labuschagne, and van der Woude.
Second, based on his many deviations from earlier edi-
tions it is clear that Beyer undertook an entirely fresh
reading of the available photographs. A number of his
new proposals are incorrect, but this is partially offset
by those instances where a correct reading is offered,
or attention is called to a previously unnoticed textual
issue. Like Fitzmyer, Beyer incorporated the additional
excerpts from Avigad and Yadin’s commentary and
Milik’s 1Q20 fragments into his text, although this
was done in an extremely confusing manner.”’ In a
1994 Erginzungsband, Beyer updated a few readings
in the text’s early columns and incorporated col. 12,
which had meanwhile been published by Greenfield
and Qimron (see below). He also took into account
Muraoka’s second study on the scroll (Mu?).%

2.1.1.8. Wise and Quckerman—1991

In the early 1990’s Michael Wise and Bruce Zucker-
man endeavored to arrange the eight fragments of
1020 and the Trever Fragment into a more coherent
order.”” The result was a new reconstruction that has

» E. Puech, review of B. Jongeling, C. J. Labuschange, and
A. S. van der Woude, Aramaic Texts from Qumran, RevQ 9 (1977-78):
589-91.

% K. Beyer, Die aramdischen Texte vom Toten Meer samt den Inschrifien
aus Paliistina, dem Testament Levis aus der RKairo Genisa, der Fastenrolle und
den alten talmudischen itaten (Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht,
1984), 165-86 [Erginzungsband (1994), 68-70].

?7 Particularly in his cols. 0—1. Cf. the textual notes to these
columns, below.

% T. Muraoka, “Further Notes on the Aramaic of the Genesis
Apocryphon,” RevQ 16 (1993): 39-48.

% Unfortunately, their work has been published only in news-
letters that are rather difficult to obtain (they are not, so far
as I can tell, available on the internet). See M. Lundberg and
B. Zuckerman, “New Aramaic Fragments from Qumran Cave
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gained general acceptance by subsequent scholars
working on the scroll, and will be followed in this
edition. In their reconstruction, a good deal more of
what are now called cols. 0 and 1 may be read, with
Milik’s 10Q20 mainly comprising parts of col. 0, and
the Trever Fragment being placed in the lower por-
tion of col. 1.

2.1.1.9. Qimron (Qim'?)—1992/1999

In 1992, Elisha Qimron published an article outlining
a plan to complete the protracted publication of the
remaining columns of the Genesis Apocryphon, which
he and Greenfield had inherited from Avigad.” After
a brief survey of previous editions, he offered eighteen
useful textual notes, including some new readings, to
cols. 2 and 19-22. These are presented as a sample of
what the new edition will contain. In a 1999 article,
following the untimely death of Professor Greenfield,
Qimron reiterated these plans. The work was now to
be completed with the help of a newly organized team
of experts, including Matthew Morgenstern, Daniel
Sivan, Gregory Bearman and Sheila Spiro.*' This later
article also includes a few new textual suggestions.

2.1.1.10. Greenfield and Qimron (GQ )—1992

The first major advance since Avigad and Yadin
came in 1992, with the publication of col. 12 by
Greenfield and Qimron.* Trailing the editio princeps
by over 35 years, the authors provided a transcrip-
tion with diacritical dots and circlets to indicate the
certainty of readings, as well as an English translation.
Textual notes, focused mainly on grammatical and
lexical issues, accompanied the text. This article was
intended as the first in a series dedicated to presenting
the scroll’s unpublished columns. Pending the publica-
tion of this new material, a comprehensive, revised,
and annotated edition of the text was to be issued.

One,” CAL-News 12 (1996): 1-5. A photograph of the new arrange-
ment may be found in B. Zuckerman and M. Lundberg, “Ancient
Texts and Modern Technology: The West Semitic Research Project
of the University of Southern California,” A7S Perspectives (Fall/
Winter 2002): 14. A drawing of col. 0 (1Q20) by Zuckerman is
included in Fitzmyer, The Genesis Apocryphon, 115.

% E. Qimron, “Towards a New Edition of the Genesis Apoc-
ryphon,” 7SP 10 (1992): 11-18.

! E. Qimron, “Toward a New Edition of 1QGenesis Apocryphon,”
in The Provo International Conference on the Dead Sea Scrolls: Technological
Innovations, New Texts, and Reformulated Issues (STD] 30; eds D. W.
Parry and E. Ulrich; Leiden: Brill, 1999), 107-109. The paper,
although published in 1999, was presented shortly before the
publication of the outstanding columns in 1995.

32 J. C. Greenfield and E. Qimron, “The Genesis Apocryphon
Col. XIL” Studies in Qumran Aramaic (Abr-NahrainSup 3; 1992),
70-77.

Unfortunately, the untimely death of Greenfield in the
spring of 1995 slowed this process, and a new team
including M. Morgenstern and D. Sivan was formed
by Qimron to complete the task.

2.1.1.11. Morgenstern, Qumron, and Swan (MQS)—1995

The remainder of the unpublished columns appeared
in 1995, although only in preliminary form.* Fol-
lowing a brief discussion of content, grammar and
vocabulary, a transcription and partial English transla-
tion were provided for the readable portions of cols.
1, 3,4-8, 10-11 and 13—17. In general, the readings
presented are reliable, although there are places where
improvements should be made and mistakes emended.
Modeled on the publication of Greenfield and Qim-
ron, diacritical dots and circlets were employed, as
well as a supralinear dash to indicate ambiguity
between the similar letters yod and vav. In contrast to
the publication of col. 12, however, the authors did
not include textual notes. Presumably, this was due to
their admirable desire to publish the text as quickly as
possible, since it was originally intended that a more
complete edition would follow. It now appears that
these plans have been abandoned.*

2.1.1.12. Garcia Martinez and Tigchelaar (GMT)—1997

The most widely available compilation of texts from
Qumran is undoubtedly Florentino Garcia Martinez
and Eibert Tigchelaar’s Study Edition, which provides
transcriptions and English translations of the non-
biblical scrolls and fragments.”> The project was to
include a complete reevaluation of the available
photographs for each text. For most of the Genesis
Apocryphon, however, it appears that this was not
done, likely due to difficulties obtaining photos for
much of the text. Rather, the authors appear to have
drawn heavily upon their academic forebears in Gron-

% M. Morgenstern, E. Qimron, and D. Sivan, “The Hitherto
Unpublished Columns of the Genesis Apocryphon [with an
appendix by G. Bearman and S. Spiro],” Abr-Nahrain 33 (1995):
30-54.

* In 1996, M. Morgenstern completed his (unpublished)
M. A. thesis at the Hebrew University in Jerusalem. The thesis
is published in Hebrew, but bears the same name as the 1995
article published along with Qimron and Sivan (D70W MTINYA
w8125 e n 750 1 107800). In it, a text nearly identical
to that of the article is presented (although the copy at the National
and University Library at the Givat Ram campus of the university
contains multiple hand-written corrections by Morgenstern), along
with much helpful material regarding the grammar and vocabulary
of these new columns. Included is a concordance.

» F. Garcia Martinez and E. J. C. Tigchelaar, The Dead Sea Scrolls
Study Edition (2 vols; Leiden: Brill, 1997-98), 1:28-49.



TEXT, TRANSLATION, AND NOTES 25

ingen (Jongeling, Labuschagne and van der Woude)
for the initially published columns, and Greenfield,
Qimron, Morgenstern, and Sivan for the more recently
published material. Milik’s 1(Q)20 was presented apart
from the text of the Genesis Apocryphon, although the
Trever Fragment was incorporated into col. 1.*° Garcia
Martinez and Tigchelaar’s text contributes little in the
way of novel readings and omits freely where there
are not extended sections of coherent text. As such,
this 1s not the best edition for those wishing to inves-
tigate seriously the scroll (as the editors themselves
admit).”” Still, it is apparent that they have weighed
the various textual options while compiling their
transcription, and for this reason they are included in
my textual notes. Unfortunately, they do not employ
diacritical marks.

2.1.1.13. Fitzmyer (F)—2004

A third edition of Fitzmyer’s now standard com-
mentary was issued in 2004.%® Its main contribution,
of course, was the inclusion of the newly available
columns published by Greenfield, Qimron, Mor-
genstern, and Sivan. It also incorporated cols. 01
as reconstructed by Wise and Zuckerman. The new
portions of text were reproduced without significant
revision, to the point of perpetuating a number of
mistakes from previous editions. Again, this may be
partially attributed to the fact that there was no easily
accessible set of photographs for the more recently
published columns. The revised edition also contains
commentary on the new material, although it is gen-
erally of a less thorough nature than the comments
brought over from previous editions. One step forward
is the employment of a single, diacritical dot to mark
uncertain letters, although these are simply imported
from the editions on which this text relies. Fitzmyer
appears to have done little fresh paleographic work,
especially on the newer material, but has attended
mainly to the presentation of a continuous text and
comprehensive commentary. This is no slight contribu-
tion, and to date his text remains the best available.
In the following textual notes I incorporate only the
text from the third edition, since it seems best to use
his most recent judgments on the matter. This has also
kept the notes from becoming unwieldy.

% For 10Q20 see ibid., 26-7.
7 hid., ix.
% Fitzmyer, The Genesis Apocryphon.

2.1.1.14. Beyer (B°)—2004

Recently, Beyer has added a Band 2 to his Die aramdi-
schen Texte vom Toten Meer.* In it, he re-presents and
updates some of his text of the Genesis Apocryphon
in light of the publications of Greenfield, Qimron,
Morgenstern, Sivan, and others. Included are parts of
cols. 1, 3-8, 10—17 and 19, again with a single, dia-
critical circlet for uncertain characters. The character
of Beyer’s transcription and German translation are
similar to that of his earlier volumes—creative, but
erratic. Due to the uneven, and sometimes contradic-
tory, character of the portions of text included in each
of Beyer’s volumes (in contrast to Fitzmyer), all three
are included in the textual notes.

2.1.1.15. Abegg and Wise (AW)—2005

Martin Abegg and Michael Wise’s transcription and
English translation of the Genesis Apocryphon is
the most recent complete edition of the text.*” Wise
was responsible for transcribing cols. 0—1, and Abegg
for the remainder of the scroll. Happily, they have
employed diacritical dots and circlets throughout.
Abegg notes that for cols. 2, 12 and 19-22 he relied
mainly on Garcia-Martinez and Tigchelaar, while cols.
3-8, 10-11 and 13-17 are based on Morgenstern,
Qimron, and Sivan. The entire translation is that of
Wise. This is among the least reliable editions of the
scroll, especially in the early portions of the text and
its translation. One is occasionally impressed that
originality is being sought over accuracy, while previ-
ous mistakes are frequently followed and added to. In
addition, the spacing of the transcription is regularly
misleading.

2.1.1.16. Falk (Flk)—2007

Daniel Falk recently published an introduction to
Jewish parabiblical literature from the second temple
period (particularly the Dead Sea Scrolls) in which
he included an extensive, detailed treatment of the
Genesis Apocryphon.*! Incorporated into his analy-
sis are a number of new readings based upon an

% K. Beyer, Die aramdischen Texte vom Toten Meer samt den Inschrifien
aus Palistina, dem Testament Levis aus der Kairo Genisa, der Fastenrolle
und den alten talmudischen litaten: Band 2 (Gottingen: Vandenhoeck
& Ruprecht, 2004), 89-101.

1 M. Abegg and M. Wise, “1Q20 (1QapGen ar),” in The Dead
Sea Scrolls Reader: Part 3. Parabiblical Texts (eds D. W. Parry and
E. Tov; Leiden: Brill, 2005), 2-35.

" D. K. Falk, The Parabiblical Texts. Sirategies for Extending the
Scriptures among the Dead Sea Scrolls (LSTS 63; CQS 8; London:
T & T Clark, 2007), 26-106.
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examination of some of the available photographs of
the scroll. Several (but not all) of his proposals agree
independently with my own, and at other junctures I
have been persuaded to follow his reading. In general,
it is clear that he has taken great care in his assess-
ment of the text.

2.1.1.17. Other Commentators

Occasionally, I have drawn upon the textual sugges-
tions of various scholars who have dealt in some way
with the Genesis Apocryphon, but were unmentioned
in the preceding survey. These are incorporated into
my textual notes and catalogued below in the list of
abbreviations.

2.1.2. The Present Edition

2.1.2.1. The Need for a New Edition

With so many editions available, why is there need for
a new one? From the above survey it is clear that the
“preliminary” editions of Avigad and Yadin, Green-
field and Qimron, and Morgenstern, Qimron, and
Sivan have served as the basis for nearly every subse-
quent edition of the Apocryphon, typically with little
revision. This significant interdependence of previous
editions on each other, rather than being based on a
close reading of the manuscript, is the main reason
for my re-examination of the evidence. Admittedly,
Beyer is a relatively independent voice, and frequently
suggests original readings. However, many of these do
not inspire confidence in his text as a whole, and leave
one skeptical about whether it is an improvement over
the preliminary publications.

For those columns first published by Avigad and
Yadin, the far better condition of the text, numerous
reviews, and successive editions have produced what
may be satisfactorily called a “final form” of the text
(keeping in mind, of course, that details can be quib-
bled over endlessly). The same is not true, however,
for the columns published in the 1990’s. These have
been largely overlooked, textually and palaeographi-
cally speaking, by subsequent scholarship, and it was
only through my perusal of some photographs of these
columns (on the advice of professor VanderKam) that
I realized the need to undertake a comprehensive
rereading of the entire manuscript. This need may
be illustrated by one of my first examinations of a
photograph of the scroll, upon which I realized that
the beginning of 14.17 could be filled in significantly
in relation to the text presented by Morgenstern,
Qimron, and Sivan. Hence, where they read jA oooo

000 HRAWYH ooo 8YI[XR] I now read RYIR P IR
AYIR HRAWY M. Many other such divergences are
presented in the following edition.

There are other, more minor reasons to produce a
new transcription of the scroll. For instance, there is
no current edition which lays out, in an easily acces-
sible format, the various and sundry transcriptional
disagreements between all editions now available. It
is for this reason that I include extensive textual notes.
In addition, the spacing and relative line length of
the manuscript are not adequately reflected in any
of the previous publications, save that of Avigad and
Yadin. I hope to have filled some of these voids in
the present edition.

For the above reasons it seemed unwise to proceed
to a study of the scroll’s contents without gaining more
confidence about what is written in it. Of course, the
badly damaged nature of the scroll regularly mitigates
against this, and I must stress that throughout my work
I have been deeply indebted to the scholars listed in
the survey above. Any contributions that my edition
may make are merely adornments on the edifice they
have constructed.

2.1.2.2. Spacing

As mentioned above, previous editions have regularly
ignored the factors of proper spacing and line length
in relation to the manuscript.*” Because of this, I
have tried to be as precise as possible regarding the
spacing of words and lacunae, as well as the length
of lines, in my transcription. Of course, absolute
precision is impossible using a standardized font, so
that at times line length has been slightly adjusted to
accommodate the proper spacing of words or lacunae,
and vice versa.

2.1.2.3. Diacnitical Marks

I have chosen to use the same diacritical marks
employed by the DJD series. This includes a dot (R)
to indicate that a letter is relatively sure, but partially
missing or obscured, and a circlet (&), specifying that
the letter is significantly missing or obscured, and that
the reading is tentative. Readings of letters with supra-
linear circlets should, in fact, be viewed as no more
than educated guesses. Where there is evidence of a
letter, but no certain identification can be reasonably
ventured, a circle () will be transcribed.

* This is less of a problem in Avigad and Yadin, since they
include plates alongside their transcription.
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2.1.2.4. Reconstruction and Tenuous Readings

My approach to the reconstruction of missing text
is conservative, limited mainly to the completion of
phrases and expressions common elsewhere within
the scroll. Use of brackets indicates both where the
leather is completely eaten away and where leather
remains but there is no legible text. This is somewhat
unfortunate, but was done to avoid confusion between
parts of the manuscript that were effaced by time and
those that were originally left blank by the scribe. The
latter are indicated by the Latin word vacat.

When one stares at a manuscript as long as an edi-
tion such as this requires, especially one as fragmentary
and damaged as the Genesis Apocryphon, it becomes
easy to imagine readings based on very little physical
evidence. This makes it most difficult to decide when
to include a less than certain reading. I have endeav-
ored to tread the fine line between speculation and
what I consider a valid suggestion to the best of my
ability. Still, I must stress that letters with diacritical
circlets are merely suggestive, and not authoritative,
readings. It is my great hope that these readings will
be tested by other scholars who take recourse to the
photographs and manuscript. Eric Turner, speaking
about the practice of paleography and its classification
into “styles”, has put his finger on one of the realities
of reading ancient manuscripts:*

...paleography is neither a science nor an art, but
works through a continual interaction of the methods
appropriate to both approaches. And in the last resort a
judgment has to be made—and judgment is fallible.

Such “last resorts” have been reached at a number of
junctures during my work on the Apocryphon, and
my own fallibility will undoubtedly be evidenced as
others seriously engage the scroll.

2.1.2.5. Translation

In translating the Aramaic of the scroll I have aimed
at correctness rather than originality, and have derived
much from my predecessors. Fitzmyer deserves spe-
cial mention in this regard, providing an exemplary
translation that is often best left untouched. I am also
heavily indebted to my mentor, James VanderKam,
who made numerous translation suggestions and revi-
sions. His expertise in such matters is indisputable, and
has been happily received. Unlike the transcription, I
have not attempted to reflect accurately the spacing

¥ E. G. Turner, Greek Manuscripts of the Ancient World (Oxford:
Oxford University Press, 1971), 24.

and line length of the manuscript in the translation,
since this seemed redundant and would take up
much extra space. Translating is effectually an act of
interpretation, since any word—especially a Semitic
word—may bear several or more meanings. This is
compounded in the Genesis Apocryphon, where the
words are commonly partial or tenuous. In a certain
sense, therefore, my own translation may be viewed as
a commentary of sorts on the language and contents
of the scroll.

2.1.3. Textual Notes

Due to the poor condition of a large portion of the
manuscript, there have often been disagreements
among previous editions over the reading of words
and letters. This has necessitated a textual apparatus
in which various readings are displayed, and my own
readings defended. The notes are not exhaustive.
Rather, I have sought to include only those differ-
ences which impact our understanding of the text. For
instance, I have typically not included disagreements
over letters in a context whose meaning would be
unclear, whatever the reading. The notes are intended
to be primarily “textual,” and consequently deal with
exegetical aspects of the text only where it proves use-
ful for the establishment of a reading.

2.1.3.1. Photographs

I have availed myself of all obtainable photographs in
order to produce the most reliable text possible. The
ensuing list follows roughly the order of the scroll’s
columns:

—DJD 1, Plate XVII

The black and white photographic plate presented
in DJD 1 is not exceedingly helpful, since the script
is somewhat blurred. Later, infrared photographs are
far more useful.

— Inscriptifact Photographic Plates

Among the photographs currently available to scholars
on the Inscriptifact website (www.inscriptifact.com)
are a number of plates containing 10Q20 (i.e. cols.
0-1). These photographs are superb, and represent
the gamut of photographic technology available, from
black and white to color, natural light to narrowband
infrared. They are significantly more useful than the

" As of summer 2006. The site is being added to continually
and will hopefully contain all of the Genesis Apocryphon pho-
tographs in due time.
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plate in DJD 1, and are denoted here by the prefix
“ISF_DO_".

— Avigad and Yadin Photographic Plates

The black and white plates in the editio princeps are still
among the most useful for the columns represented
(2 and 19-22). They are taken in wideband infra-
red light, and present the parchment at the earliest
recorded stage relative to the scroll’s modern discovery,
before its subsequent decomposition.

— Israel Museum Negatives

The Isracl Museum in Jerusalem retains a number of
negatives of the Genesis Apocryphon at the Shrine
of the Book. Included in these are the original pho-
tographs for all of the columns, contemporary with
those used by Avigad and Yadin. There are also more
recent photos. A number of photographic technolo-
gies are represented. Among the most important of
these photos for this project is the fine photograph of
the Trever Fragment (IMneg. 6 X 6), while the many
pictures of the scroll before and during its opening by
Biberkraut are both charming and noteworthy. Pho-
tographs from this eclectic collection will be prefixed
with “IMneg.” or “IMneg. x” in the textual notes. The
numbers are those assigned by the museum.

— Bearman and Juckerman Photographs

In 1994 Gregory Bearman, from the Jet Propulsion
Laboratory at NASA and the Ancient Biblical Manu-
script Center in Claremont, California together with
Bruce and Ken Zuckerman, from the West Semitic
Research Project at the University of Southern Gali-
fornia, produced a useful set of narrowband infrared
photos of the Genesis Apocryphon. The photographs
cover the standard columns of scroll (1-22), but do not
include Milik’s 1Q20 or the Trever Fragment. These
photos are especially helpful for the columns published
in the 1990’s (i.e. not included in Avigad and Yadin).
Photographs from this collection will be prefixed with
“BZ” in the textual notes.

— Bearman Photographs

Gregory Bearman also took a different set of nar-
rowband infrared photographs in 1997. These have
been utilized in the few places where the BZ set was
not available (i.e. cols. 7-8).

— Note on Digital Enhancement

All photographs, except the plates in DJD 1 and Avi-
gad and Yadin, have been used in a digital format.
Due to this, I have frequently enhanced portions of
the manuscript in order to read its contents more
casily. This entails manipulation of the size, contrast

and brightness of a letter or word. Unfortunately, it
has been impractical to recreate such enhancements
for the reader, but I have tried to use these tools equi-
tably, and have often called attention to their use in
the textual notes.

2.1.3.2. Lust of Abbreviations for Sources Consulted in the
Textual Notes

AW Abegg and Wise, “The Genesis Apocryphon,” in The
Dead Sea Scrolls Reader: Parabiblical Texts, 2—35.
AY Avigad and Yadin, 4 Genesis Apocryphon.”

B! Beyer, Die aramdischen Texte vom Toten Meer: Band 1 (1984),
165-86.

B? Beyer, Die aramdischen Texte vom Toten Meer: Erginzungsband
(1994), 68-70.

B? Beyer, Die aramdischen Texte vom Toten Meer: Band 2 (2004),
89-101.

Bern  Bernstein, “Re-arrangement, Anticipation and Harmoni-
zation as Exegetical Features in the Genesis Apocryphon,”
DSD 3:1 (1996): 37-57.

C Caquot, “Suppléments Qumraniens a la Genese,” RHPR
80 (2000): 339-58.

Ck Cook, “The Aramaic of the Dead Sea Scrolls,” in The
Dead Sea Scrolls After Fifly, 359-78.

dMed del Medico, L’Enigme des manuscrits de la Mer Morte, 515.

Du-So  Dupont-Sommer, Les éerits esséniens découverts prés de la Mer
Morte, 298.

Esh Eshel, “Isaiah 11:15: A New Interpretation Based on the
Genesis Apocryphon,” DSD 13:1 (2006): 38-45.

Esh? Eshel, “The Imago Mundi of the Genesis Apocryphon,” in
Heavenly Tablets, 111-31.

Flk Yalk, The Parabiblical Texts. Strategies for Exitending the Scriptures
among the Dead Sea Scrolls, 36-87.

F Fitzmyer, The Genesis Apocryphon of Qumran Cave 1 (1Q20)
[3rd ed.].

Gin Ginsberg, “Notes on Some Old Aramaic Texts,” JNES

18 (1959): 146.

Garcia-Martinez and Tigchelaar, The Dead Sea Scrolls Study

Edition, Vol. 1, 26-7 [10Q20] and 28-49 [1QapGen ar].

GQ Greenfield and Qimron, “The Genesis Apocryphon Col.
XII,” in Studies in Qumran Aramaic, 70-77.

Gre Grelot, “Parwaim des Chroniques a I’Apocryphe de la
Genese,” VT 11 (1961): 30-38.

GMT

J Jongeling, Labuschagne, and van der Woude, Aramaic

Texts from Qumran, 77—119.

Kis Kister, “Some Aspects of Qumranic Halakha,” in 7he
Madrid Qumran Congress, 583—86.

Kut Kutscher, “The Language of the ‘Genesis Apocryphon’:
A Preliminary Study,” in Aspects of the Dead Sea Scrolls,
1-35.

M Morgenstern, The Hitherto Unpublished Columns of the Genests
Apocryphon [Hebrew], 13-26.%

® Citations of readings offered in the introduction, rather than
the main text, will be indicated by page numbers (for both the
English and Hebrew introductions) in parentheses.

* This is Morgenstern’s unpublished M.A. Thesis, completed at
the Hebrew University of Jerusalem in 1996. The copy consulted
was that available at the University and National Library at the
Hebrew University of Jerusalem’s Givat Ram campus. Most of
the contributions from this work come from the marginal notes,
which were added in handwriting by Morgenstern before sub-
mitting the thesis, and typically differ from (and improve on) the
version published with Qimron. Such marginalia will be indicated
by “(margin)” following the citation.
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MBE  Milik, The Books of Enoch.

Mil Milik, “20. Apocalypse de Lamech,” in DJD 1, 86-7.

Mi-To Michelini Tocct, I manoscritte del Mar Morto, 294.

MQS  Morgenstern, Qimron, and Sivan, “The Hitherto Unpub-
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VK VanderKam, “The Textual Affinities of the Biblical
Citations in the Genesis Apocryphon,” 7BL 97:1 (1978):
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2.1.4. The Manuscript

2.1.4.1. Description, Length, and Dimensions

When discovered, the Genesis Apocryphon was some-
what flattened. It had a softer; more pliable side, and
a brittle, more disintegrated side. Both ends were
brittle and crumbling."” This unevenness in the scroll’s
preservation is likely due to its lying exposed (i.e. not
inside a jar like some other scrolls) during its long
tenure in Cave 1, during which one side was more
susceptible to the environment. For this reason the
unrolled scroll alternates between better and worse
states of preservation. As expected, the manuscript
condition improves near the center of the scroll (i.e.
the higher numbered columns).

An extensive physical description of the parchment
and script is provided by Avigad and Yadin, including
a report of the strange, whitish material found covering
the lower part of cols. 10-15."* Much of this mate-
rial has now been removed by experts at the Israel
Museum, facilitating the work of Greenfield, Qimron,
Morgenstern, and Sivan in publishing these columns
in preliminary form.

The scroll currently contains four sheets of parch-
ment, which are very finely executed. The tanning,
ruling, joint stitching, and script are among the fin-

7 See the early report of Trever, “Preliminary Observations,”
15. Also Avigad and Yadin, A Genesis Apocryphon, 12—13.
% Avigad and Yadin, 4 Genesis Apocryphon, 12—13.

est found in the eleven caves at Qumran. The final
sheet of leather is worthy of note, since it is clear
that another sheet was originally sewn to it, but that
it was cut off with a sharp instrument in antiquity (it
was at the center of the rolled scroll). The motive for
this cut is unclear, and has been the cause of some
speculation.*” Whatever the reason, it is obvious that
the scroll originally included at least one more parch-
ment sheet of five or more columns. Logic would
suggest that the scroll continued at least through the
Abram and Sarai cycle.

In 1996 Morgenstern suggested that the beginning
of the scroll would have included another 14 to 15
sheets (70—105 columns!) based on the letters 8, X, and
i discovered at the top right corner of the last three
sheets.”® This proposal has not been widely accepted,
and the letters might be better explained as part of
the leather preparation process (and, therefore, having
nothing to do with the content of the scroll).

2.1.4.2. Present Condition

On May 25, 2006, I had the opportunity to examine
the manuscript in detail at the Shrine of the Book, the
Israel Museum of Jerusalem.” To the naked eye the
manuscript is now almost completely unreadable,
rendering my attempts to clarify tenuous or prob-
lematic readings largely unsuccessful. In fact, the
script has continued to deteriorate while in storage,
even in comparison with the narrowband infrared
photographs taken by Zuckerman and Bearman in
the mid 1990’s.

The ongoing deterioration of the script only (while
much of the surrounding leather remains in-tact) may
be linked to scribal use of a bronze inkwell instead of
the more well-known ceramic models.”? Other such

# The most widely proposed explanation seems to be manu-
script repairs, although this is merely speculative. For a summary
of the current views see E. Schuller, “Response to ‘Patriarchs Who
Worry about their Wives: A Haggadic Tendency in the Genesis
Apocryphon,’” in George W, E. Nickelsburg in Perspective: An Ongoing
Dialogue of Learning (2 vols.; JSJSup 80; eds J. Neusner and A. J.
Avery-Peck; Leiden: Brill, 2003), 1:209-11.

% M. Morgenstern, “A New Clue to the Original Length of
the Genesis Apocryphon,” 7S 47 (1996): 345—47.

! T would like to express my sincere thanks to Dr. Adolfo Roit-
man, current curator of the Dead Sea Scrolls at the Shrine of the
Book, who allowed me access to the manuscript, and especially to
Iréne Lewitt, who provided the most gracious of assistance (not
to mention coffee) throughout my visits to the Shrine.

%2 This idea was first suggested to me in personal communica-
tion with Dr. Hanan Eshel, of Bar-Ilan University. High levels
of copper (Cu) and lead (Pb) were found in inks from some of
the scrolls at Qumran, as Y. Nir-El and M. Broshi have shown.
They linked this phenomenon to the storage of ink in bronze,
rather than ceramic, inkwells. See Y. Nir-El and M. Broshi, “The
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inkwells are known from this region during the period,
and even from Qumran.”

The final and best preserved columns, published
by Avigad and Yadin in 1956, are now in far worse
condition than when the photographic plates for their
editio princeps were taken. Portions of the scroll (most
notably the left side of col. 17 and central parts of
col. 13) have chemically broken down, turning into a
reddish-black pitch type of material. The most well
preserved areas of leather retain a medium chestnut
color. Unfortunately, the continued corrosion of the
scroll—especially its script—makes it unlikely that
future technological advances in photography will
help salvage more of the Genesis Apocryphon’s text.
Consequently, we must rely primarily on the sets of
photographs that have already been taken.

Black Ink of the Qumran Scrolls,” DSD 3:2 (1996): 15767 [esp.
161-62]. DeVaux found one such inkwell iz situ in locus 30 at
Qumran, while a second (now part of the Scheyen collection),
more elaborate example is purported to have come from the site.
See T. Elgvin in collaboration with S. J. Pfann, “An Incense Altar
from Qumran?” DSD 9:1 (2002): 20-33. Ceramic inkwells from the
Hellenistic and Roman periods have been found in Jerusalem, Mei-
ron, Qumran, and elsewhere. See S. Goranson, “68. Inkwell,” in
Sepphoris in Galilee: Crosscurrents of Culture (eds R. Martin Nagy et al.;
Raleigh: North Carolina Museum of Art, 1996), 202.

% N. L. Khairy, “Ink-wells of the Roman Period from Jordan,”
Levant 12 (1980): 155-62. S. Goranson, “Qumran—a Hub of
Scribal Activity,” BAR 20:5 (Sept./Oct. 1994): 36-39. Elgvin in col-
laboration with Pfann, “An Incense Altar from Qumran?” 21.
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CorLumn 0

oofho i RIH[1]31 000
9#3 Haps 5102 [
vacat '[[
ohonn *1 512

R 1 ORIPNNT apnn 0 o[
T30 nan o
PYRN PHRT K501 RN RA[D

vacat

PR RIMIR K WII[
R3T oo oooh[

—/ /s /o

[who...

O XN DN

Column 0: This column has been tentatively reconstructed by B.
Zuckerman and M. O. Wise, and was subsequently incorporated
into s commentary (3rd ed.). The fragments used were those
originally published by Milik as 10Q20 in DJD 1. While I have
followed the general placement of fragments in the reconstruction,
I differ with some of the specific readings based on the excellent,
scaleable set of photographs now available through Inscriptifact
(wwwinscriptifact.com). The original readings of Milik are
incorporated into the notes where available, as are two re-readings
of the 1Q20 fragments published prior to their reconstruction:
GMT (listed as 1Q20, p. 26) and B' (listed as col. 0 of “Das
Genesis-Apokryphon,” p. 166). The material in B! is extremely
confusing, since he includes under col. 0 the beginning of some
lines from what is now termed col. 1 (= col. I in Milik!).

0.1: ooYo i RIH[1]31 ] Mil JoooRio[ ] oooo; F/AW [ ] oooo
000% oRJo. In infrared photo ISF_DO_0067 the bottom of a
lamed precedes what Milik read as a nun (I follow him, although
the top of this letter is missing). The horizontal base stroke of a
possible mem begins the next word, which is followed by a final
nun. This letter is difficult to discern unless magnified, since it
runs into the top of the lamed below it (line 2). In Zuckerman’s
drawing of the reconstructed column (cf. E, p. 115), the fragment
containing the top margin (1Q20, frg. 6) is flipped over, so that
the back side is viewed—a mistake pointed out to me by Daniel
Falk. This seems to have skewed the placement of the lamed

-
|

L I e e R

R N T N T N O N

]... and a[l]l of us from...

Jthat in every (way) we might undertake an adulterous act

] vacat
al]l that you shall...

]... you will intensify your anger and will be unrelenting, for who is there

|... the heat of your anger vacat

[ Jthe [sim]ple and the humble and the lowly ones quiver and tremble

] And now we are prisoners!

1...this

in the final word of the line, although a lamed is also present
when the fragment is flipped back to the front (approx. 1 letter
space closer to the margin line). When flipped back over, the
placement of the earlier lamed is also confirmed.

0.2: 5ap1 5122 F/AW ] Mil 89apo 91a3; B! K5apa Do

0.4: o90nn *1 5[12 ] Mil Jan™5 of; B! ]n»15 [; F/AW T H[1a
[ 7]AN. The fragment (1Q20, frg. 3) is torn at this spot, but
when placed back together a mem and a lamed are clear in the
final word. Milik’s reading of a tav to begin this word seems best,
based on the left upper and lower corners of the ink remains.
Remnants of at least one letter follow the lamed.

0.5: 9pnn B!/F/AW ] Mil Jonn; GMT Tonn. o

0.5: oR'pnM BY/F/AW ] Mil noopnni; GMT o»pnni. The
penultimate letter is too large to be a yod, and fits well the
expected shape of an aleph.

0.5: 1M Mil/B'/GMT/F ] AW 1. The vav is clear on the original
photos, as initially detected by Milik.

0.7: X231 B!'/AW ] Mil/GMT/F X'221. A crack runs from top
right to bottom left of the first three letters. When enlarged, the
left downstroke of the mem and lower right bend of the kaph are
easily seen.

0.8: RIMIR B'/F/AW ] Mil/GMT ’m’i&. The outline of a final
aleph 1s clear on ISF_DO_0665. In addition, the preceding
two letters appear to be separated, making a penultimate lav
unlikely.
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vacat | Iatenlis ﬂ'l’}?[ﬂi ]3%75000[ ] .10
R ROMI[P Jw1 mab 773 7 m joo JHNA[ ] .11
513 RTPRGA[ I& TTpoo Annn T7° A3%p v of ] .12
TANR ™7 9 oo JR3170R ™7 R[1TP]3 ARD *i9N TP iRooo[ ] .13
joo%oo KW [0 0]Tip iWoooi Too[ 15[ 15[ ] .14
7Y K51 AR i pannm [p]aY[ ] .15
vacat [ ] .16
RADY AR 1A ooooi Piarinm o[ ] .17
vacat  RMAOY 7N OTIP of ] .18
[ |/ N | 1 .19
.20-36?
10. [ ]...hasten (?), and [to] relent from your anger[ 1 vacat
11. [ ]by your anger ... since we will depart to the house of...[ |the Great [H]oly One
12. [ ]  And now your hand has drawn near to strike ...[ ]and to do away with all
13. [ ]...because he ceased his words at the [time] of our imprisonment| ]... a fire that has
appeared
14. [ ]... befo[re the Lord of | Heaven...
15. | Jth[em] and attacking from behind them. And no longer
16. [ ] vacat
17. [ ]... seeking favor and... from the Lord of Eternity
18. [ ]...before the Lord of Eternity. vacat
19-36(?).
Corumn 1
8nap: opi il ]nn ][nA ] 1
T RYWA 17 qR1 oo] ] 2
1. [ wer]e descend[in]g, and with the women
2. | ]...and also the mystery of wickedness, which

0.10: A ATY[5]1 PIRooo ] F/AW [ v]mw* jo. The reading
of F/AW is problematic. First, there is a space of 6-8 letters
between their final nun and the beginning of TTA7. Second, a
large blank space (at least that of a word break) between the
letter combinations yod-shin and shin-het would be required.
Third, what they read as the right part of a shin is clearly an
ayin in ISF_DO_00661 (the joint of the left and right strokes
is visible). Finally, the faint remains of a final nun can be seen
preceding 137,

0.13:1NnR *T 71 F/AW ] Mil 570 oooo; B! "MNK. The final
word is quite certain, but the beginning of 91 is obscured
and may be directly preceded by other letters. It does, how-
ever, fit with the use of this word at several other points in the
scroll.

0.15: ANR Mil/B'/GMT/AW ] F K. Although the resh is
slightly obscured, the upper part of the letter is far too large to
be that of a yod. . .

0.17: 13annn ] Mil/GMT Panonin; BY/F annnm; AW paannn.
The end of this word is written compactly, making the fourth
and fifth letters difficult to read. The /et and nun (as separate
letters) are quite clear on an enlargement of ISF_DO_00661,
with the following letter being either a gimel (with the lower
extension of its vertical stroke hidden by the bottom, horizontal

stroke of the preceding nun), or a nun. I find a nun to be more
likely based on physical remains, meaning, and context.

Column 1: This column has been pieced together from several

—_

disjoined pieces of the manuscript. The ends of lines 1-22 (i.e.
the left edge of col. 1) are found along the right edge of the
fragment containing col. 2. The beginning of lines 6-13 are
preserved in Milik’s 1020, frg. 1, Col. II. The so-called Trever
Fragment accounts for the remainder of the column, from lines
23-29. Because several fragments are involved, this column has
been the object of several critical mistakes in line numbering
and word placement. These are noted below.

1: 8napa opi i]Ans KA ] B! &nap ol [L.]; BP [L]

RNARI 0P 1; MQS/F/AW KNAP3 0P joIm3 Rooo[; GMT
NXNav1 o [...]. The top of what MQS/F/AW read as a vav
in JoINJ is actually cut off, and is followed by a vertical stroke
with a foot at the bottom. I have, therefore, read this as a tav,
after which there is room for a yod, thus forming a peal pl. part.
of NNl “descend.” This fits well with contemporaneous stories
surrounding the cohabitation of the “sons of God” with the
“daughters of mankind,” recounted in Gen 6:1—4 (cf. 1 En. 6-7;
Jub. 4:15; 6:1-3). I notes the visible downstroke of the gopk in the
word 8NaP1 (p. 120), which is clearly seen in IMneg. 3854. The
readings of B'/B? are to be excluded on paleographic grounds.
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TR PY[
Py RO R]IAR Y[
RY of

TV K30 of
TR IR RT[
39937 {Poo[

i 150[
nep |
5Y 7 oo
H[R
[
Tl

the day whi|[ch

are all your sons, and[

PN o s
m

9. medicines, acts of sorcery, and divi[nations
10. the earth, and that I will seek to...[

11. the deed that until n[ow

12. the dry land, to establish|

13. T have given all of them [

14-17.

1.3: pnp[ 1 B! pnp[; B® pnw[; MQS 1[; F {Ao[; AW o[, The
ayinis relatively clear on IMneg. 3854, although a s/in should not
be ruled out absolutely. It is certainly not a samekh, as transcribed
by AW.

1.4: Tn MQS/F/AW, the letters \nWo[ precede i*y'rfs/ﬁ RY. This
is apparently a mistake first made by MQS, and followed by I
and AW, in which letters belonging to_the previous line were
included on this line instead (i.c. my ’NY[ of the previous note).
The mistake is apparently attributable to IMneg. 3853, on which
a fragment from line 3 is askew; and appears to be part of this
line. The correct placement is clear on all other photographs.
Very little remains before the word RY, certainly not enough to
read confidently the letters suggested.

1.4: PYTAB!/F]1 MQS/GMT/AW PWn; B AN, The last word
of this line is uncertain, despite the lack of indicators to this
effect in some previous editions (neither B' nor F include
diacritical marks above the final two letters). Only the top of
the first letter remains, and it does not have the flat, horizontal
stroke expected of a tav. The dalet and ayin are certain. The
penultimate letter has a vertical tear through it, but appears to
be a yod. Although the lower part of the final nun is difficult to
discern, itis visible on IMneg. 3853 (which is the best photograph
of this word).

1.7: MQS/F/AW have mistakenly skipped a line here. Their lines
6 and 8 (my line 7) clearly follow one another in the photographs,
and account for a disagreement in our line numbering until 1.23
(cf. note below). B”s numbering is correct for those portions
of col. 1 not originally included in Mil’s 1Q20. However, B!

1.
1.

—_—

Ju—

—_

] 3

] 4

] 5

In 6
Tror 7
8

i p3%a 51
WM pavA pRnd 9
Jo% 3paR 71 RYIR .10

WA I T R .11
Je¥pnb xowr 12
] 3 A 13

] .14

15-17

Jtimes, and the mystery that
Jw[e ]did not make known
]... not

]... until

|the mystery, whether they

]... great...,

] part of

]...which is upon
] see,
Jand if

inexplicably places Mil’s col. II (the right side of col. 1 elsewhere)
in his col. 0! The problem remains uncorrected in B.

7:1R ] B'17; B® 1°[. The aleph is clear, especially on IMneg. 3853.
10: 0% AR *T1 ] Mil Y Poooon; BI(0:26) 5 Yooo; F poin
0900; AW 09 pooomn. On ISF_DO_0067 several unidentified
letters can be made out. What all others have read as a tav 1
have broken into a vav and dalet, since the initial vertical stroke
is leaning to the left and does not have the left leg expected of
a tav. The ink of this word appears very blurred on the original
photos, but is clarified by infrared photography.

A1 RT2 GMT/F/AW ] Mil 3iarp; BY(0:27) Raw.
A1 w]3 7Y ] F 1]72p. The three letters are close together,

but the bottom of a kaph for the third letter is clear on ISF_
DO_0067. There is no paleographic evidence for the bottom
horizontal stroke of I”s bet. Another possible reading is 37
“[they] arranged.”

.12: B9pab RPW 2’ ] BY(0:28) DpnY 8Rnwar; Mil/GMT/F/AW

o 00@7'3'7 KNI Both 8RNW1Y and KRNW2’ are paleograph-
ically possible, but the latter makes much better sense following
the E)oroepf)sition 537 at the end of line 11. The final three letters
of O™PNY are uncertain, with only their very top portions
remaining,

.13:15%3 N3 ] Mil [900001; B'(0:29)/F 533 &M, AW 190007,

There are horizontal rips through both words, making this
reading far from sure. More letters are required than the readings
of Mil/B!/F provide, and it appears that two words should be
read on ISF_DQO_03796, 00661, and 00665. The letters with

circlets are speculative, and the final nun certain.
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WISy of
iO[ ]OOOOO OOOOO[
vacat O[
PN POR jio00[
[ ]ooo\oy &000'7[
177 1RoWAT PTo0d o[
RWw3a 5135 HHpH ofkoo[
K1 MOW 1Y nbwna 13R[
RAY nIRNS nnAh RYIRY[
RYIRD RWIR  TAPAY RN o[
Xwa 5105 a1 Tap o[
[ ]ooo 05[

18.
19.
20.
21.
29
23,
24,
25.
26.
27.
28.
29-36(?).

18: PW3AY o 1 MQS/F/AW joo REOR[; BY | RYY. F/AW
have followed MQS without revision, but I see no evidence
for either their initial aleph, or their word break, on any of the
photographs. A partial letter stands before the lamed, but there
appears to be enough room for a word break between the two. A
peh is assured following the lamed (contra B%), and in IMneg. 3853
and 3854#1 a shin is quite clear in the ante-penultimate position.
The letter between the peh and shin is blurred, but appears to be
a gimel in the same two photographs. B¥’s reading is untenable.

1.23: Here begins the Trever fragment. The line numbering
is uncertain from this point forward, since the fragment is a
floating piece with no obvious join with the rest of the column.
I have left one line between MQS/F’s line 22 and 23, since the
join there does not look correct, and the letter remains do not
clearly line up (the lamed in particular). The same arrangement
is employed by B%. MQS/F have mistakenly left an empty line
between lines 23 and 25, which directly follow one another
on the fragment. Judging by the drawing on p. 116 of his

J—

.18
.19
20
21
22
23
24
25
.26
27
.28

O b e e e e e e )

[S]
\
o .
D
O

]... for (those) striking against (?)
]
] vacat
]...them a strong bond
]... ...and from
]... and as a curse for all flesh

Jthe Lord, and by messengers he sent to you

]to the earth, and to go down to strengthen the people

]...what to do. Mankind to the earth
Jhe did to them, and also to all flesh

commentary, it is surprising that F does not employ dots above
any of the letters. My emendations of this and following lines
are based on IMneg. 6 X 6.

24: RIW2 925 5P GMT/F/B3 /AW ] B? Rooob nH SHop.
The reading is certain.

25: mhw nab mbwna F 1 MQS/GMT/AW 1125 jnbwna
mHw; B* nbw 1129 15WAAN. The fet is clear for both words
on IMneg. 6 X 6, neither letter containing the short, leftward
overhang of the top cross-stroke expected of a heh. B¥s kaph is
undoubtedly a mem.

.26: NIARAY 1 MQS/GMT/AW oon o RiY; F oobR 119.; B?
1 8nY. There is a crack running horizontally through the word,
obscuring some of its letters. When IMneg. 6 X 6 is enlarged,
however, most letters can be discerned with certainty.

27: o[ 1 MQS/F/AW [T RH; B® pw[7an. The letter
preceding yod does not have the left downstroke characteristic of
an ayin. It appears instead to have the upper, horizontal stroke
common of resh or dalet.

—

—_

—

—_
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CoLumn 2

[ 1155815 &P3F pwrTp i KRORMA Y 0 7 253 NAYA IR KA
] vacat RIT ROW S anwn HYy 13

[ 15 nn]RI TANIR wRna 5y nHyi ndnany b nIR pIRa
[ 5 ]Y 12 TOna RMA 7902 ROPA TP RIR oo
[ Jin amnn Rowipa 892 T Paw 1A [0 Tn]
[ 73R 892 RTN PaT723 8D APIAN [ROWIPpa]
] 3723 89 POHAN MY vwipa Ty by 910 TOna

[ 10321 N55n My 9PN PONa NNIR WIRNA IR

[ Joo Joox NI HY 79 937 N KM MR R NAANY
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O XN DD N

N

N
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Then suddenly it occurred to me that the conception was from Watchers, and the seed from Holy Ones,

and to Nephil[in ]

and my mind wavered concerning this infant. vacat

Then I, Lamech, was upset, so I approached Batenosh my wife and sa[id to her ]
...I bear witness by the Most High, by the Mighty Lord, by the King of all A[ges ]
[one of | the sons of Heaven, until you recount truthfully everything for me, whether| ]
you must recount [truthfully] for me, without lies. The son (born) from you is unique (?) | ]

by the King of all Ages until you will speak truthfully with me, without lies.[ ]
Then Batenosh my wife spoke with me very harshly, and wept[ ]

and she said, “O my brother and my husband, recall for yourself my pleasure...| ]

Column 2: The first of the columns originally published by AY, col.

2 has been widely commented upon, accounting for the many
sources cited in the textual notes. Col. 2 exists on a single leaf of
parchment, detached from the “soft side” of the scroll by Trever
in 1949. Photos for this column are found in the AY, IMneg,
and BZ collections.

1 ROR™MA AY/J/MBE/Pu/GMT/F/AW ] Kut RPIR™; B!

RI{R}IN; Qim! RIIR™M. Kutscher’s suggestion is impossible
based on available space. Although Qimron’s reading is
attractive on linguistic grounds, the left leg of what I read as tav
appears too close (and the foot too short) to the following aleph to
be a nun. Since an Aramaic form similar to ours is known from
110tgJob 4:9 MNN™N), it seems that in this line we find the
standard Aramaic word, while that employed in 2.15 (RI1"™37)
is a Hebraism.

L RPIE Qim'/F/AW J AY R[00]7; J/GMT 8™; MBE X791,

B! 817; B? 817/8177. The readings of B' and MBE are incorrect
based simply on space considerations and the letter remains. B
is no improvement. Qimron was the first to point out that what
is read by AY/J/GMT as a heh is actually the combination zayin-
resh. Indeed, the upper horizontal stoke of the rest is visible on
BZ1-2T, as is the following ayin, which is split apart by a crack
in the leather.

41795 RIR T AY/F 791 RIR; Pu T°R[1] non[o]o; B! T3 Roo;

J/GMT/AW Ty 1R, The reading of J/GMT/AW is the
least likely, since what they transcribe as mem does not have the
horizontal bottom stroke required of that letter in BZ1-2T
or IMneg. 3853 (their reading seems to favor grammatical
considerations over the physical evidence). Puech reads the aleph
as part of the following word (i.e. a 1 sg. aph‘el imperf.), which is
grammatically possible. However, the word break discerned by
all others is quite clear, and the imperfect would seem strange

in this context (direct speech to Batenosh). The preceding letters
of his reading also do not look correct to me. I largely agree
with the readings of AY/F/B!, but opt for a yod instead of vav in
Y. F noted the enigmatic nature of this form, which he leaves
untranslated, and argues that the preceding letters 8IX cannot
be the 1 sg. pers. pro. (as J/GMT/AW and I read), since in this
period it always ends with /eh. In his discussion of orthography
(p- 263), however, he notes the substitution of aleph for an
expected heh in numerous other places, raising the possibility
that this was a scribal slip based on phonetics. The form RIX
is widespread in subsequent Palestinian Aramaic (cf. Sokoloff,
DJPA, p. 64). F also observed that “some word like ‘swear to me’
1s expected before NHYa 1 tentatively take TV to be a (unique)
denominative part. related to the noun TV “witness, bearer of
testimony.”

2.6: RTN ] AY/J/GMT/F/AW K71; B* 97N. The final two letters

are very clear on the plate of AY and IMneg. 3854#1. The top
of the initial /et is clearly visible in IMneg. 3854 and 3854#1,
but is difficult to discern in AY’s plate. The letters following this
word can be seen on the IMneg. photos.

2.9: 79 937 1 AY/J/F/GMT/AW T9937; B! 79°27. What all

others have read as one word may justifiably be split into two
based on the very close spacing between words elsewhere in the
scroll (e.g Y M5Yiin 2.3 and NA TIRY in 2.23). The right horn
of the dalet is clear in BZ1-2T.

2.10: ©iNA J/Pu/F/GMT/AW ] B! ©Tip. Either reading is

possible, since the text is badly damaged here (although one
would not gather this from J/GMT). Yet, the overall ink remains
seem to fit DIN3 slightly better. The best photograph is IMneg.
3854#1, in which the downstroke of a goph appears tenable
in the first position. It may well be that neither suggestion is
correct.
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[ Jooo I[3MN]R K912 LWIPA MIRT RAITI 1Y NNWHN XMWY DI .10
[ ] vacat AWK IR HY 125 w1 ]Hi3 RI[ ] .11
[ 71333 *HY "0IR INWRK 7T NNIR WERAA DT .12

[ AR &1 10 & 90809 SHnn mp1 RAMD D0IR IR .13
[ Rn]w 7503 RI7 RWTTHA TH MIR RNAR Y 14
[ 17 IR™MA NaR: 7am 7 RN AN T RYT AN T 15
[ohe 8nb PlawmaSnm RO Py m Ry Ry 16

[FaN Jo 835y 172 7 onwY RIw THY RITD TOIR .17

[ vacat TRy 855nn vwipa .18
noa
[T1am5 N 175 8511 ar mowinn Sy b maR pra .19

[RWTR DM JooT1 BT K1 Y72 P RARA AN RYIDV TIAR .20

[ MR 15NN Ynw T K512 AR A9 »Oa nATY 21

[

&OWIPA X913 a0 PTanG AR Tk 5P B9 .22

10. in the heat of the moment, and my panting breath! I [am telling] you everything truthfully...[ ]

1. [ ]... entirely.” Then my mind wavered greatly within me. vacat

12. Now when Batenosh my wife saw that my demeanor had changed because of [my] ang[er ]

13. Then she controlled her emotions and continued speaking with me. She was saying to me, “O my
husband and my brother,| ]

14. my pleasure. I swear to you by the Great Holy One, by the King of He[aven ]

15. that this seed is from you, and from you this conception, and from you the planting of [this]
fruit[ ]

16. and not from any stranger, nor from any of the Watchers, nor from any of the sons of Hea[ven.
Why is the appearance of ]

17. your face changed and contorted like this, and your spirit...[ Jupon you like this? | I]

18. am speaking truthfully with you. vacat [ ]

19. Then I, Lamech, ran to Methuselah my father and [t]ol[d] him everything| to Enoch]

20. his father in order to learn everything from him with certainty, since he is a beloved and ...[
and with the Holy Ones]

21. is his lot apportioned, for they make everything known to him. When Methusel[ah my father]
heard| ]

22. he ran to Enoch his father to learn everything truthfully from him| ]

2.11: 85133 R[] AY Ko [; ] 0o9[; Pu/B!/F X191 [. When

2.90: JooM ] AY ] 9% J/GMT/AW 593, B! ]; F 23], At least

enlarged, IMneg. 3854 and 3854#1 show clearly that there is
no letter between the lamed and aleph at the end of the word.
The first two letters of the last word have the long, horizontal
base strokes expected of a bet, kaph, or mem. Puech asserts that
this word is “précédé sans doute” by TV, although the negative
imprint of an aleph is quite plain.

2.17: 835 1 AY/J/B'/GMT/F/AW 83%p. T am convinced
that the penultimate letter is a kaph, and not a bet. R9Y seems
paleographically preferable when IMneg. 3854 and 3854#1 are
enlarged (although a bet cannot be ruled out absolutely), and
mirrors the syntax used earlier in the line. A plene spelling is also
used for this suffix in 5.9 (where it is subsequently corrected) and
20.26 (with a keh), showing that it was pronounced “k%a” by the
scribe/community who wrote or copied the scroll. This type of
ending is common in Qumran Hebrew (see Qimron, Hebrew of

the Dead Sea Scrolls, pp. 58-9).

one letter can be seen following the 7esh, but the ink is blurred
severely. Puech noted that J/GMT/AW’s reading “est une
lecture paléographiquement exclue,” with which I agree. There
is not the sweeping right to left downward stroke expected of an
ayin, but a more vertical stroke (possibly the gimel suggested by
F). In any case, the basic idea suggested by both J and I seems
plausible (i.e. a word roughly parallel to B'117).

2.22: TuA 5P 0 F/B¥ 1 AY | TuRd; J/GMT/AW Tunb 0.

Two facts are fairly clear: 1) there is a space between the lamed
and T1M; 2) there are at least four letters preceding 1M at the
beginning of the line. This rules out the readings of AY/]J/
GMT/AW, while leaving F/B¥s proposal quite tenable. The
ayin is more easily discerned than the preceding 2 (or 3) letters,
which are highly speculative.
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[ RYIR PPY ANAWR jAMm b A TIRS vy nmya .23
[ D]AR 5 MR T A RN OAR R AR TURY NR[1] .24

[ 1500135 mnx RIRY T HY 1A HRT 79 BRI H 0o ] 25
[ 1755 T .26
[ ]000'7 0% 97
.28-36?

23. his will. And he went through the length of the land of Parvain, and there he found the end of [the]
ea[rth ]

24. [and] he said to Enoch his father, “O my father and my lord, I have co[me] to you[ ]
25. [ ]...to me, and I say to you, do not to be angry that I came here to s[eek] you[ out ]
26. fearful of you| ]
27-36(?).

CoLumn 3

2.23:

RY [ ] .1
RINRY R jook HI3 [ ] 2
AR T A R| ] 3
[ ] not

2.23: A TIRY J/BI/F 1 AY nATIRY; Du-So/Gre TP N,
dMed 0 PIRS; MBE Na7IR85; GMT napaxd; AW nananb.
The readings of GMT and AW are easily dismissed on physical
grounds, since more than one letter would be required between
the goph and tav of GMT, and the lower extension of a final
letter form is seen clearly in the third or fourth space (contra
AW). It appears that AW have strictly followed MBE’s (p. 41,
n. 1) suggestion that these letters represent the word Na2IR
“the upper layer, stratum (of the three).” Not even Milik,
however, ignored the final kaph, confessing that his reading was
“in spite of the final form of the Kaph in the middle of a word
(which does occur occasionally in the script of the Qumran
manuscripts).” He ignored to mention, however, that this practice
never occurs elsewhere in the Genesis Apocryphon, which may
have caused GMT to propose the even less plausible napRb.
The other readings (except for AY; cf. note on 2.9 above) are
also paleographically untenable, in addition to being unlikely
on other grounds (cf. Ligneé, Textes, pp. 223-5; and F, p. 137 for
discussion). These words are fairly clear on IMneg, 3854#1, and
F’s interpretation remains the most reasonable.

]’ﬁDE:} AY/J/B'/F/GMT/AW ] vdW 189, See E pp.
136-7 for discussion.
2.23: RYIIR PPY 1 AY ] 9; J/F/GMT/AW *mar] Tund; B!
] ARY. The word PP is surprisingly clear at the end of this
line in BZ1-2T. Although TIMS makes good sense here, it is
surprising that this reading has been perpetuated, since even the
plates of AY show it to be untenable on paleographic grounds.
My reading is supported by the parallel in 1 En. 106:8, “And
when Methuselah heard the words of his son, he came to me at
the ends of the earth.”

2.

No

N

N

25: [

] all ... and not for the length
Jfor in the days of Jared my father

25:90KRTH T AY/FAARI[ 19[;J/GMT “nRi[; B! 9nR ¥ J[3;
AW 1K | 7. The lamed is much closer to IR than it seems
in the transcriptions of AY and F, with only one small letter
separating them. This also renders the proposals of B' and AW
untenable.

25: BRI Gin/J/GMT/F/AW ] AY 937; B' H81. Both 537

and Y87 are materially possible, but the latter is preferable
on grammatical grounds. B"s proposal may stem from his
misreading of the preceding AR (without the vav and following
), which then forced him to provide a vav, rather than a dalet,
to make sense of the phrase. Here the dalet introduces direct
discourse (cf. F, p. 138). Ginsberg argues that this word is written
Junctim with the following T30, but this is quite unlikely.

25: RIAY B'/Qim!/F 1 AY/J/GMT/AW 83:15. Qimron finds

this reading materially preferable, although the word is blurred
and difficult to read. His suggestion finds support in the 1IN
of 22.28. It is truly remarkable that those including diacritical
marks in their text do not make use of them here. Happily, the
meaning remains the same in either case.

ﬁ:‘l‘a 1 AY ]5; ] 0000Y; B! TARY; GMT/AW TJoood; F
7]5. The readings of B! and F can be excluded with certainty,
since the second letter has a bottom, horizontal stroke not
characteristic of an aleph or final kaph. The extended downstroke
of the last letter assures that it is a final form.

Column 3: This column is very badly damaged, with the most

helpful photos being the BZ set. There are a number of lines
in the lower portion of this column (cf. BZ3-4B or IMneg. x
86-4447) that have not been transcribed by MQS, F, AW, or B?.
They contain little readable text.
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"3 an® oojooo| 15[
vacat
v TP oooo|
ﬁﬁt') '[51 joo¥o Roo igOOOS ooots[
0oooo 9P[  Joflo [R]WIR N3 Rooo[
RANI RYIR DY 17375 0000
?'Ol' KA AR oooo[
NPAR DR TR 8598 NI TR
518 a1 AAP M 0oo RYIN Mioo[
2733 R "7 VIWPA Roofo[
]’ooo'? o Jooo[ ]oo'? '70[
obo00Yo i:xoo 000Y fgfjj I'oo 8T p:fﬁ oo[
b;‘] ?OOO 0000 &535 OO?‘:" OOOOO[
Rooo OPi RYIR 513 3555 ¥ RiA[

vacat

[
[Heaven| (were) dwelling [

16.
17.
18.
19-23.

[u—
N
| T s T s T e T e T s B s B s IO s O e A s B s B |

3.4:°32Pan ] MQS/F/AW *3a P[; B3 232 137 The bet of my Pan®
is easily discernable on BZ3—4T, ruling out the transcription
of B

3.10: R WIRA ] MQS/AW RAY 9ARo; F /D &PIRo; B
R 51 R[. The yod at the end of the first word is quite clear
when enlarged, and there is not enough room to accommodate an
aleph before the following lamed (contra F). The question remains
as to what this word may mean. MQS does not translate it, and
AW’s translation, “lower for this sea,” fails to convince. I believe
that it must either be the noun YR “land, earth” plus the 1 sg.
possessive suffix (“my land”), or a peal inf. const. of the verb YIIR
“visit, happen upon,” also followed by the 1 sg. suffix (lit. “in my
happening upon”). I have opted for the former because of the
frequent use of RYIR throughout this section and the scroll in
general. The following J7 is used alternately as both the near
(“this”) and far (“that”) demonstrative pronoun in the scroll. B¥s
suggestion is not plausible.

[ Y

SRR S JINN

]

]

]

]

]

] .9
] .10
] .11
1 .12
] .13
] .14
] .15
] .16
] .17
] .18

19-23

]...the sons of
] vacat
]...until the day of
]... ... and they will be for you
]...the houses of manki[nd]...[

]...will be over all the earth

]and upon...

]...in my land to that sea
]...he will place all of it as one fruit. The earth
]...the earth...he called his people. Now go
]... ...truthfully that without lies

1. 1.0 ]...

]... And... reaches as a spring to...

]... everything ...with

] he is the one who will divide the entire earth, and with...

] vacat

3.11: RYIR DO MQS/F/AW ] B® RYIR W[, All four letters of
D'W” are read with confidence on IMneg. x 86-4447, 4453.

3.12: NAY ] B® 8YIR. B¥s reading is not correct. Perhaps he is
referring to the clear YR earlier in the line?

3.15: 09000ho koo 000 PP joo RT ] B* IrRM FANK 10
053, The text is in very poor shape here. Apart from the initial
11, the only word of B? containing any plausibility is the last. His
overall reading falls several letters short of the number required
by the available space.

3.17: PRoooo OPi RYIR 513 3559 ] MQS/F/AW 8YIR 513 53]
Joooo Doo; B® pPooonn D71 RYIR 912 KYAL Scrutiny of
BZ3-4M and IMneg. x 86-4447, 4453 reveals that B? has read
the first word incorrectly. The gimel is especially decisive in this
regard. The ayin of OPi is also quite clear, and the bet and dalet
of B® may be dismissed on material grounds—there is no base
stroke for the first letter, while the second clearly has a break in
the top (i.e. the valley between the two strokes of my ayin).
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jlooo HIRAM Rooo PAo[ ] .24
[ ] .25
112 MY ]WINNY 2 oo M| ] .26
[ vl 01 Haw 793 RSw[innb am ] .27
[ 0% 533 [*]7 AY[ ]o5M% 100 ] .28
[ Jooo P95 Aooooco B[P BWY A4 [A]5[ 1N ] .29
[ 17 791 00 ] .30
[ ]oooo 00000 500 N}?D ][D] feYeYe} Doo[ ] 31
[ Jo% amm Poo 0opol[ Joo oW ioo BPi Roo TP[ ] .32
.33-36
24. | ]... and for food...
25. | ]
26. [ ]... he gave to Methus|[elah his son ]
27. [ and he gave to Methu]selah his son understanding and...[ ].--[ ]
28. [ ... . Jto him th[at] in every sea| ]
29. [ Jthe Lord[ will give]to [him] for an ever[las]ting name... ... forests ...[ ]
30. [ ]...and unt|il ]
31 [ ]... [frJom the womb... . ]
32. [ Juntil...and on his... name (?)...[ ]... and he gave to...[ ]
33-36.
Corumn 4
NI 3 oooo Joooo ooflo AT .1
[ 150 oL Jooo%oo [ Joor RASI A[ Jo¥00 j30 RPodo Rioowi .2
ROWRAT W coor oYY 5135 TP[ Tooo[ THoo H95 .3
41
1. Now... | ]...  they will cause much trouble
2. and... .| ]...and why...[ ]... ...[ ]
3. above... | 1.-- ]... for all ages... ...much, and the evil
4-10.

3.24: {looo HIRAY 1 MQS/F/AW 15099, The reading of
MQS/F/AW cannot be correct. It is clear on BZ3—4M that
there are three letters between the two lameds, and there is
far too much space for the second lamed to be followed by the

of the present sheet of parchment. By following the left margin
we are able to determine that, like the next sheet, it contained
36 lines per column. The BZ photos and IMneg. 3838 are most
helpful.

pronominal suffix J37- alone. The mem and aleph are quite clear,  4.1: ]}J:'ﬁ 1 MQS/AW jno; F jn. There is clearly a letter before

while the kaph could also be a bet.

3.29: "9 ] This word is very clear on BZ3-4B, with the only
question being whether the final letters are 13 or 11 (I first read
the latter, but the foot of the left leg required by a tav seems
to be missing). I have settled tentatively on the former, which I
translate as the plural of 7" “forest, reed marsh,” and which
may again allude to the dominion over creation given to Noah.

what I read as a kaph (and the others as a mem), contra F. Due
to a crack in the leather running through the word in BZ3—4T,
the tops and bottoms of the letter are unaligned. However,
the sloping line on the left side of MQS/F/AW’s mem has a
noticeable convex shape to it, suggesting that it is, rather, the
right stroke of an ayin. Indeed, the top of the ayin’s left stroke can
be seen next to the top of the final nun in the photographs.

The latter option (i.e. with a faz) would comprise a suffixed verbal ~ 4.1: *3& ] B® "W. Either reading is possible, but it is astonishing

form from " “study, work” (i.e. “I studied them”), also possible
in this context. Reading 1 "5 as two words (... to me citics”)
1s unlikely, since the yod/vav runs directly into the ayin.

Column 4: This is another poorly preserved column, of which only
some parts along the outer edges remain. It is the last column

that B?® has not included any diacritical marks. The second letter
is almost completely missing in every available photograph, yet
the remaining right, slanting stroke appears to me to be that of
a gimel.
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ow ]'ooo foo[
RYIR "2IR i 179 of
000000[

ootﬁooo ]1n’5§7[

11.

12. of the Great H[o]ly One, and an end |

I decided to enact judgment and ju[stice] upon [

ARAMAIC TRANSCRIPTION WITH ENGLISH TRANSLATION

159 [0aw]Al 7 7apnh min .11
1 PP RIV RO [T T .12

B Ry .13

] .14

.15-36

]... the name
]...them from the face of the earth

13. not..[ ]...

14. [ | upon them...
15-36.
CoLumN 5

[ Joooo 513 9931H &5%A3 {inHi3 any .1
KA 7 5[ = ]a mowinn T vacat 2
w20 [R]3[ Jocoo TUAMIR™MIRATT 3
of 17O mimH ey 4
[ Joo RN RY RATAT 5
[1n Joooo 85 .6
[ Jooo VWIPAI[  Joooo A ARI A TR DA MR 7
1. He wrote all of them in the scroll as a remembrance, all...[ ]
2. vacat Now to you, Methuselah [my] so[n ]... of this
3. child, for when I, Enoch,... [ In[ot] from the sons
4. of Heaven, but from Lamech your son | ]...
5. and in resemblance he is not...[ ]
6. andnot... [ because of |
7. his appearance your son Lamech was afraid, and also from... [  Jand truly... [ ]

4.11: 72905 MQS/F/AW ] B Tap5. B® has not transcribed the
mem, which is evident on all photographs.

4.12: 1 ﬁﬁz; 1 MQS/F/AW 'S[ B? 11 177[. The lower stroke of
a final letter at the end of the second word is readily seen on
IMneg. 3838.

Column 5: This column begins a new sheet of parchment
containing columns of 36 lines. The majority of preserved text
for this column adjoins the right margin. A small peh, written
in a different scribal hand, may be seen in the top, righthand
corner of the sheet. This, along with similar markings in the
same corner of cols. 10 and 17 (both also at the beginning of
new parchment sheets), must have been part of the manuscript
preparation process. All three letters were written rather
crudely in comparison to the neat hand of the scribe(s) of this
manuscript, and were first noted by M. Morgenstern, “A New
Clue to the Original Length of the Genesis Apocryphon,”
34-47.1do not see a need to presume that the sheets comprising
this manuscript began with the letter aleph, as Morgenstern
claims. It seems more likely that the letters were by penned
by those who initially prepared the leather, in order to assure
proper joinery. One might envision a large stack of such sheets
from which some were taken (beginning with the next letter in

the stack) when a new manuscript was commissioned. For more
on the manuscript preparation process see Tov, Scribal Practices
and Approaches, pp. 14-16, 33-43.

5.1: {if713 2n:1 ] MQS/F/AW J500 an; BY pirhp nanan.
The reading of B? is implausible for two reasons: 1) where he
has the combination tav-space-ayin there is clearly a letter with
a flat, horizontal base stroke (my kaph), followed by a yod/vav; 2)
there is no yod between the lamed and heh.

5.1t fﬁ%?b R5%A3 ] This is a highly speculative reading, since there
is a crack running through the entire phrase in BZ4-5T and the
correct alignment of letters is difficult to ascertain. Further work
on this hne may yield more certain results.

5.3: TR 1 I follow the reading of AY (18), B! et al. with some
reservation. In support of this proposal, the 1 sg pronoun is
typically followed by a proper name (but cf. 5.9).

5.5: 81TAT B* ] MQS/GMT/F/AW K773, The horizontal top
stroke of the bet (as opposed to sloping stroke of a mem) is clear
on BZ4 5T

5.7: ®WIP21 B* ] Although I follow B? here, the reading is extremely
tenuous (more than B¥s transcription sug;g;csts) His foregoing
words, [17 8]37, appear unlikely.
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[ ] - vacat cooo ST MIN VYIPA .8
IR

[ ]oooo owiwn oob[  *]7 B3 AINA AR 79 M3 9nR MR {N}:‘7 w9

[ paw] 33 {30 K150 1B[wIi[pa &ev]ow 199 Fa[ *7 1772 TaY Anr v .10

[ Jo 75 37K VAW TAWY H11 RYIRA MR .11

[ RW]AWI MY RAITI A 8201 DIRD .12

[ 15 cooooh RifY M 7T RADY .13

[ ]9t n &Y 14

[ Joooo BoaR .15

[ 15309 frwanw? pIRa 8O .16

[ Joopoonh HANKRAYI Pan kY .17

[ 17 9p p7ay ww onn Ay .18

[ Jooo A coo BAA HAY S 1ipHYS .19
8. truly trusting that... vacat [ ]

9. Now I am talking to you, my son, and making known to you all th[at

], then truthfully... [ ]

10. Go, say to Lamech your son,[ “The chill[d is t]r[ul]y from you [and |n[ot] from the sons| of

Heaven...” ]
11. and his heights (?) on the earth, and every act of judgment I will entrust to him...[ ]
12. he lifted his face to me and his eyes shone like [the] su[n ]

13. this child is a light, and he...[

14. the seed from a stranger|

15. ... [

16. Then they will be ensnared and destroyed [

17. forever, giving according to their impurity to...
18. doing much violence, they will act (thus) until|
19. they will boil over, and every path of violence...

5.8: 0000 MQS/F/AW ] B® 0*tA. The letters have a large, hori-
zontal crack running through them, and are unreadable. At
best, B¥’s reading should be viewed as a reconstruction.

5.9: VYIPA T™ oob[ 1]T I3 AIAA ] MQS/AW TR JiAA
VWIRa; F owipa M [inn; BS vwipa ™ HRw 1]T 513 mnn.
The transcrlptlon of Fis mlslcadlnU since there are at least two
intervening words between 7112 and vwIipa (not 1nclud1ng the
supralinear ™ TR). B? is incorrect in reconstructing 5[’&1&7 since
there are clearly one or two letters placed between the lamed and
vwIpa.

5.11; ]o 119 3R BIW ] MQS/F/AW [Pnw 1a]; B 5am Ny
5R[*]TM. The initial shin is plainly visible in BZ4-5M and
IMneg. x 864445, ruling out the reconstruction of MQS/F/
AW. B%s conﬁdent reading is unwarranted, and a simple let-
ter count proves it incorrect. It is relatively clear that the first
word contains the letters for VO, although the peh is least cer-
tain. The following words are less sure—the aleph may actually
belong with V2, the bet could also be a peh, and there may
be a word break after the lamed. Whatever the case, the initial
word indicates a different implication for this line than that first
suggested by MQS or B, revealing that Noah, not the giants or
Watchers, is the subject.

5.12: "2 MQS/F/A\V] B? 12 The second letter is certainly a yod/
vav. See IMneg. x 86—4445.

from...[

— e e e e g

5.14: 9% 1 RPIT ] B® ] 10 0ooRA. For a similar expression see
2.15-16.

5.16: {i930% jwanw® M (margin) ] MQS/F/AW 1Wanw
{i%ang&i; B 1903am pwanw’. Examining IMneg. x 86-4445,
it is clear that M (followed independently by B is correct in
transcribing a yod rather than an aleph for the imperfect prefixes
of these two verbs. There is not enough room, however, for both
bet and heh hetween the tav and lamed of B¥s ]1513ﬂ’1

3.17: '(1'IDND\DD 1 MQS/F/AW OOOWJ B? IT'II'INDUJ B%s read-
ing is pleographically plausible, but remains far from certain.
The first letter appears to be a kaph rather than a bet.

5.18: ww GMT/B* ] MQS/F/AW R3W. In BZ4-5M the yod of
3@ has a vertical crack running through it, and is also blurred,
making it appear larger than a typical yod. This has resulted in

MQS/E/AW’s tenuous aleph.

5.19: Tip9W° B* 1 MQS/F/AW P01, The suggestion of B?is con-
firmed by IMneg. x 86—4445, where the tops of all of the letters
are discernible. Especially notable is the top of the shin, where
the join between the left, upright stroke and the short, interme-
diate stroke is visible. A question lingers regarding a noticeable
basestroke standing between the lamed and goph, which remains
unaccounted for in my transcription.
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[Tn55

20. And now I am making known to you, my son,
21. your son make known by this mystery all...[
22. will be done in his days. And look,...[

23. blessing the Lord of All...[

24. When Methuselah heard [my] w{ords

25. and he spoke with Lamech his son of a mystery[

26. And when I, Lamech, h[eard

27. rejoicing that from me [the] Lor[d of ... ] had brought forth|

28. vacat [
29. A [c]o[p]y of the book of the words of Noah [
30-36.

5.20: M3 F/B® ] MQS/GMT/C/AW 133, The resh is relatively
sure on both BZ4-5M and IMneg. x 86-4445. However, what
MQS/GMT/AW read as zayin appears to be more plausibly a
od based on the larger head and shorter downward extension
typical of the latter. ™32 also fits better the normal syntax of the
scroll.

5.22: K11 72PN ] MQS/F/AW Ki1i 721 no; B? 1T K721 No.
BZ4-5M reveals that the illegible letter of MQS/F/AW/B? is
a yod. According to their reading, this would have to be the defi-
nite object marker I", which is not found elsewhere in the scroll.
It is preferable to read this as a 3 m. sg. impf. ipe‘el from TAY
“be done.” B¥s reading is incorrect, since there is undoubtedly
a space after the dalet of J2PM, and no evidence for the base
stroke of his nun.

5.24: "9]A 1 MQS/F/AW 19; B* m1]a. No lamed is visible on
BZ4-5M or IMneg x 86—4445. Rather, the right, lower cor-
ner of what may be a mem, bet, or kaph appears less than one
full letter space after nowInn. Consequently, the reading of
MQS/ F/AW may be ruled out, while my and B%s suggestions
remain speculative.

5.27: 7 %11 B* ] MQS/F/AW T 5i11; B! *T; GMT ooo *7. B! has
missed the first word here, although the mistake is remedied in
B®. The dalet of B® appears to be correct on IMneg. x 86-4445,
and fits the context well.

5.27: N PIBIR] AY (19/10).... pRIR; MQS/F/AW ] 00n pidiR;
GMT Jooo p33IR; B' 7a] paix; B* 93 paar [. The yod of

Joooo M3 mAA MIR T v .20
1533 &7 82 R 72 .21
Joo XY TAPM AIAPA .22
Jort 8512 7N THan .23
Ba mhwinn yaw T .24
155 mama o oy 25
nyn]w b NIk 137 .26
A19A PAIR AN TR 27

] vacat .28
] 7ii 5 ana i[3]w[a] .29
Joo $ho[ ] .30
.31-36

to Lamech]
that]

]
]
]
]
]
]
]
]
PPIR is quite clear in the photographs, but has been overlooked

by AY and B'/B’. The first letter of the following word is tenta-
tive, both mem and bet fitting the scant ink remains.

5.29: il *5n ana J3]Y[8] ] Ste/GMT madn ana [ ;

MQS/F/AW i *5n ana [pwna]; B 50 ana nbwinn]
173 M. The central words "1 2N3 are easily read on the
infrared photographs. The surrounding words, however, are
more difficult to discern because of an additional layer of parch-
ment covering them. The name M3 is assured based on the work
of Bearman and Zuckerman, even though the word cannot be
seen on the plates available to me (cf. Ste, 66). The photographic
evidence, however; may be found in VanderKam’s popular
work, The Dead Sea Scrolls Today, opposite p. 83. The initial word
is almost completely obscured by the overlaying piece of leather,
and so no conclusion can be reached with certainty. Neverthe-
less, in BZ4-5B some ink traces can be seen through this layer,
appearing to represent the upper, left corner of a skin (in the
ante-penultimate position) and perhaps a final nun. If we recon-
struct the name MPWINN based on its occurrence five lines ear-
lier, it is approximately 1.5 letters too long for the space available
between the right margin and 2N2. This renders B¥s suggestion
unlikely. The word (378, on the other hand, fits much better,
and agrees with usage in roughly contemporaneous Aramiac

texts (40543 la—c.1; and 4Q545 1 ai 1; cf. 40203 8.3).
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N2 VYIPY N P 0 npdl T owiph oy nain 11031 D n

[ 175 [RIQD "1 RnDY NNk "SPawa 1530 mim 0naT nr 512 Rowm
a

N —

11 AW[N]5 8RAY Twnb D18 77 pw NI 0 IAMARS vwIp AR $Hon
[ Joool RPPT DPAA RNNIM ROWIP NINA NIOR "2 RIA RYoR
vacat onn Haw M5 oo 19 ]

[ 1& RAAIAA RAPART ROWIPA NTAKRT 923 M3 IR mn [1]77[R]a

o oo e

from infancy, and through the uterus of she who bore me I burst forth for uprightness, and when I
emerged from my mother’s womb I was planted for righteousness.

All of my days I conducted myself uprightly, continually walking in the paths of everlasting truth. For
[the] Holy One had instructed me (?) to...[ ]

in the ways of the paths of truth and to keep myself away from the highway of deceit, which lead to

everlasting darkness, and to c[ons]ider whether
4. T would...
tion, and...[ ]

5.0 1.0

]... all the paths of violence.

the Lord. So I girded my loins in the vision of truth and wisdom, in the robe of supplica-

vacat

6. T[h]e[n] I, Noah, became a grown man. I held fast to righteousness and strengthened myself in wis-

dom ...[ ]

Column 6: The IMneg. and BZ sets of infrared photographs pro-
vide useful data for reading this column. The column begins
with full lines at the top and with the right margin preserved, but
slowly tapers toward the bottom, gradually losing text from the
beginning and end of its lines.

6.1: I follow Bernstein’s reading u/ rather than ‘avel for the second
word of the line. .

6.1: N2 MQS/GMT/F/AW ] B® nn3. The bet is discernible
on BZ6T when it is enlarged and the contrast is enhanced. Nei-
ther the ink remains nor spacing fit the reading of B.

6.2: NAR MQS/GMT/F/AW ] B® n7. The word NAR is abun-
dantly clear on BZ6T.

6.2: M1 ] MQS/GMT/F/AW 5Ap1; BY RIpw1. This word is
somewhat stretched and distorted on BZ6T, but the vertical
stroke of another letter is clearly visible between the ayin and
mem (especially when enlarged), and the upper, horizontal stroke
of aresh fits suitably the ink remains. A suffixed verb would make
good sense in the present context (cf. AR in the following
line, which presumes an antecedent verb with the Holy One as
its subject), although we should expect a nun preceding the yod
for my translation to be correct. We might also expect the aphel
rather than a peal or pael conjugation based on known usage of
this verb. A verbal form also helps make sense of the next line,
the syntax of which is difficult (cf. following notes). B*s proposal
may be ruled out based on the physical remains (e.g. the second
letter is clearly an ayin). The verb D7 is also found in 4Q)534 1
16, but in a non-transitive sense. As is plain from the difficulties
outlined here, the meaning of these words is still far from cer-
tain. The paleographic evidence shows conclusively, however,
that earlier readings must be emended.

6.3: 3501m> MQS/GMT/F/AW ] B *9012. It is not impossible
that the initial letter is kaph instead of bet, but the latter makes
better sense in connection with the noun 901 “path.” There
is no doubt regarding the samekh, which is especially clear on
BZ6T.

6.3: MR B* 1 MQS/GMT/F/AW nmiRk. Previous attempts

to interpret the beginning of this line have provided as many
difficulties as solutions. First, we should expect an infinitive
to precede the phrase 5012 based on the related, following
expression, yxgﬁnm‘m “and to put me on guard.” We might
supply [79] 715 at the end of line 2 for this reason, although the
specific form of the word is far from certain (especially given
that we should expect a pael here when considering other Ara-
maic dialects). As for TR, the area where the downstroke of a
yod/vav would be expected (based on the placement of its head
in relation to neighboring letters) is entirely blank, while the thin
vertical downstroke of what must be a resh or dalet can be seen
plainly clinging to the left side of the aleph. This reading is fur-
ther supported by its better contextual sense. I take NP to be
part of an extended construct chain (so also B for this form cf.
Dan. 4:34, 5:23), although the defective spelling is uncharacter-
istic, and the indefinite VWP seems odd (but cf. the following
IpW 213, which must be translated as definite to make sense).
A1 sg. peal verb is also conceivable, but is difficult to make sense
of in relation to the following phrase ... aMAMRSY. B? and I
arrived at this reading independently.

30 owIp MQS/GMT/F/AW ] B* ROWp. B® reads aleph in
place of the prefixed vav of the following word, which is simply
incorrect.

.3: 23 GMT/F ] MQS/AW 2'00; B? 2MR. The ink remains fit
2N well (see especially BZ6T). The penultimate letter has the
indisputable head of a yod/vav, not a resh (contra B?).

3: RA9Y F ] MQS/AW 005; B? 9]0, While the ayin is not
certain, a vav may be ruled out based on ink remains and spac-
ing. The fact that B* does not include a circlet over his vav under-
mines significantly confidence in his reading.

6.4: RpYT ] B® 8172, Although intriguing, I cannot reconcile the
reading of B® with the physical evidence. The second letter (my
ayin) 1s especially decisive, as is the upper loop of what appears
to be a goph. BZ6'T is the best photo here.

6.6: RNAIMA B* ] Here I follow the reading of B?, which fits suit-
ably the letter remains and narrative context.

o

(@]

(@]
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A[N]5n 17335 AT an Al naos aniRS S anna Pk Yk Hoooa 7

RAOY PIN N2 DA AR 1335 N33 AR N33 10 1A Pws aab IRA[ 1aps pa
nAwn T pawns S inbw T YAl vacar RWIR 325 RADY MA[R 2 T
INIRG pwia pnd 20AY 1ah ohw R AAwy phar kY[

vacal  TIVIAR KD WIR 1991 72352 17 K1 0001 RAY |

]
] .9
] .10
n
]
] .

A1
12

...I went and took Emzera his daughter as my wife. She conceived by way of me and gave birth to

th[r]ee sons,

[and daughters.] Then I took wives for my sons from among the daughters of my brothers, and my

daughters I gave to the sons of my brothers, according to the custom of the eternal statute

[that] the [Lo]rd of Eternity [gave

] to humanity.

vacat  During my days, when there were com-

pleted for me, according to the calculation by which I reckoned,

10. [

marriage came to a close,

]... ten jubilees.

11.
the conduct of sons of Heaven, and how all
12. [

vacat

6.7: N9IR Hoood ']7 MQS/AW o5& “foo; Qim? AR [*ar]; F
OR5[M2]; B® MOIR *TT. These words have a large horizontal
crack running through them, making them very difficult to
read. IF’s proposal cannot be correct, since it is clear that a let-
ter with a horizontal top stroke follows the lamed, and that he
has too few letters within his brackets (there must be at least 8
letters overall). The individual characters suggested by MQS/
AW are not impossible, but their reading also contains too few
letters. Qimron’s initial proposal of N7IR for the second word
fits the ink remains well and is followed here (as well as by B?).
On BZ6T, the possible negative imprint of a lamed (now eroded
away) precedes N, making it quite possible that some form of
the name of Emzera’s father once stood here. Unfortunately; it
is now impossible to tell the precise combination of letters, since
only the very tops remain. F’s 987972 can be ruled out based on
available space, but remaining possibilities are 9X"P7 5892 (cf.
ub. 4:33), 58PI3, or something similar. Qimron reconstructed
%’HN 5N’P3] at the end of line 6 and [*aR] preceding o
(“Bakiel, brother of my father”), but this is unlikely based on
the space and ink remains at the beginning of this line. B¥s sug-
gested *T7/[5R17...] “meinem Onkel [Raguel?]” is impossible
based on the word 77 alone, since it falls at least two letters
short of the available space. His omission of diacritical marks is
utterly nonplussing.
6.8: [ 12p1 1] 1 MQS/F/B° [ 1apa]; AW [ 1apn]. MQS/F/
AW/B? (as well as Qim?) place {321 at the end of the preceding
line, but two factors make this improbable. First, there is no final
nun visible where it would be expected in line 7 (this line appears
to be shorter than line 8). Second, there is far too much space
for the word j2P1 alone before the " TR1 in line 8 (there is space

6.9: 13[n 27 *7] 1 MQS/AW [

Then the time of my sons taking women for themselves in
[and the Lord of | Heaven [appeared to me] in a vision. I looked and was shown and informed about

| heaven. I hid this mystery within my heart, and did not make it known to anyone.

for 7-10 letters). AW’s ]2P11 does not make sense grammatically,
and is presumably an error.

*7]; Qim? 7HR 2 T, F
A[am »7]; B 2nnR) 77(pa 7 521p5a]. BZ6T reveals that
the letter preceding Aeh cannot be a bet (as I suggests), but should
be either a dalet or resh. There is also far too much space for [*7
a71°] alone to fill out the beginning of the line. Qimron must
have meant to include brackets (or ghosted letters) for 58 2 T,
since the leather is completely missing for these words in all of
the photographs. For the grammatical problems with Qimron’s
suggestion cf. I, pp. 147-8. My own suggestion is uncertain, and
remains slightly too short to fill the available space. Nonetheless,
something of similar import is called for.

6.9: RAY 1 Qim*/MQS/GMT/F/AW/B* &9Y;. The mem of

RAY is obscured, but the nearly effaced bottom stroke is dis-
cernible on BZ6T (for the theologumenon xnby 10 of. 0.18). I
refer those who might argue that there is not enough space for
a mem (as I first assumed), to the occurrence of XYY in line 2,
where the letter is pinched and overlaps the ensuing aleph.

6.11: "RINKRI MQS/GMT/F/AW ] B* n{3}nK1. The descend-

ing, diagonal cross-stroke of the second aleph is visible on BZ6T
and IMneg. x 864447, 4452. The superscripted fav is written in
a different hand and, apparently, with a different composition of
ink (it has not eaten away the leather like the original script).

6.11: 513 RM GMT/F ] MQS/AW H00 &1; B* 5aRA1. The

downstroke of a probable yod/vav can be seen preceding the
lamed in IMneg. x 86-4447, 4452 (the lamed cannot be seen on
BZ6T), making B¥s proposal unacceptable. The kaph of 913 fits
the scant ink remains well.
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HH R KRTP NAOWAIY RA S 83T R HY K]

] .13
[M]33 8 9% oo AR 7331 op Ha1pHi H5A ny 113Ai AN]R [ ] .14
oo Mii R PIAR TH YRWR Hp H RIT KW TR NAHW[ NI ] .15
[ 1502 nftm npT 89X 213 035 53 nawni nmp 5[ ] .16
[ Jooo {113 #9131 {iNHY Hpoocooo oooo| ] .17
[ Joo2» mnom PRI PN PVIAW o ] .18
13. [ ]... to me, and the great Watcher to me through an errand, and by an emissary
of the great Holy One to me[ ]
14. | | he r[ev]ealed, and he spoke with me in a vision. He stood before me and said loudly
(?), “To you, O No[ah]
15. [ And through an em]issary of the great Holy One to me a voice proclaimed, “To you
they are speaking, O Noah, ...
16. [ ]... before me. So I considered all the behavior of the sons of the earth. I under-
stood and saw all of] ]
17. [ 1... ...they would succeed, and they chose among them... [ ]
18. [ ]...two weeks. Then was sealed up... [

6.13: RVVIMQS/AW/B*] GMT/F 83%92. The bet of GMT/Fis
incorrect, as plainly seen on all photographs. It appears that this
line contains a poetic triplet of corresponding phrases, describ-
ing who is speaking to Noah in his vision. In this configuration,
each figure is paired with a descriptive nominal clause (“on/by
a...”) and the suffixed preposition 7Y, all of which must have
been preceded by a (now lost) verb at the beginning of the line.
This explanation alleviates much of the trouble previous com-
mentators have had making sense of the line. It should be noted
t'l;at AW has misplaced the superscripted ayin of the second
by,

6.13: R21IMQS/GMT/F/AW ] B? 87, Although the letters mem
and bet often look similar in this scroll, the second letter is better
read as a bet (see especially BZ6T).

6.13: 7'¥2 MQS/GMT/F/AW ] B* 7®1. B¥s interpretation
of X (which is paleographically possible) as the city “Tyros”
(Tyre) is very unlikely given the similarity in meaning between
"% “errand” and the following nnwn “visitation, sending,”
and the general structure of this line (sce note to 6.13: R,
above). 3

6.13: NNSWN21 MQS/GMT/F/AW ] B* nn5Wm1. B® has mistak-
enly omitted the preposition bet, which is clearly seen on BZ6T
(although it is less clear on the other photographs).

6.13: %59 8331 B**5 827, There is an intervening letter after 17
and preceding B¥s H.A sweeping right to left stroke, discernible
on BZ6T, suggests the possibility of an ayin.

6.14: 7231 ] This could also be read 9231, The meaning is uncer-
tain, and may be meant to serve as either an adverb (i.e. “sol-
emnly, loudly”), or a subject (cf. 5P in the following line).

6.15: YWR 5p ] I (along with AW) take this as a subject followed
by the 3 m. sg. aphel of YW, which makes better sense of the
line than gther suggestions.

6.16: TP 5[ ] MQS/F/AW 190 [; B* 177 [. The right horn of
the dalet is clear in BZ6B, as are slight ink remains of the lower
extension of the goph and the upper extension of the lamed. The

final letter could also be a vav, although the 1 sg. suffix makes
better sense in this context.

6.16: 513 Pawni ] MQS/AW 53 oo RAWAL; GMT/F nAYNI
533 53; B* 912 *7 AWM. There is a large crack running verti-
cally between these words in BZ6B and IMneg. x 86-4447, but
neither the space nor ink remains suggest two additional letters
here.

6.16: 135 MQS/GMT/F/AW ] B* nab. Although not impos-
sible, B¥s reading is pacographically and contextually less satis-
fying than the initial transcription of MQS.

6.16: NM M (margin) ] MQS/GMT/F/AW/B? n¥im. The third
letter is quite clearly a zayin, as noted by M.

6.17: AR 1N ] MOS/F/AW 11Ro o9n21. A single, vertical
line can be plainly seen following the resh in BZ6B. The bottom
portion of a bet, or similar letter, is also clear at the beginning of
the following word. A bet is to be preferred, since in Hebrew the
verb N2 regularly takes this preposition with the direct object
when meaning “choose, select” (perhaps another Hebraism; cf.
Jastrow I, p. 155).

6.18: onEn MQS/GMT/F/AW ] B* onnn. The second letter is
clearly read as a samekh on BZ6B and IMneg. x 86-4447. This
word may indeed be based on the verbal root DND “seal, close
up,” as suggested by MQS/GMT/F/AW (most likely as a pael
act. part. [AW], and not the assimilated preposition j2 plus the
pass. part. [F]). In this context, however, it is also possible that
we have a phonetic parallel to the biblical and Qumran Hebrew
noun NNVWA “hostility, hatred, enemy.” This noun is used only
twice in the Hebrew Bible (Hos 9:7-8) to describe the sin of
the adulterous and idolatrous Israelites, who by their deeds have
brought near the day of God’s vengeance. Among the Dead Sea
Scrolls the word enjoys wider usage, both as a general noun (e.g.
108 3:23; 10M 13:4; 4Q286 frg. 7 1i:2) and a proper noun (e.g.
1QM 13:11; 40390 1:11; cf. also Jub. 11:3-7, 19:28). The form
DvVWN is found in 4Q475, line 5. (Cf. DDD, 1033-35).
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Yoo’ oo‘?oojz;:vs; AW RO01 1TWR T RAT TYN [ ] .19
[R]P1R N33 0P 77 PWTTP Rifoo 0o 0oR oo oo][ ] .20
[ Jo 590K 1734 [Tn5] ROIRI AR[v]R RADPA[ ] .21
[ ]Oi‘ﬁ 1P o%0a ooo[ 1 .22
[ m1]A [*]393 A0WIHT 133 10 ma AIR nn:[w]&‘i[ ] .23
[ Joop ¥ 859 [R]I[*]P 0T RADY RAYP oohol o[ ] 24
[&nby 15[1]2 [7]5AT R9AW *pan TP joo Anocopi[ ] .25
[ 157 RawH1 RAPNH RIFPAST RWIRY 0oo| ] .26
[ Jo coo B[12]3 &72P 510 ] .27
.28-36
19. [ | bearing witness to the blood that the Nephilin had poured out. I was
silent, and waited until...[ ...
20. [ 1]... ..holy ones, who with the daughters of me[n]
21. [ | making (it) un[cl]ean by the divinatory arts. And I approached [one] of
them and he said, “To you... [ ]
22. ]... and examining ...[ ]
23. [ ]But I, Noah, flo]Jund grace, prominence, and justification in the eye[s] of
[the] Lford of ... ]
24, [ ]... And ... the eternal people, and the blood of je[al]o[usy] the Most
High, who ...[ ]
25. [ ]-.. ..unto the gates of heaven, which the Kin[g] of a[l]l [Ages]
26. [ ]... to humans and cattle and wild animals and birds and| ]
27. [ |the| enti]re deed, and [ever]y... [ ]
28-36.

6.19: Tyn 1 MQS/F/AW ovpn; B* 101. I find no evidence for
a fifth letter in this word. The lower part of the vertical stroke
that others read as a vav should be read as a dalet or resh, since an
upper, horizontal stroke is visible on IMneg. x 864447, 4452.
This also rules out B’s suggestion. Here Noah is referred to as a
witness to the bloodshed set in motion by the Watchers.

6.19: Maw MQS/GMT/F/AW ] B® maw. A horizontal crack
runs through the word on all photos, but a peh appears to fit the
upper remains of the letter better than a kaph.

6.21: RADP 1 MQS/F/AW RoDp; B? ROVP. The samekh is clear
in all photographs, while a pe remains paleographically possible
(along with nun) in the penultimate position.

6.21: NR[V]R ] This word is uncertain, but makes sense in con-
junction with the preceding RRNOP. If correct, this is an irregular
usage of the root 8/'MV in the aphel, perhaps with an object
suffix.

6.21: 79 AR ] MQS/F/AW 1908, B® 19°R. The vay, aleph, and
lamed are the only sure letters in this reading. I admit that for my
proposal to be correct the leather would have to be shrunken (as
is often the case near the end of lines in this column), or the two
words placed very close together, since there does not appear to
be enough room for these words as typically written and spaced.
The final letter does not have the curved tail typical of a final
nun in this scroll.

6.23: 1393 AOWIHT 1391 MQS/F/AW Jooo Dwip 139; B? Hw
R27] KW*TP 0. The reading is very difficult, and remains
tentative. The first word (and especially the first letter), however,
disprove the proposal of B?. Additionally, there is no sign in any
of the photographs of his second goph.

6.24: 899 [R]I[*]p 071 RADY RAY ] MQS/F/AW Hop oy &5,
B* *7 ®90p 0T 85P Pnw. The reading of MQS/F/AW is
surprising for several reasons, not least the certainty ascribed to
their final two words, both of which cannot be correct. Their
DV is actually OTY, with the top of the dalet visible in BZ6B.
What they read as three letters following this word can be no
less than five, with the lamed followed directly by yod and aleph.
Both MQS/F/AW and B? have the lamed following the goph too
closely. My suggested RI'P is quite uncertain, but it seems that a
noun in construct relationship with 077 is needed. The expres-
sion ARIPI AN 0T “blood of anger and jealousy” is found in
Ezek 16:38 to express the coming judgment of God on Israel
the harlot (73%). The bottom stroke a mem, or similar letter, can
be seen in the third position of MQS/F/AW/B¥s 859, My
later 8559 may refer to burnt offerings sacrificed by Noah rather
than the Most High, in which case the following words may be
reconstructed NAIP 7.

6.25: P9 ] MQS/F/AW T5[. The extended downstroke appears
too far left of the lamed to be a final kaph.
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CoLumN 7

R0 R RPOY T D131 RYIR 1A9Y [0]5[wn] ooo[ ] 1
R RN RITW RWDW RNAW N7 513 8750 ooo [ ] 2
008 AT vy RHIW A3T RIW 51337 0o’] ] 3
{553 i 000 0000Yi T 00000 Y71 ooo| ] 4
75 oHWA mIR MART P oo ] 5
vacat [ ] 6
NIRRT RNW 70 HRD IrTm K27 RWSTHY 000[ ] 7
A37 B Nooooo ohooRW BT 89T j3%oo AwoYo[ ] 8
vacat b A9 ’JJW'OI'[ 1 9
RAT 3003 1551 TP ooo| ] .10
1. | ]... [you shall rJu[le] over them: the earth and all that is upon it, in the seas and
on the mountains
2. [ ]... ...every heavenly body: the sun, the moon and the stars, and the
Watchers
3.0 ] ... and throughout this entire year, and the jubilee, and changing their
activ[ity] and ...
4. | ]... on account of ... ...to you and to... ...from
all of them
5. | ]... honor, and my reward I am paying to you
6. [ ] vacat
7. | ]... the great Holy One. Then I rejoiced at the words of the Lord of
Heaven, and 1 cried out
8. | ]... and everything, and with... ...concerning this
9. [ Jhe caused me to prosper and testified (?) to me. vacat
10. [ until they proclaimed... the blood

Column 7: This column is missing much of its righthand side. The

piece of parchment containing what remains of col. 7 also pre-
serves most of the top and left margins, in addition to the right
edge of col. 8. There are no BZ photographs for this column,
and so I have relied primarily on the IMneg. set. These are quite
good in all parts save the leftmost edge of the column, where
they are slightly blurred.

7.2: 8790 | MQS/GMT/F/AW &Too; B} 8Tpind na [powmm].

There certainly existed more at the beginning of this line than
allowed by the reconstruction of B’. I do not find convincing evi-
dence for his 8TV N3, especially for his ayin, which appears
to me to be the lower portion of a lamed.

7.2: R™1 ] GMT/F/AW/B? begin a new sentence with this

word, which is certainly possible. However, for the conflated
relationship between the stars and Watchers in Enochic litera-
ture cf. 1 En. 18:14-16, 21:1-6.

7.3: A[T]AW ] PA[R]AW (“their passing/course”) would also

make good sense here.

7.4: in13 1 MQS/F/AW {i999. Either reading is paleographi-

cally tenable, but I favor {17533 based on the ink remains at the
beginning of the word.

7.5: 7RI MQS/F/AW ] BY ™. )
7.8: 89191 {3900 ] MQS/F/AW 89129 000, There are clearly

other letters between the lamed and the word 8912 (that is, if

MQS/F/AW are referring to the same lamed as read in my pre-
ceding word—I see evidence of no other).

7.9: MW7 ] I have taken this as a verbal form (with suffix) from the

root J¥T “he caused me to prosper.” It may also be a 3 m. sg. peal
perfect verb from 13W, followed by a 1 sg. pronominal suffix and
preceded by the relative T, although this seems less likely given
the more regular use of the full form *7 in the early columns
of the scroll. The most common meaning of this verb is “to be
sharp,” but it can also mean “to teach diligently, speak distinctly,
memorize” (cf. Jastrow II, 1607).

7.9: 3791 ] Both the reading and meaning of this word are far

from certain. I have translated it as a denominative peal/ pael verb
from the noun(s) TY/1TY “witness/testimony.” This, however, is
typically a Hebrew word only, with my proposed meaning found
only in the hiphil conjugation.

7.10: RAT 3003 1551 1 MQS/F/AW/B? n%5n. 1 do not find the

tav of MQS/F/AW’s non convincing, since there appears to
be only one vertical stroke at the end of the word. If the fol-
lowing word once read 2N3/2'N3, this could be connected to a
“Book of Noah” mentioned in the Greek Mt. Athos ms. of the
Aramaic Levi Document, “For thus my father Abraham com-
manded me, for thus he found in the writing of the book of
Noah concerning the blood.” (Cf. Greenfield, Stone, and Eshel,
The Aramaic Levi Document, pp. 90-91, 180).
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[ 1 .11
00000 HY RATA 3T RT A o ] .12
coooW 119 ooooo JiH AA[Y ] .13
00 T3 RWIR Hi3Y o] ] .14
vacat [ ] .15
%W Roo of 19% nooo of ] .16
W3 7 PHRIA RoooPal[ Joooifi ooY[ ] .17
RPHW MY of Riooo[ oY A% P ™ oo ] .18
133an5 mTYoH B%00 oo Jo 32pi RIAD RinW[ ] .19
RMYIW oool RAT RW[*]Tp N233i nndn [T ] .20
T2 510 3% oof ] .21
512 ROIAM 5 [M]ART AP HH[n ] .22
NI 19337 fiftooo bR [ ] .23
.24-36
1. [ ]
12. [ ]...he will render this pure by the blood upon...
13. [ wi]th him will be ... for him...
14. [ ]... to all humanity through you ...
15. [ ] vacat
16. [ ]... toyou [ ]... much
17. [ 1... ] ]... ...branching off (?), which he sought
18. [ ]...and who will force him to...[ ]... ...the beautiful one immensely (?)
19. [ Jthe heavens very much, and the ends of ...[ ]... to assist me and to build
20. [ concerning whjat I dreamt. So I blessed the great Hol[y OJne, and...the insight
21. [ ]...and I... every deed of
22. [ sp]oke with me and made k[nown] to me, and revealing all
23. [ ]... ... and their sons, and the assembly of
24-36.

7.17: 1"7235] B? ]153’7 [. The first letter is obscured, but the lower
stroke of what may be a bet is visible in IMneg. x 86—4444 and
4446. The third letter is almost certainly a tsade, with the small,
upper stroke also perceptible in these photos. The second letter
could also be a zayin. Although very tentative, I take this word as
a 3 m. participle from the root bxa “split, divide, branch off.” If
this were the case, the use of vav would constitute a Hebraism.

7.17:'92 ] An alternative meaning of this root ("93) in Hebrew 1s
“lay bare,” which makes good sense in this context but is typi-
cally found only in the fiphil. vou s

7.18: R1AW TNY of ] MQS/F/AW RY¥8W 1% B* Tn% TN
RO Without better context it is unclear how to understand
this phrase. N9 may be an irregular form of the adverb 815
(cf. the following line), in which case it should be preceded by
a verb. I have translated as such (following F), but we would
typically expect the object (apparently X7'8W) to precede the
adverb (cf. 13.15; 20.33; 22.32), since RTMY regularly stands at
the end of a phrase. Perhaps R7'8W begins a new phrase. It is
also possible that TN and ROV stand in a partitive relation-
ship (“to one of the beautiful ones”), although we would expect
an intermediate 1 if this were the case (cf. 10.12; 19.11; 22.1,
33). MOS/AW translate R7"8W as an adjective modifying TN
in TNY (“one beautiful”), but this scems unlikely. B¥s initial 1
is quite plausible (which would change the dynamics of the
phrase’s meaning), although his final word 87101 is not correct
(the first letter is not a vav, but has the sloping right stroke of a
shin, or, less likely, an ayin).

7.19: TTPOY ] MQS/F/AW A pio; B2 amayob. The samekh
of B? is probable in the second position (providing the meaning
“to help/assist me”; cf. 22.31) based on the right, sloping side
of the letter seen in IMneg. x 86—4444 and 4446. A penulti-
mate nun, however, is not present on either photograph—the yod
directly follows the fav. Presumably, the final yod is still a (defec-
tive) form of the 1 sg. pronominal suffix.

7.20: bR [T ] B® NSRRI One very obscured letter may be
seen preceding the possible ez, but I see no evidence to support
the overconfident reading of B?.

7.20: RMHaw MQS/F/AW ] B RmYaw. Although its top slightly
overlaps the following lamed, the second letter is quite clearly a
kaph. .

7.21: n*¢om1 ] B? Nn¥. The tsade and tav are very close together,
leaving too little space for a /et.

7.22: [Tﬂ]ﬁ&i ] B® RAYR. A horizontal crack runs through the
word, but a vav can be seen preceding the aleph in IMneg. x
86—4444. There is no lamed present. I adopt B¥s following
RO3Y, although with some reservation.

7.23: 1i°331 1 B® A7, In this and the following word I have
used the narrowband infrared photograph of Gregory Bear-
man #0325 (1997), which gives a much clearer reading than
the IMneg. set. A letter, probably vav, precedes B*s resh (my bet),
which might also be read as a dalet.

7.23: w21 MQS/F/AW ] B? RwnD1. The lav is very clear in
Bearman #0325 (cf. previous note), although it could be easily
mistaken for an aleph in the IMneg. set.
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CoLumN 8

513 Rim 7WP nw wol
O0O000O 0000 037[

[

[

[

1. its mate after it,... ]

2. in... to the end of|

3. The[n I, Noah,

4. forever ...[

5-8.

9. and throughout the entire flood ...[

10. ... that ... you by the King of Heav[en
11. by you. And with me...[

12. ... this... and all|

13. and he showed (?)... [
14. and... o
15. ... .

16. in your week ...[

Column 8: Very little is preserved of this column and the script is
badly disintegrated. A few words cling to the right margin of the
fragment containing partial remains of col. 7. For this portion I
have used Bearman #0324 and the IMneg. photographs. A bit
of text from the upper two lines adjoins the left margin of the
column on a separate piece of parchment, containing remains
of col. 9. The same is true of eight lines in the lower portion
of the column. The BZ set of photographs are extraordinarily
clear for what remains of the upper portion of this side, while
the lower eight lines are preserved only on the IMneg. photos.
It should be noted that Flk’s numbering is off’ by one line fol-
lowing 8.9.

8.1: 17N2 NNNAR ] Itis quite possible that this is a reference to the
animals entering the ark, rather than to Noah and his wife (as I
and Flk assume). In Gen 7:2 the phrase INWRI W'R is used twice
to speak of an animal and its mate.

8.1: Joooa qm0on ] Flk ]&A11 N[ Jon. This area is badly effaced
and very difficult to read with any certainty.

8.1: 513 Rim WY N Wo[ 1 MQS/F/AW AR o 1; B R,
Flk DRIM 7w nw Wﬁ[ ]%13[ I have changed substantially
my original reading based on the perceptive suggestion of FIk.
What MQS/F/AW read as the lower extension of a final nun
(and I originally as a qoph, based on the slanting stroke of the
ayin) appears to be a slight scratch/mark in the leather, as under

Joood qA0R AN ANMIR .1
]Pp's 00003 2

ma JA[R R 3

Jo jmbY 4

®T 5

6-8

Joooo 831N S0 .9
RIS 7553 Fioo 00 10
Jooo SnPiga .11
5131 {4 000 000 .19

Joo ooo RIAT .13

JoAR ooifl .14

]oooooo .15

B& oanpawa .16

]...[ ]...sixteen, and each was

—_ e

the preceding lav. The tav suggested by others at the end of ARIN
is very unlikely. Rather, this letter has the base stroke of a kaph/
mem/lsade. The negative impression of a lamed is plainly seen to
the left of the margin line in BZ8-9, prompting my reading 913.
On a possible connection with Jub. 5:23 cf. F1k, p. 36.

8.9: 85%3n 1 MQS/F/AW/B*/Flk Jwn. This reading is uncer-

tain, and would require the bet to be contorted somewhat by the
shrunken leather. An aleph at the end of the word appears quite
tenable based on Bearman #0324, and the possible traces of a
lamed may be discerned on IMneg. 3839#1.

8.16: [9% DANyawa ] Flk (8.17) ]® A3 *YAWRK. This word, along

with the following lines, can be read on both Bearman #0324
and IMneg, x 86—4444. Itis also possible that the preposition here
is a kaph, rather than a bet. Based on the content of the following
lines—apparently a teaching concerning the dispensation of
weeks (cf. Jubilees)—I understand this to be a defectively spelled
form of Y12V “week” with a 2 m. pl. pronominal suffix (which
is also a stark Hebraism). The m. form of the number seven
(MYaW) is another possibility, but it is difficult to make sense
of with a suffix. It may alternatively derive from the roots
VAW “to swear an oath” or PAV “to satiate, satisfy.” I find Flk’s
aleph and tav very unlikely, and the final mem of my own reading
determinative.
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500 000R0YH [
coooo 5i19b o

.0

ogoooo? uﬁ oogﬁ I"?ﬂ ooo[
JooooH 19 mp oNPIR Joo
5135 73N2 {3 7335 oof
I70 5Ri H1TA HR 000 oo

NI IR PR0o[
0000 'o[&oo[

17. ... . 1... .

18. and according to its week and a written account, whfich

19. its week, and... ...[
20. and about three weeks [
21-29.

30.
31.
32.
33.
34.
35.
36.

o B s B e T e T e B e B

8.18: 13N MY1aw ] Flk (8.19) ooo R¥INM npnawa. While
many letters in this phrase are clearly visible, some crucial ones
are obscured. The prepositional kaph of the first word could
equally be a bet, “and in its week,” since the distinguishing lower
right corner of the letter is blurred in Bearman #0324. The key
fifth letter of the following word is now little more than a large
smudge of ink, with the preceding letter certainly being a yod
or vav. 1 had first read this as 1173023, which would also make
sense in this context, but the lower and upper horizontal strokes
of a bet or kaph appear to be present on IMneg. x 86-4446. Ik
has independently arrived at a very similar reading, although he
translates the first word as “oath” (cf. preceding note).

8.20: PYIAW nHN ] Flk (8.21) JoooP AAtw nHna. Despite the
opinion of Flk that “the first word is certain” I find a kaph (or,
less likely, a bet) much more probable for the second letter. The
bet in the second position of the following word is also relatively
sure.

8.29: Here begin eight lines of text from a floating fragment which,
according to its placement in IMneg. x 86-4444/4446 and

Joooo cooo of Jooooo ococoo (17
17 AN nplawd .18

Joooo coood APiIAW .19

] 933w nhnar .20

.21-28

]ol%ol%s ooo[ ] .29

Joo[ 30
31
39
33
34
35

.36

e e e e e e e

[y S S R |

]... to every...
]... these, and... in a garden and...

]... take for yourself and for your...
]... to your sons after you for all
]... do not fear and do not go

]... Then I went

l...

IMneg. 3839/3839#1, belongs to the lower, lefthand portion of
column 8, and should be attached to the right margin of col.
9. This portion of text was apparently available to B®, since
he includes words and phrases from it in his edition. The line
numbering is unsure, although the first line should be placed
approximately here according to the fragment’s position in the
above mentioned photos. B* begins his transcription at line 22,
which does not appear to be correct. Bearman #0327, 0328
and 0329 also contain this fragment, although there the script is
further disintegrated and more difficult to read.

8.33: 7%335 oo ] B? (8.26) 732 912. A space is visible preceding the

lamed in IMneg. x 864444 and 4446, while the lamed itself is
touching the following bet.

8.34: 77N 1 B® (8.27) TAN. The first two letters are nearly

imperceptible. I follow B? with reservation.

8.35: APIR IR PAoo[ 1 B*(8.28) NN P27 10[. B¥s ter and ket may

be ruled out based on the physical remains. The first two letters
of my ™R are very difficult to read, and may be incorrect.
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CoLumN 9

o .
Roooo ]ooooo[

ooo:ﬁ 0005 ooo[

[

] vacat AnoY jooo D3'aR 'O[O N
Joo Bi3 0oRi R2AY 8 Hi3 oR3 00000 00 2
[900[ 715 73T RiVHY mar an[n] o ooy ] 3

4-9
[ ]&1 RAIFN RR (ffo] 00000 00000 gzoooo .10
11-37
1. ... your father... to his... vacat [ 1...
2. ... ...all he will not save, and... all...[ ]... to... and to
3. [ ]...to you, [and] I [am gi]ving this authority to[ you | ...[ ]
4-9
10. ... ... from the coastlands. The border...[ ]
11-37.
Corumn 10
[ Joo BYW HodooA A T RN AAH [N]29A IR vacat NI .
vacat oooo[ Joood [ {13513 {913 Hoo Roo mily .2
1. great. vacat Then [I] blessed the Lord of All, who from me... and kept safe...[ ]
2. to Noah ... words, all of th[em Jin... [ 1-.. vacat

Column 9: This column is very badly damaged, and little of cer-
tainty can be recovered because of the advanced disintegration
of its script. The only preserved portions are those segments
attached to the upper right and left margins, adjoining the col-
umns on either side. The best photo for most of the preserved
text is IMneg. 3839, which has picked up the ink remains quite
well. There appear to be 37 (rather than 36) lines in this column,
based on a count along the fully preserved left margin.

9.3: 715 AT RiIVOW mar 2n[M] 751 Flk Ji R1vOw 7R 375 79[
I follow Flk in his correct reading of the word NIV5W, which
I had originally read as 83091, The ensuing 1137 is read with
relative ease on IMneg. 3839. I find there to be too much space
for a yod only at the beginning of 1", hence my additional vav.

9.10: ]R1 RMAN KRR {A coooo | Flk |1 KATAN Kii Joo[. What
Flk transcribes as a finl kaph appears to me to be a final nun
based on the characteristic bend of this letter toward the
bottom of the stroke. It is preceded by a mem, bet, kaph, or peh.
The first letter of the next word is an aleph, of which the top
has shifted slightly rightward due to a crack in the leather (the
bottom of gimel and aleph are nearly identical with this scribe),
as seen on IMneg. 3839. This resolves Flk’s difficulty with K13
being “otherwise spelled 13 in 1QapGen.” Given this reading, I
prefer the following 8N (cf. 16.11, 17) as more plausible both
contextually and paleographically. As in so many other parts
of the scroll, geographic boundaries seem to be the concern
here. Note that Noah’s “dominion” in the preceding line is also
combined with geographic information in 7.1-2 and 11.16.

Column 10: Portions of each margin are preserved for col. 10,
although the center is in various stages of disintegration. A new
sheet of parchment begins here, with the joint seam and scribal

dots (to indicate where the manuscript preparer should inscribe
lines) clearly seen in all photographs. The standard length of
the columns on this sheet is 35 lines, and there is a very crudely
written fsade (indeed, I continue to question whether it is a #sade)
in the upper, righthand corner of the sheet (cf. cols 5 and 17).

10.1: 817 GMT/AW/B? 1 MQS/F 127. The aleph is clear on
BZ10T,

10.1: 7975 [n]333 1 MQS/F/AW noYool; B* 891273 bva.
There are at least three letters between the bet and lamed, the
word N271 fitting well the remaining traces of ink. Likewise,
there is room for two letters between MQS/F/AW’s lamed and
tav (= my heh; 1 see no persuasive evidence for a tav in BZ10T).
For a similar phrase cf. 5.23, 8912 715 7720, B¥s reading is
impossible based upon spacing alone.

10.1: 372 B* 1 MQS/GMT/F/AW 13, The left, upper part of the
mem is quite clear on IMneg, x 86-4451.

10.1: Ho3007 1 MQS/F/AW Ho00 {73; B3 HR *minp. This part
of the line bows downward and is very difficult to read. I see no
grounds for B¥s proposal.

10.2:1]37513 R Hoo Koo MiTH] MQS/F/AW oo 8593 oo i,
B* ] 8952 12 mMiAY. While my reading is far from certain,
the reading of MQS/F/AW/B? is impossible. First, between the
end of MY (the last letter of which is undoubtedly a /ef) and
the following lamed there are no less than four letters. Second,
the letter between the two lameds of their 87992 is definitely
not a yod, since in BZ10T a lower, horizontal stroke is readily
apparent in this position (i.e. a mem, or similar letter). Finally, it is
clear that there is a word break between the nun of my f"m and
the following letter. Following this phrase there appears to be a
short segment of text (3—4 letters) which has been effaced.
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vacat [
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4-6

] 000 ooozs Joo DYooo 0000 7

Jooo R¥a oo MR] imawi HHm oo BRI 8
0% WAWI cooo Riooo Hid ¥ I[p] PoAcl .9
o'oY Hin Ty TH obyh &by 513 19R% .10

Jo 11 2031 cocoo RYIR Hy RIWA AN .11
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15 ARTpYooo0 0% oo .13

Jo Hoob BY AAR NI FATPH A[YW] .14

R
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3. in the night... .l ]... Then [I] went[ ]
4-7.

8. Now (you all) go... and give praise and glory, for... the Creator... | 1]...

9. ... [u]ndl all... ...and listen to...[ ]all of you to your Lord, and...

10. to the King of all Ages forever and ever, unto all ages. [ ] vacat

11. Then (it) was on the earth... ...and he took from...[ 1...

12. finding, for in the walter]...
mountains of Ararat, and the eternal fire ...
13. ... .|
[he-goat] was
14. placed u[pon
upon the fire. Second, ...[ ]
15. [Th]en...

...upon... [

| first, and after it came upon...

|the ark rested on one of the

]... and I atoned for all the earth in its entirety. To begin, the

[ ]... and I burned the fat

all of their blood to the base of the altar and [I] poured (it) out, and all of their flesh I burned

upon the altar. Third, I offered the young turtledoves

10.3: 85953 MOQS/F/AW/B? ] I follow the reading first offered
by MQS with reservation. There appears to be too much space
between the lameds for a yod alone, but BZ10T is very diflicult to
read here. Additionally, the lameds of 8593 in 20.12 are also
spaced farther apart than one might expect.

10.8: 8592 700 IR ] MQS/F/AW R332 Jooo ooo; B3 13T 11
1139991, The transcription of B® may be safely ruled out based
on ink remains and the fact that nowhere else does the scroll use
the (later) definite object marker I". The word X321 could also
mean “sound, healthy.”

10.9: WAYT 1 MQS/AW Bipwi; F 0pwi; BS 1wnwn. The final
two letters are surprisingly plain on IMneg 3840 (most notably
the join of the ayin’s two strokes), but difficult to read on the
other photographs.

10.9: 19935 MQS/F/AW/B? ] The second letter is not absolutely
clear on any of the photographs, and 191735 “to your son”
should not be ruled out completely.

10.9: 000073 ] B® 1117, B¥s reading is not impossible, but the
word is too obscured to posit with any certainty.

10.11: 817 ] MQS/F/AW ooR; B> RM[an]. There is not enough
space for B¥s reading.

10.11: RPIR Hy KiiA ] If this phrase is correct, a subject would
need to be supplied. Perhaps XN following RYIR?

10.12: 7737 MQS et al. ] AY (20/1%) ©3IR:. The second letter is
clearly not aleph, but vav (ct. 12.8 for the same spelling).

10.13: RPIR 912 HP1 [ MOS et al. T AY (20/17) RpIR 7125,

10.13: w3 MQS/F/AW ] B? w*R12. The first letter is clearly a
vav in all photographs, and is probably used here in its temporal
sense.

10.13: A9 1 MQS/F/AW fno; B AnR. T read A7 because it
makes good sense in the present, sacrificial context. The tops
of the letters are eroded, so that the proper reading could also
be 127 or M7. The middle letter has the long base stroke of
a bet/mem/nun, and not a tav, while the first letter has a single
downstroke (contra B?). The best photo here is IMneg x 86—
4451.

10.14: 5P AR 1MQS/F/AW 5 AnR. Although slightly obscured,
itis clear in BZ10M that there is at least one other letter between
the /eh and lamed. In the IMneg. photos it is distinguished as an
ayin with more certainty.

10.14: %000 1 B® "0]aR. The samekh is unmistakeable in IMneg.
3840 and x 86—4451. The other letters are much more difficult
to discern.

10.14: 129M B* ] MQS/GMT/F/AW K210, The heh is clear in
the IMneg. photos.

10.15: A513 1090 ] MQS/F/AW 11h oooboo; B* A5[2]1p91. The
reading is very uncertain, but B? cannot be correct based on the
spacing of the lameds (to name only one reason).

10.15: 105 1 The superscripted aleph is of a different scribal
hand.
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.0 0

vacat

FARNIAY 81125 oY nwna 8ya REMWE 0910 A []AtHY 1Sl pnAT N3P knaTn Sy ARy .16
PYo RA[W]H nopn i 2 min KRASA pnbi3 0PI 1393 oooo NiA joo .17

15 0%0000 0000 [77]3 &Y {182 .18
.19-35

16. wi[th] them upon the altar; their blood and all (of the rest) of them upon it. I gave fine wheat flour,

mixed together with oil containing incense, as their meal-offerings.

17. ...portion of (?)...

I said a blessing, and was putting salt on all of them, and the scent of my offering

rose up to the [he]avens. vacat
18. Then the Most High b[lessed] ... [ ]
19-35.
Corumn 11
[ WP KHRA RMan yana A nil R ipa[ ] 1
2-4
[ ]]'[nsjo: 00000000000 3] 0000 Rooo T 0000000000[ ] 5
.67
[ Joooo Hi30 §iA5[12]3 joo[ ] 8

RH fooooy[

Jo B[] R RTY RMHAPH KATATY K™Y Rooo[ ] .9

L. [ ] N[o]w (as) I, Noah, was at the door of the ark the springs rec[eded... ]

2-4.

5 [ ] ...which... ...and my son... ...their sons| ]

6-7

8. [ ]...and [al]l of them...all... [ ]

9. [ ] the mountains and the wildernesses, the hinterlands and [the] co[astlands, Ja[l]l...[
1... ... not

10.16: pavidl paAT N3P 1 MQS/GMT/F/AW  Riddp
PiNooooooo; B? NiN[oocoo]y NaIp. It is relatively clear that
there are three words here, the last two ending with the 3 m.
pl. suffix. Much of the phrase may be read with confidence on
IMneg. 3840 and x 86—4451.

10.16: innnIAY 1 MQS/F/AW RAiAY; B* alrminb. In all
available photos it appears that this word ends with a final letter
form (i.e. an extended downstroke). It definitely contains at least
two more letters than previous suggestions allow.

10.17: pA9ia B* ] MQS/GMT/F/AW {if533. The vav is placed
above the extended base stroke of the kaph, giving the initial
appearance of two letters with shorter base strokes.

10.18: [77]2] The lower horizontal stroke of a bet or similar letter
is visible in BZ10M, but beyond this nothing is legible. In Gen
9:1 the Lord blesses (772") Noah after he makes his offering.

Column 11: Col. 11 is attached to col. 12, and in quite similar
condition (see below). .

1L.1: MAMQS/GMT/F/AW ] B? nn. Either reading is possible
based on the scant ink remains, but the reading of MQS et al.
makes better sense here.

11.1: K2 ] The superscripted yod appears to be in a different
scribal hand than the surrounding script, having a much larger
head than is typical.

11.1: 8483 MQS/AW ] F R383; B® [9R 17R1. The reading of

MQS/AW is preferable to F, since the letters 8% are the most
clearly distinguished of this difficult word. While I follow the
transcription of MQS/AW, AW’s translation “lion” does not
seem plausible. The following letters may belong to a form of
WP‘? “to relent, retard.”

11.5: R ™21 ] MQS/F/AW K2, The space between the yod and
aleph appears rather large. While the reading of MQS and F
may be correct, I find this rendering more compelling based on
the very limited context (i.e. Noah speaking) and the following
word 131933, These letters may also be the latter part of the word
K277, which occurs in 11.9.

11.9: 32707 MQS/AW/Flk | F/B* 82711, The dalet is clear
in BZ11'L

11.9: R™33P5 F/Flk ] MQS/AW R™20p5; B 8™aynb. 1 follow
F with hesitation, since the first few letters are very difficult to
read on the photographs. I translated the word as “thickets,”
taking it to be related to the feminine noun 172 (“branch,
sprout”). This strikes me as unlikely, especially since the Aramaic
words 2 (“transient, passerby”) and 72% (“traveler, border,
side”) might lend themselves to geographic extrapolations, such
as my “intermediate regions/hinterlands” or some similar term
(perhaps “plains”). B¥s transcription is not impossible, nor
N™M3735 (which may be materially preferable). In any case, this
appears to be another topographic reference of some sort.
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vacat PIAIN ooo[ ] .10

joo[ RS ®A2IRS XY N25M npa1 M AR [R] 11
905 NoNa IR MY 2w RAOT ®RHN KDY KYIRI PR PHYA 1Y RTOY[ ] .12
RIIN TARY TYR T RPIR HY 0N T 022 DANT KOAAWND 79 K10 05YH TAY RAY H[ Rnw] .13

vacat 15712 1ip 51397 0 000Y RPFTL H23H BHDY RIPWI RYWN ROAN AP KD .14
ooYH TARI PIND YT T3 OP1 MR TAY M3 R HATA SR AR 51 Ny SHn KW iA cooo B [nn]RY .15

R
PR RT3 0T 91921 K02 RAIATH KDY P13 vhw RYIR HAT I [ ] .16
1AA5AT PANAR POIRA KDY 0T 210 D93 RYIR T RAWYT RP'2 HIRAY RHD Pian 15 3R] .17
[ ] 3w Pooo[  Joo coohHnR  DMHYY[ ] .18
10. [ ]... four. vacat
11. [Then] I, Noah, went out and walked throughout the land, through its length and through its breadth,
[ ]...
12, [ Jupon it; rejuvenation in their leaves and in their fruit. The entire land was full of grass, herbs,
and grain.  Then I blessed the Lord of

13. [Heaven,] whose praise endures forever, and to whom (be) the glory! Once again I blessed the one who
had compassion on the land, and who removed and obliterated from it
14. all those doing violence and wickedness and deceit, but rescued the righteous man... one, and he obtained

all for his sake. vacat

15. And ... a[ppeared] to me from heaven, speaking with me and saying to me, “Do not fear, O Noah! I
am with you and with those of your sons who will be like you forever.

16. [ be fr]uitful and multiply, and fill the land. Rule over all of all of them; over its seas and over its

wildernesses, over its mountains and over everything that is in them. I am now
17. [gi]ving to you and to your sons everything for food; that of the vegetation and herbs of the land. But
you shall not eat any blood. The awe and fear of you

18. | He said to ... [ ]... years [ ]

]forever.

B¥s reconstruction is too short to start at the beginning of the
line. In addition, it is clear in BZ11TM that the word HAi
directly precedes VIR, FIk’s suggested reading is more tenable,

11.13: AP 1 MQS/AW/Flk 739; F 33P. MQS/AW’s reading of
the dalet appears correct (contra F), while the preceding two let-
ters are very obscured. A mem is certainly possible in the second

position (mem and bet are often remarkably similar in the scroll)
and helps make sense of the phrase, which I take (with F) to
be in a periphrastic relationship with the following K11 (part.
tpron). . .,

11.14: RP™R 9335 MQS/F/AW ] B® RpTR T2P5. The first word
is too disintergrated to read with certainty. The bottom of the
yod in RPYTX is perceptible in BZ11TM.

11.15: R9AW JA 0000 3 T MQS/AW RAW ooooo ¥ T[]
0&‘?5'('0; B3 RNW 0 ¥7 RAHR. There is too much space between
% and RAW (approximately 6 letters, depending on which they
are) for I”’s reconstruction to be correct. The words RW TP and
RV (cf. 6.13) seem equally implausible in this gap and would
not be expected based on other usage of divine titles in the scroll
(cf. Bernstein, “Divine Titles”). A possible mem stands before the
word RW, but there is not enough room following it for both a
resh and a heh. I have taken the following, faint, vertical stroke as
a final nun (so also B?), although this is far from certain. This |1
would leave 1191 as a possibility between it and 5. AW follows
IP’s translation but not his transcription.

11.16: RYIR AT S301 [0 ] MQS/F/AW 8PIR obooo; B
RYIR 913 50 w1 710]; Flk XpIR 1921 4307 [1w1a 9 ank1].

although a few of his letters are unlikely. Of special concern is
the lamed of his ", since the leather is fully preserved and there is
no indication of the upper part of this letter (which is regularly
found elsewhere). I also find his samekh doubtful paleographically
(based on BZ11BM).

11.16: 119192 MQS/GMT/F/AW/Flk ] B* Ri19192. The suffix s

prospective, referring to the following list of geographic features.
It is best read in BZ11TM or BZ11BM.

11.16: RIPAY ] MQS RiTPoo; F RiTH5, AW Riooo; B R118Y3;

Flk 83[2]3. Fs suggested reading fits the context and letter
remains well, however there is too much space for a yod and
mem only at the beginning of the word. A preceding bet fits the
letter spacing well and mirrors the following prepositions. This
word also begins the comparable list of 7.1. Flk admits the
possibility of this reading, but prefers not to transcribe a mem
in the third position. He has also not transcribed the following
R0 (mountains), although the word is represented in his
accompanying translation.

11.18: 0ooh ] Perhaps ™19, as the second letter has the bottom

portion of nun, bet, kaph or peh. Certainly not ",
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25

[ Joo %2 WA oo 7% 1R ooo ] .19

.20-35

19. [ ]... I am for you... through years (?) your children...[ ]
20-35.

CoLumn 12

ARooo AiANbI R1IPa NRY Y ARIA
RYI[R
B ARIMNR PaoT RAY[
]t700 ooo%fjo%[

o

n[

vacat

0000 O

tmiohl]

81312331 7R 77 R0 HIBWH nnna 12 902 131 IR A ooo|

L[ 1...

me in the cloud, in order to be...

]... the Lord...[

]...

]... myson...|

PN SO N
| e T o O e T s B s Bl |

[Ararat

this mountain, my sons and I, and we built

11.19: 33 oo 1 MQS/F/AW Paw* [*7]. In BZ11BM there
appears to be a horizontal top stroke before the shin of MQS/F/
AW, suggesting that it is not a yod/vav. If "JW1 is correct, it may
refer to the period of time in which something occurred (i.e.
“In the years of your sons”), asin 12.13 (Y2IN PIWY; also of. E
p- 161), although we might then expect a construct phrase. The
shin may (less) possibly be a tet.

Column 12: Here begins the column first published by Greenfield
and Qimron (hence the switch from MQS to GQ). The
lefthand, central portion is its best preserved part, with much
of the surrounding area being severely disintegrated. The BZ
photographs are glossy, and are at times difficult to read.

12.1: n2A[* 13932] GQ/F ] There does not appear to be room for
all the letters suggested by GQ, nor is there any evidence of a
final nun, even though the leather where it should be is in-tact.
I follow their proposal with hearty reservation, although the
general import is, no doubt, correct.

12.1: R13y2 GQ/B**/F ] GMT/AW 113v3. The aleph is certain.

12.1: NRooo AN GQ/F/AW ] B* N8 mmnH. Either
reading is possible for the first word, with the crucial fourth
letter being badly damaged. A horizontal crack runs through
the final word, but there appear to be more than two letters
preceding the aleph.

12.3: 201 ] GQ/F W3lo. There scems to be space for at least two
letters at the beginning of this word. The left downstroke of the

1 N3A[* 1va] NP KA oooo |

Jo A9nY Joo[

il

Joo 593 A[

SR IR S IR SO O

[ennih

]
]
]
]
]
]
]
]

See, I [hav]e now placed my bow [in a cloud]; it has become a sign for

|the [ea]rth
Jmany. And... was revealed to me

1... . 1...

vacat

Jon the mountains of

]...on the mountains of Ararat. After this, I went down to the base of

ayin can be faintly seen, while a full shin would nearly overlap the
following aleph.

for V37N to be reconstructed at the end of this line.

12.8: ocoo GMT/AW ] GQ/F 072 n; B¥® o[. The leather has
a wide, horizontal split in it, and the penultimate kaph/nun (?),
along with a following letter (resh/dalet?) are easily mistaken for
a final mem (so GQ/F/B*?). In BZ12T the letters preceding this
are unreadable. The mention of a vineyard (093) here would be
odd, given its introduction in line 13.

12.8: 8121 ] GQ/B**/GMT/F/AW 12 7123; Flk 891323, The
aleph is clear on BZ12T and IMneg. 3841, ruling out the reading
of GQ et al. While the top of the penultimate letter is slightly
obscured in the photos, it is almost surely a nun, or less likely a
kaph or peh. The 2 m. sg. ending (R2-) is grammatically accept-
able, but makes little sense in this context, and FIk’s suggestion
1s also awkward. A nun seems preferable to me in all respects,
thus representing a 1 pl. perf. form of the verb 12 “we built”
(for other examples of this form cf. 12.16, where the nuns
are paleographically comparable to that found here)—a
reference to the more widespread tradition that Noah and his
sons built a city/cities after leaving the ark (cf. Jub. 7:14-17, 35;
40244 frg. 8; and further the Syriac Cave of Treasures and Book
of the Bee).
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K710 902 in ia[ar 1133 1ad 5% RYIRA RIW DRID RMTE R |

KPR 9

A2 ow 213 o R[] 85130 903 v pRan TwaeaR paTRY 03 1Y T 839 [A [ow]h .10

1331 101 V1T ([ wid on A

PIIR (AP 13321 O TIwn S0 (R T A A1 na

win 1aps 1331 0981 7Y TwISIR ORI o[>p] .11
paw iapl .12

900 05 7Y PIIR WD KRN0 92193 37 070 NARD KYIRA 1HOR5 A9 B IR ] (13
RWTIAA ¥ KT 891D 70 DI RTP RO AOR M vacat NIPR RN D13 K3 .14

RAKWIAN RNWY T 0va Anwnb Wt nnna 77 89053 002 13210923 of

RTP] .15

RIDINT RTAD RIWVIDNRT PN RIND "wiH 232 1335 125 map 17 RAFA KRADA[ 7 nava ana] .16

RITAR 10 RIVHD T R RWTRH 105 HRO Ronw 70 7330 n%iAi R[NaTn

9. aafty
born to[ my sons| after the flood.

| for the devastation on the land was great. Then [son]s|

] .17

and daugh]ters were

10. To my oldest son [Shem] was first born a son, Arpachshad, two years after the flood. And all the sons

of Shem, all together, [wer]e

11. [Ela]m, Asshur, Arpachshad, Lud, and Aram, as well as five daughters.

Mitzrai|n, Put, and Canaan, as well as
12. seven daughters.

as well as four daughters.

The s[ons of Ham (were) Cush,

The sons of Japheth (were) Gomer, Magog, Madai, Javan, Tubal, Meshech, and Tiras,

13. [Then] I, along with all of my sons, began to cultivate the earth. I planted a great vineyard on Mount

Lubar, and in four years it produced abundant wine

14. for me, and I brought forth all of the wine.
first feast, which is in the
15. [first] month,|
to drink from it on the first day of the fifth year

vacat

When the first feast came, on the first day of the

| ... 1n my vineyard, and inside of my vineyard I opened this vessel, and began

16. [after the planting of |the vineyard. On that day I called together my sons, my grandsons, and all of our

wives and their daughters. We gathered together and went

17. [

Holy One, who saved us from the destruction

12.9: fi[21 Qi3 1a]5 1 GQ 13[a ooo] (13 *]9; GMT/AW
13[2 000 ]5[; Bern ... 01]; B3/F j3[21] {[*32 33]5. This area
is badly damaged and any reconstruction is speculative. The sug-
gestion of GMT/AW can be ruled out based on available space
(at least 8-9 letters between the lamed and the final bracket),
while the reconstruction of GQ) makes little sense at this point
in the narrative (Noah begets his sons and daughters already in
col. 6!). B¥3/F’s proposal is attractive, and is essentially followed
here, although the spacing for this phrase does not seem quite
right (perhaps due to distortion of the leather). The phrase 132
12P1, commonly employed in the scroll, is not possible based on
space and remains. Bernstein’s suggestion (p. 41) is based on the
reading of GQ) et al. at the end of the previous line (cf. preced-
ing note), and is therefore doubtful.

12.14: 'R RIAA 510 KB ] GQ/GMT/AW Hid oooo
npRoooooo; BY3 nARAR RIAN Y11 BW; F RIAN Hidi RYw
NNNR. In general, the reading first offered by B? fits the slight ink
remains quite well. F’s addition of an aleph at the end of RV is
speculative, since the very beginning of the line is gone. It is kept
here only because it fits better the conventional orthography of
the scroll. B¥3/F’s NNNN is unlikely based on available space
and ink remains, although there may be one vertical stroke
between the aleph and upper right corner of the penultimate tav

|the[ altar]. I was blessing the Lord of Heaven, the Most High God, the great

(there is a tear in the leather here)—perhaps a yod. This word
should probably be read as an apfel 1 sg. perf. form of "NK.

12.15: [&7p] Kis/B¥*/F 1 GQ [RW*aW]. The reconstruction
is based on Jub. 7:2 (cf. E, pp. 161-62 for discussion). GQ base
their reconstruction on Jub. 7:1 instead. Y

12.15: 172 1321] GQ/B¥?/GMT/F/AW 1313 *7. The word 1321
(as well as the preceding "723) are clearly visible on BZ12M,
but blurred beyond recognition in the IMneg. photos.

12.15: RARWAN]AY (21/17)/GQ/BY*/GMT/F/AW RO,
There would have to be at least 8 letters in this word if it includes
two yods. The aleph preceding the tav is clear on BZ12M, and
mirrors the morphology of */RININin 10.14 and 21.1.

12.16: RA93[ *7 1A Ina] ] GQ cooo [ 172 *T]; BY*/F 7n3a]
R91[an. The letter remains do not support the suggestion of
B*3/F. Most conspicuously absent is the lamed. The occurrence
of RAII here (best seen in BZ12M) also disproves GQ’s
reconstruction.

12.16: RTN2 GQ et al. ] AY (21/1°) RTN2. The bottom of the first
letter plainly has the bend of a kaph, not the sharper joint of a
bet. The same expression (with kaph) is found at 21.21, 25; 22.1.

12.16: RIORY GQ et al. ] AY (21/77) 739, There is no doubt
that the word ends with an aleph, as is typical of this verbal form
in the scroll.
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00000 0o  JIP 00JoWRI TTAR *MAR T *Mooo 0’0o 91251 Rioo 00093[ Joo coP oo Ro[ ] .18

Roo|[ Jo RANTI 2AWA DY NadwT DWPA oooo| JooR 958w Hoo .19
[ Joi ooofi 731 Pi[ 1 .20
9 58 Yo on M TN Noo[  Jooo Tioifio[ JoA[ ]mbo[ ] 21
[ Jo RYA[ ] .22
[ Jo 133 [A]3&RT [ ] .23
tﬁooo‘?o[ ] .24
vacat [ 1 .25
[ ] .26
0000 093 W 913 000 [ ] .27
.28-35
8. [ ... ...[ ].-.. us,andfor all... his..., which my fathers hid and... until[ ]...
19. ... beautiful...[ ]... by my righteousness. And I lay down upon my bed and fell asleep [ ]...
20. [ ]... pure and...| ]
21. [ 1--.0 1.0 1--- ... ]I...from you, who... the Most High God
22. [ 11 stirred...[ ]
23. [ | which I, Noah, ...[ ]
24. | ]...
25. [ ] vacat
26. [ ]
27. [ ]... every year on...
28-35.
Corumn 13
[ Jowi 83%A [ 195 ][ ] 3
46
3.0 ]... and to you [ ] the king, and... began| ]
4-6.

12.17: R[N 1] GQ Roo[ RMATA INKY]; B [17n na1nb]
NIY; F N[I'I:l'm anR5]. None of the previously suggested
reconstructions is satistying. First, there is far too much space for
any of them to fit as proposed — somewhere between 15 and 20
letters. Furthermore, there is no trace of the top of a lamed, as
reconstructed by GQ/B*?/F 1 find no evidence for B¥*’s R'0w.
My own suggestion is speculative and based on context.

12.18: 1TNR "MaR ] GQ/F M *Mar. The base stroke of the
left leg of the tav, as well as the letter combination het-dalet-vav of
TINR, are plain on BZ12M. ) N

12.19: 72997 5p nadwt Hwpa ] GQ/F "2 ooo 5 nagwi Hoo.
The first word is uncertain, although the tt is quite clear. Only
the vertical stroke of the goph, read by GQ/F as a final nun,
remains. There does not appear to be room for a vav (i e. full
orthography) between the goph and shin. Altcrndtlvely, it may
read "OW (N, which would have to mean either “my folly” or

“my drinking” (spelled with a tet rather than the typical ), but
this seems unlikely. Remains of the upper, horizontal stroke of a
kaph are faintly visible in n::nm as well as the tops of shin and
kaph in ¥22WN. The following n:m'n was kindly suggested to
me by M. Bernstein, and fits the context and physical remains
exceedingly well (I had first read R3nmm).

12.27: 053 Aiw 1 GO/F o5 A3W. The bottom stroke of a letter

other than pod can be distinguished preceding the lamed in
BZ12B.

Column 13: Most of the right margin of this column is shared with

the left side of col. 12, forming one, large leaf of parchment.
Large portions of the upper and lower sections of the column
are completely eaten away, leaving us to wonder about the full
content of Noah’s dream. In addition to the BZ photographs,
IMneg. x 86-4449 is especially useful.
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5% 83 1AR N[ JRIINT of ] 7
il ] 3% Rnwr wAm RATR APYali A nrm RAw gy R[] RYKX[ Jo .8
R['0]0351 RaTH A MA AR PAD PN PR AN RBOM REAR oo K[ ] 9
RATWH RWNWY MM iR 73R 1A% Ao pep pama RI9RD 85185 Rooood 10
701 R PIWI RYIR P SR T IV A AN IR 1309 paon pep R0aanS 11
vacat o1 NR 12
of Joo (XMW IR™DIP DA IRVW YW AN 933 RIPT R R RO mnb anki (13
N

dl TPAtHhy mawn MR T RO M0 AN 03 ATnnm aw 2739 RaiR (14
[ 7799 nnnn XI5 3w mhYi i1 RO 5P Ann i 03 wp RT R5I[ ] .15

7. | ]... and the decree... | 1... [ ]...toall
8. | ]...the wood [ the bir]ds of the heavens, the wild beasts of the field, the

[livesto]ck of the soil, and the creeping things of the dry ground going... [ 1...

9. [ ]... the stones and the clay objects (they) were chopping and taking of it for themselves.

As I continued watching, the gold, the sil[ver],

10. the..., the iron, and all of the trees (they) were chopping and taking of it for themselves. As I continued
watching, the sun, the moon,

11. and the stars (they) were chopping and taking of it for themselves. I kept watching until they brought to
an end the swarming creatures of the earth and the swarming creatures of the water.

12. So the water ceased, and it ended. vacat

13. I turned to see the olive tree, and how the olive tree had grown in height! [This continued] for many
hours, with a bursting forth of many branches... [ ]...

14. good and beautiful fr[uit]... and appearing in them. I was pondering this olive tree, and the great abun-
dance of its leaves| 1...

15. [ ]everything, and tying ropes (?) onto it.

and 1its leaves.

13.8: RIATR ] B® ®YIR. The right horn of the dalet and base stroke
of the mem are plainly seen on BZ13T.

13.8: 13%7 ] MQS/AW {i851; F/B? {851, The reading is very
uncertain, but the peh of MQS/AW/F does not appear to me
correct based on the fragmentary top portion of the letter.

13.11: P RYIR PV GMT/B® ] MQS/F/AW RYIR PW
"W The small, right strokes of the final tsades are quite plain
on IMneg 3843, solving the interpretive conundrum of F
(p. 164). .

lS.lflfIQ: R/901 MQS/GMT/F/AW ] B® i7p/qR1. The first
two letters of the first word are almost entirely missing on the
photographs, but the two legs expected of the lower portion of
an aleph are absent. 8% is more certain, with the left side of the
mem and the full yod visible on IMneg. 3843.

13.13: 7M12 M (margin)/B*/AW ] MQS/GMT/TF K171, The
heh is clear on BZ13TM and IMneg. 3843.

13.13: 18010 A3 ] MQS R 5it3; GMT oW awa; F
INDIY 973 BP N MaR, AW (881 3. This phrase
has obviously puzzled commentators, although much may be
garnered from a careful study of the infrared photographs. The
initial bet is abundantly clear on BZ13TM and IMneg. 3834, as
is the base stroke of another bet following it. A full ayin may be
discerned in the next position, the sloping lower line of which
renders all previous proposals most unlikely. An obscured (but
small) letter finishes the word, likely a yod, making it probable
that here we have an infinitive construct (acting nominally)
of ¥13/°pa “a bursting forth.” This makes good sense in the
present context. The first letters of the next word are somewhat

Now I was very greatly astounded over this olive tree

I continued staring in amazement until| ]

obscured, but the top of the second letter does not resemble a
typical vav/yod, and a bottom stroke is visible running into the
base of the following peh (cf. especially IMneg. 3834). The word
1R'81Y “branches” also fits the context well (for use of this same
root cf. line 16).

13.14: F9w1 217329[ K2]IR ] MQS/AW Ho0oo 3393 ocoo IR
GMT...273 p[a]ax; F qoooo 2333 [1a]iR; B® 3727[N ]m
Yo, Every letter of the word W1 except the yod is clear
in BZ13TM. The letters 2793 of my 2739 are starkly visible in
IMneg. 3834, although the area preceding these letters is mostly
missing. s rcconstruction of 12X works with the available
space, despite the spacing proposed by MQS and B (the former
with too much and the latter with too little). 2737 is known as
an alternate form of the adjective 27, but is often used as an
ithael verbal form (so B?), which should not be absolutely ruled
out here. ..

13.15: IR T ] MQS/F/AW jRiooo; B® 1WA, Significantly
more text is preserved on IMneg. x 86-4449 than on the other
available photographs, although the ink is somewhat blurred.
The final letters of MQS/F/AW appear to be correct there,
while the vav-kaph combination of B? may be confidently ruled
out. The meaning of this word is not entirely clear, although it
may reflect a binding activity involving woven ropes or cords
(cf. 1 En. 10:4), which fits the limited context well. Jastrow (II,
p. 1524) cites the related meaning “yarn”.

13.15: pnnn MQS/GMT/F/AW ] B® has apparently skipped
this word by mistake. It is clear on BZ13TM.
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A [mn] 03P paTRY 1% anm aY papn 1T /A 8HAM 1PN 1aws R0 A pair] .16

obo [m may] AN

RI1IH N7 AR 11 HY 10 NIRRT ANVAM 29PN Boooo .17

Ro[ JooR IR 11 o[ JiA pag may .18
[ RS 50277 Ro 3[ 1 .19

[ 723K 3] ] .20

[ Jooane[ ] .21

[ ] .22
[ 1 .23
TP Aol 19 R[ ] .24
25-35

16. the [four] winds of heaven blowing powerfully and violently against this olive tree, knocking off its branches

and breaking it to pieces. First, [a wind] swelled up from...

17. ... west. It struck it, caused some of its leaves and fruit to fall from it, and scattered it to the winds. And

after this [a wind swelled up]...

18. and a northern wind from[ ]... and some of its fruit...[ 1...
19. [ ]
20. [ ]... and its fruit| ]
21-35.
Corumn 14
i 8[a]9R 350 &P[x AR [A]ASK] 1 4
1ino[ ] 5
75Y [23]R 5137 [R]8 H[12 ] 6
Hn Py RINI[R] 0oooh[ Jjooa ond RA[ ] 7
4. [ its] fruit. You were contemplating the [wo]od, an upper part
being knocked off from
5. | ]...
6. [ al]l of [the] boughs, and all the fr[ui]t of the foliage
7. | wle know. Look!

13.16: iA [MM] B33P ] F [A0R]; B* 032, B¥s reading scems
correct based upon IMneg. x 86-4449, but he and others do not
transcribe a number of other letters following this word. The
final word appears to be {1, making it likely (but not certain)
that the intervening word is ™17, and arguing against previous
reconstructions of the beginning of the following line.

13.17: 2790 Doooo 1 MQS/AW 27pn ooocoo; GMT KRN
29n; F 29pn 3 8nin]; B* 299 10 8MA. The proposals of
GMT, F and B?® are incorrect, since the letter preceding 2791
is neither aleph nor final nun. A final mem is more likely, but not
assured. This line may begin with the word *7. e

13.18: JooR NAIR 1M ] MQS/F/AW Rooixr 11, B? YIIR 119
R]'MA. The nun of A2 is fully preserved in IMneg. x 86-4449.
The ink traces of the following word do not fit B’s R]'T17.

Column 14: This column has no top, bottom, or right margins but
is attached to col. 15 by its partially intact left margin. Even the
available IMneg. photographs appear to have been taken some
time after the unrolling of the scroll and are in an advanced
state of deterioration. In general, the BZ set is superior for this
column. .

14.9: K17 %7 827 ] MQS/AW Roooo 00037, GMT...27; F
R[1I81 R]39; B® K0°tA T 837, The bottom of the word *7, as

well as the letter /eh, are visible on BZ14T and BZ14M. There
is insufficient room for the transcription of B?.

14.9: 75n2 B* 1 MQS/GMT/F/AW 0913, The final kaph is
plainly seen on BZ14T.

14.9: @31 MQS/GMT/AW ] F &9i0; B* 1T 8MV. Portions
of the final mem (especially its right, lower bend and left, upper
protrusion) are visible on BZ14T. .

14.10: 8AA5A B ] MQS/GMT/F/AW R85\, If the letter
following the lamed is a peh (which is not entirely clear), there
must be another letter between it and the aleph based on spacing
and ink remains. The left portion of an upper, horizontal stroke
can be seen near the aleph in BZ14T, suggesting that this is
probably the emphatic form of N85, as in lines 11, 14 and 15.
A tav fits the existing ink remains well.

14.10: 32 1 MQS/GMT/F/AW 3[*1]3; B® 713. Either reading is
possible, since the top of the final letter is missing.

14.10: 1A 81 1 MQS/GMT/F/AW ToR ¥3; M (margin) ORI,
The word X" is relatively clear on BZ14T.

14.10: 3 52 ] Four letters appear in the middle of the margin
separating cols 14 and 15 at this point. The last letter, which
may have a space between it and the others, is a gimel. Might this
be a mark from scribal preparation of the manuscript?
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vacal 118000 o0oYo[ JpRo 0oA AP J3 oo ] 8
B0 WK1 HY Tnbna 7H21p5 orp RIA T R KRR RI0 ADIR YO DRR (1] .9
35 RYIR 000 A R 000 Roooo P nNHA AT TV RARMN 13N RPAI T RAAHA ANKR[] .10
0o AR RYRI TTL ATA KIYA KA RIR DTA2 RPAT ROATP RNASAY AR Y[ ] .11
Roooo T3 5[1]3 A58 iR AW mpm Ny TIn wh RS minr 53 RATH A R[] .12
[ J0000HaT RAT jAc00 H12% LWip Navid p1a KAT[P] 93 coo Nooo AAT .13
n[ RrIR] 0[7]33 KpaT 8NASMH ROA T oYY ORP 0P oo ] .14
Rk Jo A13A coo ¥ RAIINR RNAYM NIOAY ANMA ™71 Alooo] ] .15
8. | ]...1in you, take... [ 1]... vacat
9. [Now] listen and hear! You are the great cedar tree that was standing before you on top of mountains
in your dream,
10. [and] the shoot which emerged from it, gre[w h]igh, and was rising up to its height (concerns) three
sons... ... water from... the earth.
11. As for the fact that you saw the first shoot adhering to the cedar trunk, note too the one division branch-
ing off, and the wood from it...
12. [No]w the first son will not separate from you for all of his days, and among his seed shall your name
be recalled. From his division a[l]l your sons...
13. and in him...  the [fi]rst son shall come forth as a righteous planting for all... the day, and...
14. [ ]... standing fast forever. As for the fact that you saw the shoot adhering to the tr[un]k [of the
cedar tree 1...
15. [ ... As for the fact that you saw the branch of the last shoot, which... from it...

| ]

14.11: 073a MQS/GMT/F/AW ] B* 0332. The right horn of the
dalet is casily scen on BZ14T and BZ14M.

14.12: wmv 93 R[] ] MQS/F/AW Toooooo00000; B [Ri1]
RATP 773, Despite efforts, I am not able to find cither of the
final kaphs transcribed by MQS/ F/AW and B® in any of the
photographs. There is a gaping, horizontal tear in the leather
here. I see possible evidence for only one extended downstroke
precedmg 513, which I take to be the goph of 8537, This word
is highly uncertain, but fits the available space reasonably well.

14.12: '[IOJ'(U 17pPn Y121 ] This phrase seems to be a conflation
of the idiomatic Hebrew expressions in Gen 21:12 and 48:16. 1
thank Gary Anderson for drawing my attention to this feature.

14.12: 5[1]2 3o if’: Y ] MQS/AW Ho00%0 Joow; GMT
T[n]w; F Ho0oho q[n]w; B L '[?DW [. The parchment is
split and shrunken here, but it seems that there are actually two
final letters very near to each other (my final kaph and final nun).

14.14: OR'D D17 ] MQS/GMT/¥/AW DR? DIp; B ORp DIp°.
The word DRP, along with its medial yod/vav is surprisingly
clear on BZI4T. If the preceding DI is read correctly, this is
apparently a rare usage of the infinitive absolute plus participle
in order to add emphasis.

14.15: ®nabn n3oah Al MQS/F/AW xnabn Roob anmm;
GMT &nabmh nnmn; BY knabn 8375 nmm. GMT’s reading
is incorrect. MQS/F/AW read an aleph preceding Rnabm,
which is possible (and in which case I read 8N308), but the ink

remains actually overlap the following ez, and seem more likely
to be transferred or smeared ink. The peh and samekh of NioA
are relatively clear, with this word presumably standing in the
construct state with 812,

14.15: KROINR 1 MQS/F/AW R[]9AK; B &0™INR. The
base stroke of the nun is clear in BZ14M. This is a peculiar
orthography, and the expected form (RIINK) may have
prejudiced previous readings. Perhaps here we see influence
from the Hebrew 1INKR?

14.15: 73R 000 7 1 B? N33 Npa1 *T. There is a hole in the leather
on the BZ photos where my circlets are placed, but there does
not appear to be the space or ink remains to support the reading
of B®. IMneg. 3846 was taken before the leather split apart, but
the ink is so blurred that the letters are illegible.

14.16: 11 RYORAo 1 MQS/F/AW 1 o9Ro; GMT jn. My
suggestion is tentative, but there does appear to be a letter
between the aleph and lamed transcribed by MQS/F/AW. The
conjunctive vav preceding 1 is clear.

14.17: APAR HRAWY 7 RYIR P 7 1 MQS/GMT/F/AW
0000 HRAWY coo RYI[R] i coo; BI HRAYH RITD RYIR 1A [
RAITA. This entire phrase is discerned with relative ease on
BZ14T and BZ14M. The reading has been independently
confirmed by the collaborative study of E. Eshel and
M. Bernstein. B¥s proposal is definitely not correct.

14.18: pan’ | MQS/F/AW 127, The lower, left leg and foot of
the fav are visible in BZ14T.
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B[1]0% 0odk MNooo {12 "IN RAMTP M1 12 5P {A5iI NEP 11 R9ORMA0 00 vacat [ ] .16
ROMTP 11132 5P (791 NEP 10 1T APIR HROWY T RYIR P T po[ ] .17
R[] &3 $A0] food of ] N1 N5 0 bofto KR 551 APAwa pard AT &F RASHAT &L | 18
[ Jo Joar »7 &0 Rooo iMoo jor 7%8N Nonoocoo 40 15 RifA &MH SonwA%[ 1A ] .19
[ Jo oo ¥ 05& B3 AH oooon [R]INATHT 13 H9P ookio] JoooRd &i[ Jooo[ ] .20
[ 13 A8[] RA[] oo 85 1 &i§ANA 313 poo Koo A K05 Fook| ] 21
[ Joop[ Jooo 3795 n2TY RAMHY PTRY MH80 coooo[ ] 22
[ ] .23
[ ] .24
[r]582
[ ] 95
yan
[ ] .26
[ IRMRY[ ] .27
.28-34
16. vacat ... the darkness, and part of their bough entering into the midst of the bough of
the first one, (concerns) two sons... its... ...bra[nch]es
17. [ ]... one to the south of the earth and one to the north of the earth. As for the fact that you saw part
of their bough entering into the midst of the bough of the first one
18. [ ]...of this shoot were settling in his land and all the coastlands... to the Great Sea, and not... ... they
[se]ttled in the midst of the [coas]tlands
19. [ ]...to comprehend the mystery, there will be for you an end...  you will scatter (?)... ...water
which...  ...[ ]
20. [ Jand the mystery... ...entering into it, and [the] first one... for himself their every god
(?) which... [ ]
21. [ ]... for himself ... ...in an allotment in Amania, next to Elam... the [Gr]eat
[Slea ...[ ]
22. [ ]...serve; first, exchanging his allotment for an allotment ...[ ]
23-24.
25. [ | by a mirafcle] ...[ ]
26. [ ] and a seed |
27. [ Jthe cedar tree[ ]
28-34.

14.19: R¥in c&g’ﬁ‘? Sanwab 1 MQS/F/AW T KRV [A]%in; M although the initial e/ and yod/vav (the heh may even be preceded
(margin) TV 895 [A]n¥A. This phrase is largely effaced on by a small additional letter) are fairly certain. The subsequent
BZ14T and BZ14M, but, when contrast-enhanced, the remains lamed of '[5 is also unsure, and it is possible that these letters
of a lamed can be seen preceding the lamed of 85, In addition, should be read as a suffix attached to the preceding word.
the two rightmost, slanting arms of a shin are visible preceding  14.99: RANHW pu"rl%'s 1 MQS/F/AW oo now pn-';ﬁ';_ Two let-
the tav of ‘551‘\\27;215, making .‘ug*gn/ N"nN very improbable. Just ters attached to the end of 1YW are visible in BZ14B, making it
as unlikely is the preposition TV, proposed by MOQS/F/AW. 1 probable that this word is a form of the shaphel verb ARV “to
must stress the uncertainty of my own proposal for this word, exchange, change.”
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CoLumN 15
[ JAco coA BB pwna[] 5
[ Hoosa Moo Rin I[p] .6
[ TR[ Joo onoYH HRooo 0ooooh T RooA coPA coMH RIAAN .7
[ 199[AR]3 {Fawn pR P33 iAIn[ Jooo[ JoooomHidH N1 .8
[ ] AR5 A T PP WA Pnd pRAnBWR P AT A ROMAOTI RYIR Bp 9
[ Jooo Hia pivaR nRY RN AT KON KRYIR PR AR RII RAD .10
Af00 cooo| JRPAR A7 A A0 T R0 RMAT 7977 000 Y[ 135 .11
[ RV ]Wa 512 8N HY N RYWAT RITHY[ ] .12
sl Jo 39T N v K[ J'awn ApTh panmm .13
5. [ Jwitheviltoall... [ ]
6. [un]tl there was... [ ]
7. the Merciful One to... i Jthese[ ]
8. and them to all... [ ]from them a profusion of wrongdoing, and set-

tling in your [lan]d...

9. the ends of the earth. As for the fact that you saw all of them crying out and turning away, the majority

of them will be evil. As for the fact that you saw [

]

10. the great warrior coming from the south of the earth, sickle in hand and fire with him, he has

crushed all... [ ]
1. .. ]...
earth[ ]...
12. [
onto the fire[ ]
13. and they will seal... (?), and... [ Jthe...
up...[ ]south

Column 15: Although parts of each margin are preserved, this col-
umn is badly damaged and missing most of its upper and lower
sections. Much of the text is eaten away by the corrosive ink in
the available photographs (BZ and IMneg.; IMneg 3844 and
IMneg. x 86-4448 were taken when the column was in slightly
better condition). o

15.9: P23 ] MQS/AW i[ 1; GMT 3[...]; Fi[n]; B? Pw. Itis clear
that there are at least four, and likely five, letters in this word.
Two horizontal base strokes, belonging to two bets or similar
letters, are visible in BZ15T. In IMneg. 3844 the ink remains of
the first letter rule out an ayin (contra B).

15.9: 701 ] MQS/GMT/F/AW 11707; B? 37101, The reading
of MQS/GMT/F/AW may, of course, be correct, but I have
transcribed the word thus because of the preceding word, which
is itself uncertain. In addition, there is a dot of ink above the
penultimate yod/vav, which is likely only an accidental spill. B¥s
transcription is simply incorrect.

15.9: panuswn MQS/GMT/F/AW 1 B nirwn. B® has
presumably transcribed this word incorrectly due to the ink at
the top of the tav (and previous three letters) being eroded away.
In fact, the base stroke of the left leg of the tav (B¥s nun) would
instead require the transcription J113™Wn, and not that of B®.
The statement at the end of this line appears to have a parallel
in 2 En. 35 (recension J). vo

15.10: 837 833239 1 MQS/GMT/F/AW/B® 83335, There is
simply too much space for 873247 alone to be written. This is
most evident in IMneg. x 86-4448, where 8-9 letters are clearly
discernible (even if some of them are difficult to read). The base
stroke of the bet of 837 is visible in the same photo, ..

15.10: 533 P¥IR F 1 MQS/AW Hio P5aR; B* 1a]n3 by xannd.
Even a casual glance at BZ15M and BZ15T shows that B%s

and the Mighty Lord, he is the one who will come from the south of the

Jthe torches (?) and the evil one. And he threw all [the] rebel[lious] ones

As for the fact that you saw (that) they plucked

transcription is impossible (albeit creative), and that there can be
no doubt about the proposal of MQS et al. The meaning of this
word has troubled commentators (cf. the various translations, or
lack thereof), but this must begin a descriptive phrase concerning
the “great warrior” mentioned at the beginning of the line. The
root PX7 can mean “squeeze, crush,” and is translated by F as
“oppress”. .

15.11: kMm% 795§ ] MQS/AW Rnidoocooo; F RMATA[ A707];
B? 8111 [. Although F was correct in his reconstruction, he
placed these words at the beginning of the line when there are
at least three words preceding them. A letter directly preceding
the mem of N1 is visible in the photographs, but is too obscured
to be read with certainty. B¥s suggestion is safely ruled out based
upon the clear base stroke of the et in RM27.

15.12: "N M (margin)/B* 1 MQS/F 7% GMT/AW 0.
Although any of these options may potentially be correct, "7
is preferable paleographically. The first letter extends even
farther down than is typical for a vav/yod, while the final letter is
particularly short.

15.13: APPTY PAANM ] MQS/GMT/F/AW opb pa anm; B
ND'(ZNP% N2 10", These words are more difficult to read than
they first appear. On IMneg. x 86-4448, the first seven letters
appear to form one word. The important fourth and fifth letters
are likely het and bet, although this is not absolutely certain (I
see no evidence for an intervening yod, as transcribed by B?).
The second word definitely has one letter (dalet or resh) standing
between the lamed and goph, and ends with a tav. This argues
against previous transcriptions, yet it remains unclear what this
word is or means. There may be a base stroke (i.e. a bet or similar
letter) in the penultimate position. I take the first word to be a 3
pl. imperf. fitpe‘al from *an.
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[ 12939 3851 RYAIR MW P03 18000

Jo o[ 17 .14
[ Jiobwr 8Y *1 RYIR DAY 913 10 W pnd AR[ 15[ ]
n

15

00 000 JAZINRY BW §TI2 O ARV IAOA WA RTTA[N IRA[ JodRe[ Y .16
[ Jo A 573a°% 278 AIATRIY 10 PR 77 RAY 7Y TARS 1R Hoooho HRoPoo .17
53  Joo pwanwm pnba nnd paa Rnny o pa[ Jood[ JRY0 305 .18
[ 1315 727997 HR1 77 RO\ 5 nnnn 58 A9 DR vacat .19

[ 195y 200 121 TN vwipa 851[ ] .20

[ ma] AIRY RS RwAW NI 1 13 RI[R NYNRY 179 cooo 5 TAYA (]98T 21
[1]5[ n]inR 851912 OWH AIR AH[INY T &A% 58 793R .22

[ 199 Roo ¥ AIAAY IRH7E oS00 15 Hooph I K[ 1901 .23
14. .| ]... a chain on them, four mighty angels| ]
15. [ ]... for them a chain, from all the peoples of the earth who will not have power
over| ]
6. ...[ Jthe [ag]itated one because of their conduct, their inadvertent error, their waver-

17.

ing on account of much blaspheming, and their fruit...
such that he may couple this people to himself. He will cut out a great mountain, and from it he

will consecrate and separate between...

18. ... [

entangled...[ Jall
19. vacat

upon it [ ]
20. [

concerning you| ]

21. and I will j[oi]n some of your people to you...
sun rose, and I, [Noah, ]

22. to bless the Everlasting God. And[
everything to [him]|

23. | ]...
you[ ]

to you... ..to you...

15.13: #9791 MQS/F/AW o00p%; B 8. The reading of
MQS/F/AW 1is understandable when examining the manu-
script. The head of the dalet has split apart on several of the
photographs, making it look like the partial loop of a goph (but
see IMneg. x 86-4448, where the dalet is unmistakable). The
downstroke of the following resk, which extends no further down
than any of the other letters, was taken instead as belonging to
the goph. It is also conceivable that this should be read as the
common prepositional phrase *T TY.

15.14: W MQS/F/AW ] B* 1. The shin and resh are abundantly
clear on BZ15M.

15.15: "BAY ] There is a hole in the leather here, distorting all
letters but the final yod. The two middle letters (whlch may even
be the first and second of three) have base strokes typlcal of mem,
bet or other such characters. Another possibility is 239,

15.16: 1531 ] MQS/F/AW 183w, B* R2W P[. The left leg
of the second gimel is partially effaced, but the joint is very
comparable to that preceding it (and is too low for the stroke
interchange of a yod). The heh is also obscured, but discernible.

to you.

the righteous one[

|between all the peoples, and all of them will be serving them and getting
You, Noah, do not be amazed at this dream, and may there not be added

]I have related everything to you in truth, and thus it is written

[Then I], Noah, [awoke] from my sleep. The
][ we]nt to Shem, my son, and relat[ed]

Jto make known what... to

Each photograph has proven helpful for this word, depending
on which letter is being examined.

15.16: §73°3 ] The superscripted mem is most visible on BZ15M.

15.18: pwanwnt ] B® pwnwml. This word is made out with
certainty on BZ15M.

15.19: 77 RA5A 5 B* ] MQS/F/AW jorny 9. B is to be
credited with this perceptive reading, which is most easily
distinguished on IMneg, x 86-4448.

15.19: 727971 ] MQS/F/AVV 729 oo; B® na7 K. The first
three letters of this aphel verb are dlscermble in all of the photos,
especially when the contrast is enhanced.

15.20: 7R B 1 MQS/F/AW TPnRK. The fav is clear in
BZ15M. i

15.22: R513112 BWH M (margin) ] MQS/F/AW K9 0731773 0009,
The best photograph here is BZ15B, where the reading of the
last two words is relatively clear desplte the damaged parch-
ment. The word DWY was first suggested by M, and makes good
sense in this context.
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[ o 58 7o npY

115 .24

.25-27

a3 ][ Jooooo cooooo ]1n12|30f°3[ ] .28

.29-35

24. to you| Jto take for yourself the Mo[st High] God[ ]
25-27.

28. | ]their. .. [ ]...1n it
29-35.

Corumn 16
%[ SlpTiT[W 139[n Aarpal ] 8
RIFNR PP 3P RIA[I] AP0 TP PAA WIRI PP N T RAYT 9
8. | Jas a spring in[ wlest[ un]til it reaches [ ]...

9. of the sea that is between them; the source of (the) Mahaq, up to the Tina [R]iver. It then passes

as a spring the length

Column 16: This column is the last of this sheet of parchment,
and is significantly narrower than those surrounding it. Like the
preceding columns, it is missing a sizable portion of its upper
and lower parts. The BZ photos for this column are washed out
in places, but remain very valuable in others. In general, the
IMneg. set is read more easily.

16.9: RA™T ] MQS/GMT/F/AW R105; B® R%8[2; Esh 8wH(.
Whatever the letter preceding the aleph, it does not appear to
be a nun or yod. On BZ16M and IMneg. 3844 there is a clear
upper, horizontal stroke, assuring that it is either a kaph or a
mem. Graphically, the letter looks more like a typical kaph, but
the following mem of 1 looks very similar, and a mem makes
better sense of the word. It is preceded by the bottom of a short,
vertical stroke—almost surely a yod. I see no clear evidence of a
lamed at the beginning of the word in any of the photographs.

16.9: 1A MQS/GMT/F/B*/AW ] Esh 11"3"2. The penultimate
vav is visible on BZ16T, BZ16M, and IMneg. x 86-4450.

16.9: PR 1 MQS/F/AW/Esh {92; GMT ppn; B . Scrutiny
of the photographs indicates that previous readings are not
correct (this reading has been reached in consultation with
J. VanderKam). First, the initial letter is almost certainly not
a bet (contra MQS/F/AW/Esh), but quite plausibly a mem. In
IMneg. x 864450 and BZ16M the upper part of this letter,
with its characteristic upward slanting (from left to right) stroke
and small horn in the upper, righthand corner, is plainly seen.
This judgment is confirmed when closely compared with mems
from this and surrounding lines. It appears that the slanting,
upper stroke of this mem has been mistaken as the rightmost
stroke of an ayin by others. Second, the last letter is not a final
nun, as transcribed in previous editions, but a goph. This is
especially clear on IMneg. 3884, but can be discerned on any
of the photographs by examining the letter’s lower extension
in comparison with surrounding gophs and final nuns (the goph
of AT, almost directly under this word, provides the nearest
example). The nun has a characteristic right to left curve at the
end of the tail, while the goph is straight throughout. When
these factors are taken into account, it is most plausible that the
central letter is a Aeh or ket the right leg of which has been taken
by previous readers as the left stroke of the ayin. The left leg
has been transcribed as a_yod/vav. This is further confirmed by

a horizontal stroke connecting the two legs at the top, visible
in IMneg. 3845. Perhaps the most convincing refutation of the
proposals 1"V3 and "Y1 is a simple comparison with the assured
occurrence of 1"92/2 later in the line.

This leads to my proposed PN, which appears to be a parallel
to the “Mauq Sea” of Jub. 8:22, 26 and exhibits a spelling similar
to a Syriac Chronicle containing this portion of Jubilees (nasa>;
cf. VanderKam, The Book of Jubilees, 1.266 and 2.54 [n. to 8:22],
who argues for the Syriac being a better witness to the text at
this point). When it is recognized that the Genesis Apocryphon
is describing Japheth’s allotment in the opposite direction as Jub.
8:25-29, it becomes clear that this reference fits nicely with the
placement of the Maugq in Jubilees.

16.9: 5ap1 ] B® 7. The base stroke of the bet is seen clearly in

IMneg. x 86-4450.

16.9: YA M (margin) ] MQS/GMT/F/AW/B*/Esh 1'pa. The

letters bet and kaph look very similar in this portion of the
manuscript, and while the first letter of this word has an angular
bend at its lower, right corner (presumably causing others to
transcribe it as bef), there are nearby instances (e.g. 81912 in line
10) where an assured kaph has precisely the same attribute. In
fact, if any single factor distinguishes bet from kaph in this section
of the scroll it is the height of the letter—the bet being shorter
and more compressed than the kaph. If this trait is taken into
account, the present letter should certainly be read as a kaph.
Furthermore, when compared to the word in line 17, transcribed
by all as but Esh as ]"V2, one recognizes that almost no difference
exists between the first letters of the two words. Whatever one
judges this letter to be, the two occurrences should be read the
same. In addition to these paleographic factors, I prefer kaph
because a geographic adverb seems probable in both cases, and
a translation such as “regarding sight” (cf. the use of "D in
Ezek 1, 8:2, 10:9 and Dan 10:6) or “as a spring” (so F) makes
the best sense in this context. Notably, M has corrected his initial
reading of {"Wa to 1"V in the margin of the copy of his M.A.
thesis (available in the Judaica Reading Room of the University
and National Library at the Hebrew University of Jerusalem,
Givat Ram).

16.9: RN ] Another word plainly follows "2 at the end of the

line in BZ16M, and especially BZ16T.
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Ri[

YIaR TP

Jo WIRAH paT T TY RAMD RMAR PIR T .10

boodol ®I[T13H P27 Ty KTV N D 1T XOIAN I3P[1] .11

vacat

G%Y Nt A’ $Alaa ne 37pa phn Aid 12

vacat 13

[ 15[ on]3[y nm]H nidam b nnd Rakn 83Ty poi owh (14

[ 3ol

G0 59 R3S Namy - o8 ‘
|R02 TV RIT RINI N0 M pai ] .15

1Yo PAT 7T RAPRA B72 0000HoMA oooR T R AFO I[P] .16

OO[

17 17 RIVY 0 Yo 17 RN DRI R RMOD DS 17
[ Joo M2y §[*]9%n5 1o ™7 8 W5 TP |

Joooo ooy .18

(ﬁo&j[ ]73'7307[ ]Lj ﬁ-ryt7 P:l-l' ’-ol' 'l'y OJOD[ ]OOOO[ ]ooo[ ] 19
Rm3TAY [ Joooo oooo 1Tooo oAToo[ Jo3i 20
coo P mMa] A B[] pAafaa JipiI[ 1 .21

10. of the whole land of the north, in its entirety, until it reaches (the) source of |

lan[d ...

Jand up to the

11. This boundary line crosses the waters of the Great Sea until it reaches Ga[de|ra, and ...

12. And Noah divided (it) by lot for Japheth and his sons to receive as an everlasting inheritance.

13. vacat

14. For Shem emerged the second lot, for him and his sons to receive as| an ever|l[asting inheritance]...

15. [ |the waters of this Tina River emerge, until... | ]...as a spring| ]
16. [up] to the Tina River, which... ...the Maeota Sea, which reaches ... the gulf of
17. the Great Salt Sea. And this boundary goes as a spring from this gulf, which ]...
18. to... ...[ ] up to the gulf of the sea that faces toward Eg[yp]t. It then passes... [ ]
191 1... 1. ]... until it reaches the allotment of] 1.-.0 1...
20. ...[ ]... .| ] to the east
21. [ 1.-.0 Jtheir [sons], [a]ll the sons of [Noah 1...

16.11:83[T]3HIMQS/AWRooRY; GMT/FRA[*T]39; B RP[T]RY;
Esh 8735, The gimel and resh are badly damaged, but fit
the remaining ink traces well. I do not find enough space for
both dalet and yod, as reconstructed by GMT/F/Esh. The
penultimate letter is definitely not an apin, as transcribed by B®.
Esh has apparently forgotten to add brackets around the letters
dalet and yod. 3

16.12: PR RIS 1 MQS/GMT/F/AW p5R; B* 951 [*1]. This
reading was arrived at with the gracious and expert assistance of
E. Eshel, and is attributable to her. There is a wide, horizontal
crack running through these words, and the bottom portion
has shrunk and shifted significantly in relation to the top. MQS
et al. begin the line with P71, but when looking below the crack
it becomes obvious that other letters precede this word. Once
this is recognized, the letters nun, vav and het/heh may be made
out, thereby supplying the subject of the verb.

16.12: N MQS/GMT/F/AW ] B min7. The order of the
last three letters is evident in all of the photographs.

16.12: B¥%Y 1 Slight traces of an effaced lamed may precede this
word.

16.15: ]Roa TP 1 B? *]7 . The letter following the (uncertain)
word TY has a base stroke, and should be read as a bet despite
the frequent employment of the prepositional phrase "7 TV
throughout this section.

16.17: ©° B* ] MQS/GMT/F/AW ©°[5]. There is a vertical split

in the leather along the margin line, but I do not see evidence of
a lamed preceding the word D"

16.17: 1"v2 MQS/GMT/F/AW/B? ] Esh/Esh? 1"p3. See note to
16.9 above. Esh (41, n. 16) mentions {"V2 as I’s reading alone,
but it is also espoused by MQS and others. The initial letter,
which she reads as bet, is indeed “clearly visible”. That it is a bet
is less sure, however. Like the same word in line 9, the letter is
taller than a typical bet in this part of the scroll, and is almost
certainly a kaph. .

16.17: RIWH ' 1 MQS/F/AW RiwY in; GMT .. .; B nayH n.
B? is correct in transcribing ", as seen especially on BZ16M.
The join between the two leftmost strokes of the shin is visible on
IMneg. 3845, especially when the contrast is enhanced.

16.18: R (w5 1 F 8RN0 5[181]. F’s reconstruction is untenable,
since the final nun preceding 81" is plainly seen on BZ16M.

16.18: {[*]92n5 ] MQS/GMT/F/AW 33919; B3/Esh? RAITNY.
This word is badly eroded, with only the very tops (and a few
other bits) of its letters remaining. The best photo is IMneg. x
86—4450, where the top of the #sade is very clear, and too high
relative to the surrounding letters to be the valley of an ayin.
A “Branch of the Egyptian Sea” is mentioned in the parallel
account of Jub. 8:14.

16.19: 1A59[ 15 3795 ] Esh? 85y wRA R1TP. While some
letters of Esh?s appear to be correct (particularly for 81399) T do
not find the reading as a whole to be tenable.
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oRW Mi[1]9[ 1 .22
5ERi[ 1 .23

[ Jo{oep[ Jooo[  J2R[ ]3] Joooo| ] 24
vacat o[ ] .25

in5y  maalbh 1A nRY ooooo R NHn RATY P[1 ]ORN .26
B[] TP PAT o¥[ R L] Ty ] .27
DWY 0o0oRTY[ ] .28
.29-35
22. [ Jto [N]oah...
23. | Jand went
24. | 1. ]... between| ][ 1--[ Tooo [ ]
25. [ ]... vacat
26. And for Ham|[ there eme]rged| the thi|rd[ share]...to inherit for him[ and his sons... everlasti|ng
27. up Jto the G[iho]n[ River ]... reaches to [the sou]th (of)
28. [ ]... Shem
29-35.
Corumn 17
[ P33 qwah[ 1 5
vacat [ ]o 000 0000 %o[ ] .6
RAYS PaTT 7Y RIAI OPIA 0 TH RIIHRA 05 ]PH rATHH Han ma pa aph[n] Ba v 7
5. [ Jto Meshech and the sons of (?)[

]
[ ]... o

7. [And] Shem divided his [po]rtion among his sons. There fell first to [E]lam (an area) in the north, along

] vacat

the waters of the Tigris River, until it reaches the Erythrean

16.22: oRW ni[3]7 ] Esh? RTP. In this and the preceding note has shown me the fragment and her reading of TWNAY appears

Esh? has provided a suggested reading without critical marks,
which makes it difficult to gauge her certainty. I find her reading
here unlikely.

Column 17: This column begins a new sheet of parchment
containing 34-35 lines per column. It is in similar condition as
col. 16, although less of the top and bottom margins remain. It
is also among the wider columns of the scroll. A goph, written in
a scribal hand very different than that of the scroll’s main text,
is easily seen in the upper, righthand corner of this sheet. The
BZ photos are again more washed out than the IMneg. set, but
proye useful in several crucial areas.

17.5: %333 TWAY Esh? 1 T do not have access to the fragment on
which this reading is based, but follow Esh? in her proposal (she

quite certain). Because she only provides a translation the
diacritical marks are merely a conservative guess. As argued in
Esh? (pp. 116-117), this may actually be part of a description of
Canaan’s apportionment (across the Straits of Gibraltar).

17.7: 358 GMT/F ] MQS/B?/AW 3. There is almost nothing

left of these letters, save some slight ink remains from their lower
parts. The first letter could be either bet or peh, while the others
are too fragmentary to reach a definite conclusion. Supplying a
verb, along with GMT/E, seems to me the better option (cf. Jub.
9:2a and | 173).

17.7: RS GMT/F 1 MQS/AW RA[*] 0*5; B* RI[T 81 ]"H. There

is a vertical crack along the margin, and it appears that the word
RS has simply pulled apart at the mem.
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A3n31 Yoo ooo [

Jo R5pTMH PAT TY MWKRY RIWNH[ 11N Ripra T AWRD RPIAY .8

Vo T15H A9N31 KT npal vI]AA H0 WRAD PAT T TV KD PINPAT RYIRDIRD 9
RMITA 0% ¥ Hioooo RIVH[ 115 13 33nd paT T Rawnh 17 8PN Ay 1T RN M0 Has .10
PAT[ 7] oHoo oho TwanIRY 1I[ R]AMTHY RPN b WK HYT 1T RIWH pnn T RiALA 11

0o ooo'?[

Jooooooo000R D121 1A APWA *T RYIR D13 RATITY 1138 *T 000000 12

8. Sea, to its source which is in the north. And aft[er him ](there fell) to Asshur (the area) toward the west,

until it reaches the Tigris...[ ]...

And after him

9. (there fell) to Aram the land that is between the two rivers until it reaches the peak of Mount Ar[arat],

in that region. And after him to Lud...

10. fell this Mount Taurus. This portion passes to the west until it reaches Magog; everything al[ong ]the...

gulf that is by the Eastern Sea,

11. in the north, adjoining this gulf—that which is above the three portions to its south. For Arpachshad

(there fell). ..
12. to...

...un[tl ]it reaches

17.8: [ ]R3a1 ] MQS/GMT/F/AW =R03; B [1]30%. The sec-
ond letter of this word does not resemble a samekh. The lower,
right corner (which should be gently sloping from right to left if
MOQS et al. are correct) is clearly the angular corner of a bet, mem,
kaph, or nun. Nor does the spacing favor reading 101/1301,
which would fall short of filling the available space. Both the
spacing and ink remains support reconstructing 17031, as we
find at the end of the line and elsewhere in the column.

17.8:79038...85pTNH]AY (22/0). . 5T MQS/F/AWSpTrh
A9n3i cooooooocoo; B I[1]AAY p[9N] A3[Na1 8173 SRy,
The remaining ink traces and spacing do not correspond to
B¥s suggested reading. The definite article (aleph) at the end
of t?P'I'ﬂ 1s plain on BZ17T and IMneg x 86-4450, making
it unlikely that 87373 followed this word. 77N21 fits well the
existing tops of the letters at the end of the line. This possibility
is further strengthened by the following OIRY, thus mirroring
the repetitive syntax of this section.

17.9: [U"l]%iﬁ 1 MQS/F/AW ["WwR]. It is quite clear on BZ17T
that the word following 710 is not MWR. Rather, the word begins
with two parallel vertical strokes (of which only the bottoms are
visible), which I read as feh. This is followed by another vertical
stroke, which appears to be a resh or dalet, making the designation
VNN likely. Ararat is mentioned as a range elsewhere in the
scroll (cf. 10.12; 12.8), but as a single mountain here and in
17.14.

17.9: Do 7199 19031 KT N™pa ] MQS/F/AW ooooooo00 flopa
VooY AFIR; BY 1] 1N [ooo] N9p3A]. The first two
words close the description of Aram’s portion, the word N*™pa
being especially clear on BZ17T. The end of this line solves
the problem of where Lud fits into the apportionment among
Shem’s sons, and has been independently noted by Esh? (p. 118)
in her recent translation of this section. In IMneg. x 864450 the
final three words are read with much more confidence than in
BZ17T, where the letters are badly skewed and blurred. There
is no sign of a qoph (or final nun), as transcribed by B, which is
one of several reasons that his proposal should be rejected. The
letters following 159, at the end of the line, are enigmatic and
difficult to contextualize. The te is quite certain, and I had first
read U9, although it is unclear what this might mean. I continue

...which turns to the south; the entire land irrigated by the Euphrates, and all... | ]...

to wonder if the scribe had begun a word (e.g 105—note the
phrase at the beginning of the next line), but then abandoned it
for some reason. .

17.10: 839915 17 B* ] MQS/F/GMT/AW R8379n HIR. These
words are easily recognizable on BZ17T.

17.10: RIH[ 'r’]>',7 913 1 MQS/F/AW oo%; B* 53[1]0%. There
seems to be too much space and ink for 131 alone to precede
the yod/vav of my 913. The lamed of 913 is followed directly
by another in BZ17T, although its upper portion is cffaced.
Mention of Tubal (B makes very little sense at this point in
the description, while the next line seems to require previous
mention of a JW9—hence, my RIVH. In general, the last half of
this line is in very poor shape. .

17.10: ©¥2 7 53... ] MQS/F/AW o009, . ; B 0197591, While
B¥s reading is not impossible (although the spacing does not
seem quite right to me), it seems better to take this as mention of
an “Eastern Sea.” This would make better sense in connection
with R319¥2 at the beginning of the next line (what would the
phrase “and to the southeast in the north” mean?). If correct,
this must be a reference to the modern Caspian Sea.

17.11: 5T MQS e al. 1 AY (22/0%) 591, Although irregular in
the scroll’s morphology, there is no doubt that here the relative
pronoun T has elided with the preposition t7}7 (cf. also 17.7;
20.7; 21.29; 22.14, 21).

17.1 177 R]AMTHIMQS/GMT/F/ AW T RAYT; B[ ).
B? is certainly correct in reading the second letter as a dalet
rather than a yod, since the head of the letter (with its two horns)
is easily seen on IMneg. x 86—4450. Hence, we must have here
a reference to the direction “south.” This makes good sense
in describing Lud’s portion, which we would expect to run
along the north of the “three portions” (i.e. Aram, Asshur, and
Arpachshad) mentioned in this line. MQS e al. appear to be
correct, however, in reading the penultimate letter as a dalet (or
resh — the upper, righthand corner is missing) rather than yod/vav.
This is best scen on IMneg. x 86-4450 and BZ17T.

17.12: ooocooh 1 MQS/F/AW R[mnn]5; B* [Rminn]H. The
suggestion of MQS et al. does not fit the ink traces or the context
particularly well. The spacing, however, is approximately correct
for their reconstruction.
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o[ Jo[ 15 paT [T]Y cooo H[1]3 {7 RawH 132 77 RORI P12 *T R™MWM RARYPA O[1]2 ooo[ ] .13
Rpoo[  Hpa]T T AP Ro[ 15 ooo[ n]38% AT TP RINRT VI A0 THRT RIARY [ ] .14
vacat AR ma b am nd a7 ’kpHin [ ] .15
7IN31 3R 77021 R0 00D PAT T TY KNORA PATRY 2 Y A 1A BHa nd1] .16
12paT 5AINY RIRF[ N RIJOOH 1O T[]0 [7]7 RawH a1 O 5 7 KmRa 512 Rvh An3i RS 17
1332 719 799 Roooo TPi A[RM] KPR [ on]Y[ 13[ Jooooo TwnY RINIA[ RIW]H .18
vacal KAy ] Hooo o 32 PY[N TH paT T RY] .19
[ 1 .20
[ o513 o ] 000 377° 37 ][ ] .21
[ nmaa pa nal]aTw [plpn] M saaf ] .22
13. [ ]...a[l]l of the valleys and the plains that are between them, and the coastlands that are within
this gulf; a[l]l... un[til] it reaches...[ ]...
14. | ] to Amana, which abuts Mount Ararat, and (from) Amana until it reaches the Eup[hrates
]...to[ ]... until it re[aches. .. 1...
15. [ | the portion that Noah, his father, divided for him and gave to him. vacat
16. [And] Japheth divided among his sons. First, he gave to Gomer (an area) in the north, until it reaches

the Tina River. And after him (he gave) to Magog, and after him

17. to Madai, and after him to Javan; all the islands that are alongside Lud, and (that) between the gulf th[at]
is n[ex]t to Lud and the [se]cond gu[lf]. To Tubal (he gave) that which is across

18. [the] second g[ulf]. To Meshech... [ ]. To [Tiras] (he gave) four [island]s, and up to
the... alongside it, within

19. [the Sea that reaches alongside to the por]tion of the sons of Ham... | for]ever vacat

20. [ ]

21. [ ]... that he gave... [ ]...all...[ ]

22. [ Jthe sons of Noah [di]vi[ded] th[eir] allotment[s among their

17.13: RIWH 132 T XX MQS/GMT/F/AW ] B? 5122 77 R
IWIW. This entire phrase is abundantly clear on IMneg. x
86-4450 and BZ17M, despite B¥s confident suggestion.

17.14: T9A%T RIARY 1 MQS/F/AW/B® 9333 35, T find the
proposal of MQS et al. unconvincing. Following the lamed, a mem
(possibly bef) can be made out, yet it is at least one letter space
removed from the lamed (hence, my aleph). In addition, my mem 1is
quite clearly followed by the letters nun and aleph. The following
word 1s less certain, but the relatively sure U377 two words later
makes a relational preposition or verb such as this plausible.
T'RT fits the remaining ink traces fairly well, although a possible
vertical stroke before the mem continues to give me pause.

17.16: 717021 MQS et al. 1 AY (22/0°) 0021 The word is 1703,
as elsewhere.

17.17: 92p27 ] MQS/AW 92ypoo; F/B* 93P [*1]. The initial
letters dalet and bet/mem are discernible in BZ17M, ruling out
the proposal of F/B®. Although the second letter may possibly
be a mem, this does not greatly alter the meaning. The base
word is apparently the noun 72y “border, side,” preceded by a
compound preposition, used in a manner similar to the biblical
expression 72PR/2 “on the other side, beyond, across from.”
If correct, this phrase is paralleled in Jub. 9:11, where Tubal
receives “the other side of the second branch.” A defective

aphel participle is less plausible, as is a pael form, which typically
carries more idiomatic meanings (e.g. “be with child”).

17.18: Twnd RIRIA[ R1W]5 ] MQS/F/AW Twndi &p9R3 [; B?
Tonb RYIRT [NL’(]X?. Very little remains of the first two words,
and it must be admitted that any of the proposed readings
is possible. My suggestion does not contradict the physical
remains, and is based partially ongub. 9:11. There is definitely
no vay preceding the lamed of TWNY.

17.18: n[R31] RPIIR ] My restoration is based in part on Jub.
9:13.

17.18: 19 7% 1 MQS/F/AW {9 o%; B* w9 5[12]a. The heh of
79 is clear in BZ17M, and I see no evidence for a final letter. In
addition, it is obvious in all the photographs that there are one
to two letters standing between the two lameds.

17.18: PY[In 5 paT 7 8] 1 MQS/AW p5[n h 7 8],
F P50 15 *7 8n]; B3 pH[IN. The reconstruction offered by
MQS/AW and F would not adequately fill the damaged area of
the manuscript, which is why I also reconstruct the word P27.
F/B¥s proposed P11 (versus MQS/AW’s P91 better conforms
to the orthography of this word in the scroll.

17.19: 8[5Y ] MQS/F/AW &500[. This arca is badly damaged,
and the ink smeared. My reading accords with the parallel
section ending at 16.12.
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o%oo of ] .23
[ Jooo| ] vacat 000 13A of ] .24
.25-35
23. [ 1...
24. | Jand his sons... vacat [ ][ ]
25-35.
CoLumn 18
Corumn 19
3[,0'(0 oof f&o o[ ]N [ ] ,"loi&oo ‘ol'oo[ ] 6

all ] 7

NI ANIR DR [RA]H[R 0]W3A jan npi fooo 85 Jpoon[ Jo B[ ]
B[*]A% T5Ri RoYo 0o oHR .8

DT RWMTP RNVY ANPRAT RS (92 TV TaRND KNHAT oRoo &35%52 51 HHA

7. [ ]... I called there on the naJme of GJo[d], and I said,

“You are
8. God... ...and King of Etern[i]ty.” [ And] he spoke with me in the night “...
(?) to wander; up to now you have not reached the holy mountain.” So I set out

and take strength

Column 18: While a significant portion of the middle of this Mi-To/F 8[2] ©n5%h 15 [n]o5[m &nl5[p] 5[x °15; B

column is partially extant, the leather where writing once was
has been almost completely destroyed by the ink, leaving noth-
ing but long shreds of uninscribed leather between each line.
Consequently, there is nothing left to recover but stray letters
here and there. The right and bottom margins are completely
missing.

Column 19: This column resumes once again the columns first
published by AY, and has, therefore, been commented upon by
many more scholars than most of the preceding columns. It
has been conventional to follow the line numbering of AY for
this column, even though it was observed multiple times that
their numbering is one line off (e.g. line 7 should actually be line
6). I have chosen to observe this convention in order to avoid
confusion. The plate of this column in AY (i.e. IMneg. 3856)
remains very useful, but recourse to the scaleable photos of the
IMneg. and BZ sets has proven crucial at certain juntures. For
the remaining columns the BZ photographs show the scroll with
a netting over it, presumably intended to help keep the leather
in-tact and prevent further disintegration.

19.7: fooo R5[ 1P 1J/F/AW R[N270 10 mma ]. A final aun is
easily identified preceding the word D™ in IMneg. 3856 and
BZ19TM. This rules out the reconstruction first suggested by
J and followed by F/AW. AW has apparently made a curious
scribal error by placing this reconstruction in line 6 instead of
line 7, as it is situated (but not numbered) in J. This may be
attributable to the confusion over line numbering mentioned in
the preceding note.

19.8: 7Ta8M5...5% 1 J/GMT/AW [inm &5y nlo[R nlo[x
by 513 nan nana n)vo[n; B! 7 obnnd [..]; Du-So/

onnd [o nnnr1 My ] AnS[m oo K]S [A]H[R R T[V].
It 1s difficult to know where to begin when critiquing previous
reconstructions of this line, but it must be admitted at the outset
that the beginning several words are almost entirely missing and
may never be recovered with any certainty. Consideration of all
the photographic evidence proves every reconstruction to date
untenable, and unfortunately reveals more about what is not there
than what is. Rather than try to reconstruct a coherent text in
this line (my actual readings should be viewed as tentative) I have
attempted to reflect as accurately as possible the extant letter
remains and spacing. This is no small task, since many parts of
the line have split and pulled away from each other. Particularly
troubling is the reconstruction of Du-So/Mi-To/F, who seem to
have spent very little time assessing the spacing of the line. I can
find no grounds for their transcription DY 1 at this point
in the line. Furthermore, it can be clearly seen in BZ19TM and
IMneg. 3856 that the letter preceding TV is not a final mem, but
a dalet. The proposal of J/GMT/AW is slightly better, but still
far from accurate, while that of B'/? is impossible. Suffice to say
that at any point in this line where I differ in transcription with
any of the previous reconstructions (which is nearly every letter)
it is purposeful and meant as a rejection of their reading. The
word TARNAY seems an allusion to the mantra that the Israelites
are commanded to recite in Deut 26:5, “A wandering Aramean
(7AR "MIN) was my father...,” understanding the Aramean to
be Abram, rather than Laban or Jacob (so too Rashbam). The
statement in Deut goes on to refer to a subsequent descent into
Egypt (soon to follow in the Apocryphon), although the plain
sense of the entire passage quite clearly alludes to Jacob.
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nam pan nR0[a]a 7 AR5 pand ApaT T T KT Rooo ANIA RAMTHY DR i AN I[A]AY .9

N7 parna [R]I0 8I[2]Y 7 nyawt 8510 KT RPIND RIDD RIM
] K11 0oP 0ooR Jooi oHNR] TonR[
"7 RO WK NYaw nabnl RIPIAR 153 xR a [TY

1n T RN RANAS npaT

vacat P ioan] i[an] .10
Jooo%o enaT AYIRS[ Jo IAnd .11
Jo%o[ Jo[ IRV [MI]NR RIM1TWRY .12

RN PIRD 0N A PIRD RIOPT RIWIR RI25A 2 KA [NORR 021 RADA[T] A RA R332 155y n]a 13

RIAM T IR KA ADAA PAT 9%A YIRS Hyn nHHa obn onar mar nnbm

9. to [g]o there. Iwas going to the south of Moreh...

for that region—and I lived
10. [the]re for [two] years.
there wa[s] w[h]eat in Egypt. So I set out

vacat

11. to go...[ ]to the land that is in Egypt... [ ]

Karmon River, one of

12. the heads of the River, [I] sai[d] “Enter (?) [

1.0

vacat 14

, I went until I reached Hebron—now I b[u]ilt Hebron

Now there was a famine in all of this land, but I heard that

...and there was [ ]1[ reached] the

until] now we have been within

our land.” So I crossed over the seven heads of this river, which
13. af[terwards en]ters [int]o the Great Sea [o]f Salt. [ After this I said], “Now we have left our land and
entered the land of the sons of Ham, the land of Egypt.”

14. vacat

Now I, Abram, dreamt a dream in the night of my entry into Egypt.

I saw in my dream that there was a single cedar and a single date

19.9: 9[n]A% 1 AY/B/F/AW [ 19; ] [ 1n]5. J's reconstruc-
tion appears unlikely. The lower extension of what is probably
a final letter is visible in the fourth position on BZ19TM, and
there also seems to be too much space for the word b
alone. The same expression is used in 19.10-11.

19.9: 7Y mnRI Rooo AR RAMTY TAY [ IR[  IREMTY;
JTv oork[ ] RMMTY; F Iy []AR[1] RnTY; BI/GMT/
AW 7Y 10N [...] 8T, On all of the photos it is clear
that there are at least two intervening words between those
transcribed successively by F (cf. especially BZ19TM). The first
word is not certain, but finds agreement with Gen 12:6, where
Abram camps at the Oak of Moreh and receives a visitation
from the Lord. This has implications for the debate (cf. E, p. 180)
whether RW™TP RV, at the end of the previous line, refers the
mountain east of Bethel (Gen 12:8), or Jerusalem, arguing for
the former. It should be noted that Jub. 13:5-7, 15 also makes
much of the same mountain, between Bethel and Ai.

19.9: nxv[a]2 §7 AR 1 AY/) nRe[a]ang[  ]Ho; GMT/F/
AW nR[3]anR RIA[T 155 B! nxe[3]anR T K51 IMneg
3856 and BZ19TM reveal beyond doubt that previous propos-
als are not correct. IMneg. 3856 shows a broad base stroke (my
mem) following the lamed, while it is also clear that the letter pre-
ceding the nun is not a mem (cf. F’s RIA[1). A final letter is visible
preceding the bet of NR[1]2, which renders the transcription
NR*[1]anK impossible. Hence, it seems that here we have refer-
ence to Abram himself founding the city of Hebron, which may
also be the implication of Jub. 13:10 “When he reached Hebron
(Hebron was built at that time), he stayed there for two years.”
The use of a medial aleph, particularly in lamed-weak verbs, is a
more widespread morphological tendency in the scroll (see, e.g.,
6.11; 20.4, 8, 34; cf. E p. 264, and 4Q545 la-—hiil3; 11Q18 9,4;
and 4Q566 1,2).

19.10: 8512 AY/J/GMT/F/AW ] B! 8912, There is not enough
space for a feh between the lamed and aleph.

19.10: R]iA R3[12]P J/GMT/AW JAY [ ] ®i[a]0; B! 8paw
[’]:’('(OU; Gin/Mu'/F ['n*]& 9[1a]y. Ginsberg was the first to
suggest that the initial letter has the shape of an ayin rather than
tet (contra AY), and this judgment appears correct (see especially
IMneg. 3856). J/GMT/AW were correct in placing an aleph at
the end of the word, since in both BZ19TM and IMneg. 3856
the 7esh and aleph can be seen touching each other.

19.11: PRRAT APIRY[ Jo 7ARY 1 J/GMT/AW paRY [Dynld
1xn; B! Poxn PR 155 [7an]9; F raen vard [7n]nS. There
is more text to be accounted for at the beginning of this line
than any of the earlier transcriptions reflect. The first word is
far from certain, but matches the remaining traces of ink, while
there is certainly a bet preceding 1”381, and probably yet another
letter.

19.11: R1M35 AY/J/GMT/F/AW ] B! 8112735, The top of the
second letter is partially effaced, but does not appear to be a nun
(cf. IMneg. 3856).

19.12: 192 AY/J/BY/GMT/F ] AW }82. AW’s transcription is
incorrect.

19.13: 832583 ] AY/J/B!/GMT/F/AW R3857. It is surprising
that the kaph, which is entirely visible in BZ19TM, has been
overlooked by so many commentators. It is, however, more
difficult to discern on the original plates of AY than on other
photographs. G. Anderson and P-A. Beaulicu have helpfully
pointed out that the root 797 is used in the sense of “go out” in
Gen 26:26, as well as in Assyrian texts.

19.14: 5pn J/B'/GMT/F/AW | AY R85n. The spacing
appears to fit HYn best, although the end of the word is badly
damaged.
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n
AMTINDA RINN PAWAL RI[R]D YR Ppnd Pyt ink Wik (1] [Tn w]W in []RRg KT3I RTN .15
RNAN 5502 RIR PAYT RI[AN]R [T]R YW 1n RN IR RIRY PN SR NIRRT ROAN RGN .16

051 MMIR WY ORI TIY 10 K95 nPHRR tacav WeLH &) .17
17 8051 1 RPNWKRS 1w YTIRY 75N D PNwR 5 o i1 &/AYA 117 ST AIR[T] 0 nRdn .18
ROV 713 KT 0713 PAWNY "9 MH0PNY PP 7T jooo Voo cooR T RAIAI[  ]A [A]Y A& .19

Then I awoke in the night from my sleep,

15. palm, having sprout[ed] together from [one] roo[t]. And m[e]n came seeking to cut down and uproot
the [ce]dar, thereby leaving the date palm by itself.

16. But the date palm cried out and said, “Do not cut down the cedar, for the two of us are sp[rung] from
o[ne] root!” So the cedar was left on account of the date palm,

17. and they did not cut me down. vacat
and I said to my wife Sarai, “I dreamt

18. a dream, (and) on acco[unt] of this dream I am afraid.” She said to me, “Tell me your dream, so that
I may know (about it).” So I began to tell her this dream,

19. and I said to [her], this dream. ..

..that they will seek to kill me, but to spare you. There-

fore, this is the entire kind deed

19.15: [Tn W] ja [1ARE RTAIRTI B TAY/J [ IR[ IR,
F [ 1w &PR0] 8705 AW [0 w9 0 [n]ng 8T, B
reading is plausible, although it remains uncertain. I’s reading
fits neither the available space nor the ink remains, and AW has
forgotten the word RTn.

19.15: pPAWA%I B!/Qim!/GMT/Ck/F/AW ] AY /Kut/J piawnsi.
The letters bet and goph are directly next to each other, leaving no
room for a vav. See Qim' (pp. 14-15) or Ck (p. 372) for further
discussion.

19.16: wAW 11 KRI1IN Gin?/J/B'/GMT/F/AW 1 AW Ka™n
RTW 1. This reading is recognizable even on the original
plates of AY, although more certainty is gained by consulting
BZ19TM. The words following these have been the subject of
much speculation in the past (cf. F, p. 186), but are now quite
widely agreed upon. The spacing is acceptable for these and the
following words, despite Mu®s objection (p. 44).

19.17: 3988p RN TAY [ ] 89 J/GMT/AW [ppnr] 891 B! 89
[PeR]; Qim! ?ﬁﬁ&'ﬂ; F ?ﬁﬁ<N>N51. These words are very
faint on the manuscript, but the first six letters can be recovered
with relative certainty by enhancing the brightness and contrast
of BZ19BM. The aleph and qoph are read as one word (with an
intervening {av) by Qim'/F, although F must emend the reading
to PPN<N>KRY1in order to make sense of it. Such close proximity
of words is not uncommon in the scroll, and, despite s claim to
the contrary, there is no evidence of a fav between the aleph and
the goph. The final word is longer than even Qimron proposed,
although the final two or three letters are unclear even with
modification. The penultimate letter appears to have a single,
upright stroke, making it probable that here we have an object
suffix referring to either the cedar tree alone ("3-) or both the
cedar and date palm (X1-) attached to a peal 3 pl. perf. verb from

PRP. .. . .
19.18: 5m7 AR[T] in ] AY Sm[x1] Roo in; J/GMT/AW

5m[R1 MaR]; Mu!'/F 5m7[ maRi; B! 5K [1]p3 in. The
suggestlons of J/GMT/AW and Mu'/F may be ruled out by
the certainty of the mem after nAbA, which is seen clearly on
BZ19BM. Followmgf in (the nun of Wthh 1s almost completely
effaced) there is room for an intervening letter before the aleph
of AIR. 1 propose a dalet here, which would make sense of the
phrase and agree with syntactic convention in the scroll (cf.
0.11; 22.29). There is no physical evidence of an aphel form of
the VCI‘b 517 (contra Bl) while a participle is quite coherent in
this context. The spacing for several of the proposed readings,
in particular J/GMT/AW and Mu'/F, is not even close to
accurate.

19.18: XM al. 1AY nn5n. The alephis clear in all the photographs,
as duly noted by a number of previous commentators (cf. I,
p. 187).

19.19: [ 1A [n]5 A3nKi1J/GMT/AW [Awa a5 [nmm]; B!
0000000 AIARY; F [hwm ﬂ]z7 [Anmm]. The reconstructions
of J/JGMT/AW and F do not adequately fit the ink traces
visible on BZ19TM and BZ19BM, in which the aleph and mem
of AR are clearly visible (as is the mem following 115, when
contrast is enhanced). Furthermore, the lower extension of a
final letter preceding RSN renders the reconstruction WA
untenable. All three of the previous proposals are also a bit short
for the available space.

19.19: jooo V00 oooR ] AY/J/B' [ ]8; GMT/AW ooo
[ﬂ'\]DND] F ooo n[1]nAR. There are more letters here than
reflected in previous readings, and I do not see convincing
evidence for the word NIAK. The vav of GMT/AW is definitely
not present.

19.19: ©12 Gin/J/Pu/Qim'/GMT/F/AW/B® 1 AY oi['a]; B!
DA3. Gin, J, GMT and AW reconstruct the first letter, which is
no longer necessary. Although a hole has disintegrated most of
the bet, all three letters can be discerned on BZ19BM (the last
two clearly).
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»h* 12 Ywal BHaM DOV AR RIT TR YT HY [1]AR

[17]5 [Ana] *7 2P 510253 #7ad[n )T .20

17 ®952 954 HY mw noa1 advpnS an anvIYRY Y[ ] .21

W¥Y M1an5 MW oo PIIR]A D[ 1192 WA oo A
OR RIW wAn PO PIY A0 JYIER 92 S0 nnn 8RS 7 Awaia 81A[] 5N

1AM RN NNAA HY1 50 S 1w [1]P303 coo AI[

20. th[at you] must do for me: in all cities (?) that [we will ent]er s[a]y of me, ‘He is my brother.’

Px]A N[ A RIB[H]P 773 coco 22
]ooo 23

Joo PR *3137 11 17933 ’RAHATH 00%0 coooo 24

I will live

under your protection, and my life will be spared because of you.

21. [

e.” Sarai wept because of my words that night
22. ... when we en|ter]ed into the dist[ri]ct of E[gypt... ]...

t[he]n...
23. ...
Now at the end of those five years

Sarai to turn toward Zoan

24. ... ... to me, and three men from the nobles of Egypt...

tlhey [will sjeek to take you away from me, and to kill

And Pharaoh Zoa[n ]...

and] she worried herself [g]reatly that no man should see her (for) [fiv]e years.

his| ]... by Phara[oh] Zoan

because of my words and my wisdom, and they were giving

19.20: AP JAY [ ]; Gin/J/F [AnR]; B'/GMT/AW 90R. The
word IR is not correct. A hole in the leather has destroyed part
of each of the letters, but in BZ19TM the last letter clearly has
aleft leg, which appears to belong to a tav. In any case, it is not a
resh. The first letter has the right to left, sloped stroke of an ayin,
while the two (or perhaps one?) middle letters, of which only the
very tops remain, are compatible with my reading.

19.20: [m] 5 [An1] ] Gin [jan5 nnal; J/F [na mm]; B/GMT/
AW A5 Tn3]. My own reconstruction is obviously very tenuous,
but draws attention to some shortcomings of earlier suggestions.
For example, the upper remains of a lamed are visible (ruling out
the proposal of J/F), and there appear to be two letters between
it and the aleph of ™K. Fortunately, the basic meaning is clear
from the surrounding context.

19.20: AARY B!/F | AY/Gin/J/GMT/AW AR, The ink traces
seem to cover too large an area to be those of a yod, although
there is a hole in the leather here.

19.20: 3902 AY/Gin/J/GMT/F/AW ] B! "3*72. The tet is
obvious in all photographs.

19.22: 1192 wnAi J/B'/GMT/F/AW ] AY *pT8R. The letters
following this phrase, combined with the clarity of the reading
on BZ19BM, leave no doubt that this is a reference to Pharaoh
Zoan.

19.22: ™MW oo ] AY/F | "Wi; J/GMT/AW "W ooo; B! B0
"W. What I have read as yod at the end of the word preceding
"W may equally be placed at the beginning of the next word
(where it would be read as a vav) as AY/F propose. B’s W is not
correct, since on BZ19BM it is seen that his gimel does not have
the righthand leg required by that letter. In addition, the letter
preceding it does not have the characteristics of a sin. This may
instead be a verb meaning something like “be reluctant, fear,”
referring to Sarai’s reticence to go to Zoan. I’s reconstructed R
TV, earlier in the line, does not appear correct due to the lower
extension of a final lcttcr following the lamed.

19.23: p5A[1  Jooo 1J/GMT/AW [pnnon ny 1; F oyl
[ n5n7 IR, This readmg is highly uncertain, but the upper
remains of a lamed appear in approximately the expected place

for I's proposed n9m7, and the other ink traces do not contradict
such a reading. The word "V is not implausible at the beginning
of the line.

19.23: 130 wnn JWER 931 J/GMT/AW (1w wnn wiR]; B!
2 938 77 WIR; F [Paw wnn jan nanm wuk 1], J/GMT/
AW’s suggestion is too short to fill the available space, while I’s
is much too long. B’s reading does not fit the ink remains, some
of which are visible on BZ19B. These remains roughly fit the
letters and spacing proposed here, although the spacing would
admittedly have to be compact.

19.23: MO Qim'/GMT/F/AW/FIk ] AY/J/B' 3. This
mistake in the earlier transcriptions was first noted by Qimron,
and 1s obvious on the photographs.

19.24: ROYNT ¥ 0o%o coooo 1] nnbn [INR]; B' [ ] K04,
GMT/AW nnbn [inR ...]; F nn%n %5 [1nK]; Pu had already
noticed the lamed preceding [SSabiail apparent even on the plates
in AY, but this observation went unheeded by all but F Fur-
thermore, the space before this word is far too large to read
simply 1R, The line may, however, begin with this word, since
what remains of the first letter could be interpreted as an aleph.
The upper portion of the aleph in RN is apparent in BZ19B
(despite I’s assurances to the contrar{} as is the vav at the begin-
ning of the word. Mu' also reads 8N7nN

19.24: [1]y383 ooo ] AY/J/B‘/GMT/F/AW [1]p98 7. In
BZ19B it appears to me that a bet precedes the possible word
W8, and that the previous word is not ™7, since a horizontal,
bottom stroke can be clearly seen as part of thc last letter. It may
be that others have read my [ (the left leg of the /eh is clear in
BZ19B) as a *7, which it resembles. B's foregoing transcription

KO3 33 ID is not plausible.

19.24:'nnonN Flk ] AY/J/B'/GMT/F/AW *NNIR. This reading is
amazingly plain on BZ19B, although it appears more obscured
(albeit still discernible) on the plates of AY. Here is an instance
where a mistaken reading (without any critical marks!) has been
passed along for some time without being noticed. Flk and I
arrived at the reading independently.
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Ti3R Hn 9905 prnTip Pl ROWIPI RAAIAT 88D 1inH HR[w

25. m[e many gifts

2. [

27. | ]...

28. ... 1-- 1...

29. [ he wals entering... and I said to... I... to Zoan, by...[
the words of Enoch

30. [

31|

32-35.

before them the book of the words of Enoch

clearly expound for them...

19.25: 1179 HR[W1]J/GMT/AW [RyTiIR]S [*]5 [wa1]; B! DR

;’z,; F[']5 15[NW1].J/GMT/AVV’S reconstruction is much too
long, since there are only three letters at most between the sec-
ond lamed and the next word. The vav/yod and final nun are clear
following this lamed on BZ19B, assuring that this word is un%,
and not *9. The first lamed is directly preceded by another letter,

the remains of which fit an aleph and support the suggestion of
B'.

19.25: 8380 Flk ] AY/J/GMT/AW RN30; BI/F 8PTIA. 1 am

indebted to M. Berstein for drawing my attention to this reading,
which has been confirmed by Flk. I first read 87223, but when
the first letter is compared to the samekh of "]10‘71 in 19.23 the
similarity of the sloping, righthand stroke and the protrusion at
the upper, lefthand corner are clear and decisive. The pef is the
least definite letter paleographically speaking and could also be
read as bet, since the critical top portion is somewhat obscured.
This would result in the similarly plausible 8930, “brilliance,
understanding.” Either word makes good sense in the present
context. The 7esh is sure in BZ19BM and BZ19B, rendering all
carlier proposals untenable. Based on the context, I take X790
as a reference to “book learning, scribal wisdom, erudition”
(safrah or saparah), rather than an actual book (sifra). For a similar
use of this root see the Aramaic Levi Document 13:4 (ct. Greenfield,
Stone, and Eshel, pp. 102-103, 208). This meaning is also found
in the Syriac ~iaw (sefro).

19.25: 7i3M 951 9805 Qim!/F 1 AY IR[ ]9n[  19;]/GMT/AW

Tan Bn [:n:]%; B! ﬁ& 1 0o, Tam not nearly as convinced
as Qim!' that J/GMT/AW’s [2n2]5 does not fit the ink traces,
since large parts of each of these letters are effaced, especially
the area where the bottom of the bet would be. Nevertheless, his
reading also fits the remains, and I follow him here. The word
7331 is reasonably certain.

...the words of

with much eating and much drinking...[

19.26: opnb AR RIA 1 AY opnd pnxy |

19.26: P NR APR ] AY 775 [

IRBY pnIn Ty .25

"B 0oo Hoho b M AYK T T DpnY AR 8 KRS A2 N20R T RIVAT[ ] .26

xann [ ]o% B nnwnat B YaRAA oo JooxiHi R[ ] .27
]oo ooo[ ] f’[ ]&ooo ﬁ;"& 'ol't7 oo[ ]ﬂoo[ ]&o 28
WAOASHA [ JooR3A 19¥Y AIR Nooo 0oooh NANARI oo HHY R[N ] .29
]oo;i’zy &%o[ ] .30

vacat [ ] .31

.32-35

They as]ked scribal knowledge and wisdom and truth for themselves, so I read

]in the womb in which he had grown. They were not going to get up until I would

]...the wine

toyou, I... [ 1.0 ]

Ja[ll

] vacat

19.26: X303 | AY/J/GMT/F/AW R3833. The third letter is

plainly not a pek, but a fef, as may be seen when the size and
contrast of BZ19B are enhanced. Both letters preceding the
tet have horizontal base strokes characteristic of a bet or similar
letter. This noun has the advantage of making sense with the
following M27NR (the first letter of which is very uncertain).

1; J/GMT/AW
oprd [ 1; PuDpnb pwar pnx; B opnb piyal 8¥5; F
opno PORI[ ] The first word of this phrase is uncertain, but
the blurred letters do fit B”s R quite nicely. The second word
is more certain, but may either represent the peal 3 m. pl. perfect
(OR) or pl. participle ("NR) of "NR. I have taken it as the latter,
although it must be translated idiomatically (e.g. “they were not
about to...”). The graphic reading of the final word is certain,
but it has been taken to mean different things. AY translate it as
the noun for “place” (= Hebrew D1pn), while most others take
it to be an infinitive from DY or DAP. The latter makes better
sense here and is found again in 20.20. Yoo
];J 005 moooo; B! ARAR
P; Pu/GMT/AW..; F in9 [ ]. This entire phrase is
marvelously clear and intact in BZ19BM and BZ19B. The
meaning, however, is more obscure. The first word must be a
1 sg. imperf. verb, which I take to be from the root &/7nY*. This
verb typically means “to bubble up, flow forth,” but can also be
used of speech, i.e. “to utter, expound” (this is especially true in
the aph‘el). The second word typically means “brilliant, shining,
clear” as an adjective, but is used once in the Isaiah to refer to
clarity of speech (Isa 32:4; MN¥ 727Y). Hence, I tentatively take
this as a reference to the purity of teaching given by Abram.
One should take note that AW consistently transliterates what
are intended to be ellipses in GMT as three, undiscernible
letters.
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CoLumn 20

[

RN RIDIR OOY 719 AW AR 03 of

P1 5101 RNDIR 79 R 330 RO RPIY 79 A PRY RNDD AWIRT WY A0 PPA[1] R[AN]RA 03
RND R 7AW KA RPPIT 81325 912 15 oW 80D TR 1D KR RND WA RPDIR
RITPH3T R NPARKR D10 10P 12X RAT R PRY KRNI R MR 912 1AM 1553

512 HY1 jan AW K b HYr 7 18D 1502 S RpW 15 15 RASY KN 1AW KD
RITOTI RONY KUY RNIM 7T RIAW 512 0P1 10912 10 RHYY RANAW ROP AW 101w Pl

[ 1.0
[ ]... o

N —

In[ ]
oo obbo opo [ 5 Hoo

I N I N

]

]... how irresistible and beautiful is the image of her face; how

3. lovely hler] foreh[ead, and] soft the hair of her head! How graceful are her eyes, and how precious her

nose; every feature

4. of her face is radiating beauty! How lovely is her breast, and how beautiful her white complexion! As

for her arms, how beautiful they are! And her hands, how

5. perfect they are! Every view of her hands is stimulating! How graceful are her palms, and how long

and thin all the fingers of her hands! Her legs

6. are of such beauty, and her thighs so perfectly apportioned! There is not a virgin or bride who enters

the bridal chamber more beautiful than she.

7.  Her beauty surpasses that of all women, since the height of her beauty soars above them all! And along-

side all this beauty she possesses great wisdom. Everything about her

Column 20: This column is the first whose text is preserved nearly
in its entirety, although a few lines at the top are obscured by
decay. For this and the following columns the BZ photos gen-
erally depict the scroll in worse condition than the AY plates
and certain of the IMneg photographs. Despite this, there are
1solated cases where the BZ set provides clear evidence against
previous readings. o

20.2: A3 1 J oxoo; B! B9; GMT/AW..; F n[]%3. Judging
from the plates of AY (which are much better than others photos
in this area) there is no room for another letter between the sade
and fet, while the bottom tip of a yod/vav can be discerned before
both letters. Indeed, the expected (plene) form would have a yod
in the second position, not the third as in I (cf. Jastrow II, p.
928). B"s transcription is not plausible.

20.3: PP[1] R[ANIA ©H3 1] p'p0 &M op[a]; B! BI3[KR]
PR MY GMT/AW p'pn 8k o'p[a]; F p'pa[1] opi. The
readings of J and F do not posit enough letters to fit the available
space and ink remains, and must be incorrect. When BZ20T is
enlarged, and the contrast enhanced, the remains of a mem and
tsade can be recognized, leading to my proposed reading and
rendering B"’s suggestion improbable (the word P9 “soft” was
first suggested by Kutscher). My reading requires the /et and /eh
to be spaced compactly and so remains uncertain. I am quite
convinced, however, of the presence of some form of the word
nxn “forehead” for the second word of the line. The first word
of the line and the vav preceding P’P7 are very uncertain,

20.4: YN ] AY/J/GMT/F/AW [ ]; Pu v3; B' [7]7 KA.
BZ20T shows quite convincingly the letter combination shin-peh-
yod/vav in the middle of this word, leading to my transcription.
The most certain of these letters is the pek, leaving the suggestions
of B' and Pu very doubtful. If correct, this word appears to be a

m. sg. pa‘el part. paired with the preceding noun chain R1"2IR P1
(although the initial letter may also be a kaph; i.c. BEYI). F’s
question (p. 194), “Is there room for all that?”” may be answered
affirmatively.

20.4: RPYIT AY/J/B'/GMT/F ] AW KX*p377. This appears to
be a case of dittography by AW.

20.5: 1993 AY/]/GMT/AW/F ] B! {"57. The bottom stroke of
the first letter can be seen below the lamed in BZ20T and IMneg.
3859.

20.5: 912 TAM F/GMT/AW ] AY 913 |1, J Hoo 8my; Pu
913 9'mar; B! 512 'ﬁ RO Fs reading 7M1 was first suggested
by Michaud, and fits the letter remains fairly well. The traces
of the first two letters do not support the suggestion of Puech
(especially the second, which appears to have a semi-horizontal
base stroke), and the final dalet of this word extends no farther
down than the surrounding letters (contra B!). J’s proposal is
too short.

20.5: 81"92 J/B'/Mu?/GMT/AW/F ] AY n°82. The final aleph
is obvious in AY’s plate. .

20.7: nIAw B'/Qim' ] AY/J/GMT/F/AW 1738W. Once
scrutinized, it is quite clear that the final letter is a fav that has
had its lower, left leg effaced (the upper, left leg and joint are the
key indicators).

20.7: R THTI Ros/J/GMT/F/AW ] AY/Gin/B! "7 5. The
letters are undisputed, but there has been a longstanding debate
over whether they should be divided into two words. If the
letters are divided as in AY/Gin/B!, the noun 57 is difficult to
make sense of, while the compound preposition (dalet plus lamed)
has disturbed other commentators. I find the latter problem
less troubling, and better fitting the context here. For a fuller
discussion cf. E p. 197.
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oW1 AR B PHonRn pnnbn TN 0a T mnan Pan et wupan thn 8350 ynw T RRT .8
MW NAART HoPRY K21 ROIRD 1Y 8201 RAOW 12 5Y AnnR /MM 82T YaAh 9
MIR 123 ND0p KD RADTA 09AR MR ORMAwI R0 HY ann a7 RI0mRT 8a5nh .10
vacat DINI W 1A 07T 772 X5 MY MR 72 U9 MR PR A3 onan Ll

D125 i rHY HR ANIR T2 103 WATI RARPARD OOART NANNKRY Y1 0OR 7T ROHa 12
W21 17 9193 Tanh vHY AnIR KYIR 2250 51931 8910 5y YW mn nnar 1oy 13
RN2T 7T MR IR 7D TP 9PIN3 730 NNIR 0027 T PR o0 wna by n nbap (14

51 5125 R AR T N -ny-fn 1N MNIR RNVH 1T /D5 vhw R Ara Soarna 15

M ARa IR 51291 wnand wran mn by HR nH mHw 17 953 wm 031 RYIR- .16

AnY R RAPT RH 81 82 29Pn5 520 8D Ama wiIr D199 5 Rwno ORI RWRA 17

oW RYa wIR 512 591 R0 R0wnon by 17an 10pn v pann o i poan .18

WIRDY 1T RWN2A 11 ANFORY 1912° 17 1R YOR 510 oy RawR 51951 vn [2]A%R M12D RIp .19
19195 wna RN R IR ARPORY Dpnd Ran 191 RAWRT ROKR i3 93 &S5 ana .20

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

is lovely! Now when the king heard the words of Herqanosh and his two companions—that the three
of them spoke as one—he greatly desired her, and sent someone

to be quick in acquiring her. When he saw her he was dumbfounded at all of her beauty, and took her
for himself as a wife. He also sought to kill me, but Sarai said

to the king, “He i1s my brother,” so that I would benefit on account of her. Thus I, Abram, was spared
because of her, and was not killed. 1,

Abram, wept bitterly—I and Lot, my brother’s son, with me—on the night when Sarai was taken from
me by force. vacat

That night I prayed and entreated and asked for mercy. Through sorrow and streaming tears I said,
“Blessed are you Most High God, my Lord, for all

ages; for you are Lord and Ruler over everything. You are sovereign over all the kings of the earth, hav-
ing power to enact judgment on all of them. So now

I'lodge my complaint before you, my Lord, concerning Pharaoh Zoan, king of Egypt, for my wife has been
taken from me forcefully. Bring judgment against him on my behalf, and reveal your mighty hand
through him and all of his house, that he might not prevail this night in rendering my wife unclean for
me! Thus, they will come to know you, my Lord, that you are Lord over all the kings

of the earth.” So I wept and was deeply troubled. During that night the Most High God sent a pestilential
spirit to afflict him, and to every person of his household an evil

spirit. It was an ongoing affliction for him and every person of his household, so that he was not able
to approach her, nor did he have sexual relations with her. She was with him

for two years, and at the end of two years the afflictions and hardships grew heavier and more powerful
over him and every person of his household. So he sent

a message to all the wise me[n] of Egypt, and to all the magicians, in addition to all the physicians of
Egypt, (to see) if they could heal him and (every) person

of his household of this affliction. But all of the physicians and magicians and all of the wise men were

not able to succeed in curing him, for the spirit began afflicting all of them (too),

20.17: X% F ] AY/J/B!/GMT/AW K1, F understands this to (i.e. it is meant to be the feminine NR11; so AW?) or the suffix

be the 3 f. sg. ind. personal pronoun, rather than a 3 m. sg. pe‘al of 1Y to be feminine, despite its typical orthography (Ri1-) in
perf. verb. His position accords better with the following 1Y, the scroll.
since others must either take K177 to be a mistaken verbal form
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vacat

At this point Herqanosh came to me

Now when Herqganosh heard the words of Lot, he went (and)

21. so that they fled the scene! vacat
asking that I come pray over

22. the king and lay my hands upon him, so that he would live. This was because he had seen [me] in a
dream... But Lot said to him, “Abram, my uncle, cannot pray over

23. the king while his wife Sarai is with him! Now go and tell the king that he should send his wife away
from himself to her husband; then he (Abram) will pray over him so that he might live.”

24. vacat
said to the king, “All these afflictions and hardships

25. that are afflicting and troubling my lord the king are due to Sarai, the wife of Abram. Just return Sarai
to Abram her husband

26. and this affliction and the spirit of foulness will depart from you.” So the [k]i|ng] called me and said to
me, “What have you done to me?! Why were you saying

27. to me ‘she is my sister’ when she was your wife, so that I took her as a wife for myself?! Here is your
wife. Take her, go and get yourself out of

28.

every district of Egypt! But now pray over me and my household, that this evil spirit may be driven away
from us. So I prayed over [hi]m, that I might heal

20.22: [ 1] 1J/GMT/F/AW [3]if; B! [13 R]t1. Even the
plate in AY reveals that "31T alone does not fully account for the
available space. B'’s suggestion is more acceptable with regard
to space, but still falls approximately one letter short.

20.25: 125 AY/Gin/J/GMT/F/AW ] B' 12NR. The slight ink
remains visible on BZ20M and IMneg. 3859 do not allow a
decisive judgment regarding B"s proposed aleph. The first letter
1s almost completely effaced, and his reading remains possible.
However, the yod of an imperf. form would fit better the expected
syntax and morphology.

20.26: T AY/B'/]J/GMT/F/AW 1 Kut/Gin TIM. The
reading of Kut/Gin is not paleographically plausible. 70"
was first suggested to Kutscher by Moshe Greenberg (cf. Kut,

. 31).

20.926: RIOMW]/B'/GMT/F/AW ] AY 89351W. The penultimate
letter is clearly read as a yod in all of the photographs.

20.26:%9 R[2]5[n] GMT/AW ] AY/F/Qim! & 39; J [Ra]5[n]*;
B! *5 8357, While B! may be overoptimistic in his ability to read
these letters, his proposal makes good sense, both supplying a
subject for 891 and fitting the available space and ink traces.
Qim' vigorously defends the reading of AY and F, but he does
not adequately deal with the large space (well over a typical word
division) between the preceding 81 and the first lamed, which
is also a problem for J. Moreover, both Qim' and F (p. 210) go on
at length, without great success, to explain the anomalous form
15&.j’s proposal may be safely ruled out, as previously noted by
Puech (p. 590).

20.26: AR nA [8N] B'/Qim!/F ] AY/J/GMT/AW [w]

INRM. The reading of AY/J/GMT/AW is implausible for two
reasons. First, Qim' noted the oddity of a conversive imperfect
such as 9IKRM, which is not known elsewhere from Qumran
Aramaic. Second, the word ™MW would fall at least one letter
short of filling the available space. The proposal of B'/Qim!/F
is preferable by all accounts.

20.27: 7737 Ros/J/B'/GMT/F/AW ] AY 5A397. The reading
adopted here is supported by several of the targums (Ongelos,
Pseudo-Jonathan, and Neofit 1; cf. F, p. 211).

20.28: R [T P[] JAY R37[ ] 59;]/GMT e[ 7] 5,
B! m@/Aran [5v] S[mby; F Ra1[n] Hp; B [m7] (M5
M2/RET; AW ROTIA 5P 5Y. The faint remains of an aleph
can be seen at the beginning of my X2 on BZ20B when
enlarged and contrast-enhanced. Even if not deemed an aleph,
the ink remains of this letter exclude the reconstructions of J/
GMT (already disputed by Puech) and E. F’s proposal is also too
short. There does not appear to be a word break before the resh,
as posited by B'. He likely broke the word here (and created an
additional vav at the end of the word) based on his belief that
this word is continued on the following line — something which
happens nowhere else in the manuscript. The word 171, at the
beginning of the next line, is better understood as an aberrant
form of the 3 m. sg. pronoun (cf. F, p. 212). AW’s transcription is
difficult to make sense of, and appears to have incorporated two
distinct readings from variant editions of the text—one which
read 99 and the other MYY—to begin the phrase. There are
definitely not two occurences of 7Y here.



ARAMAIC TRANSCRIPTION WITH ENGLISH TRANSLATION 77

A9 oY M ROWRA [RMA 73n] AAPINKRT RWNAA 130 Hangy nwsR[A] 59 1 nonovin .29

3 3501 RA[O 8] RAPT 8D 77 nmna 8350 5 ke RW [1]3nan R[2T &A1) KON S .30
[ Joooo WAoY%oo T RN P T 2w wiad RE[w] an[T q0]3 R340 AY amm Hwh 31
[ ]9%9A95 coo coo[ J5[™xn 1n IFpar »1 Wik "ny a1 % KRANHOKRI 3D aR1 RIATIH .32
[0 15[1x1] 1[7]9%A 12 NPHDI 20T D22 ARI RTAD PREAY 1PO233 DIAR FIR 1PN vacat .33
[Any] AW 0% i ]9%A HIA 1 AMIR A9 2031 PRAW P03 10 MIp v1H R NY MR T3 .34

29. him, and I laid my hands upon his [h]ead. Thus, the affliction was removed from him, and the evil [spirit]
driven away [from him]. The king recovered, rose up, and gave

30. to me on t[hat da]y many gift[s], and the king swore to me by an oath that he did not have sexual rela-
tions with her, [nor] did he [de]file her. Then he returned

31. Sarai to me, and the king gave to her [m]uch si[lver and g]old and much clothing of fine linen and
purple, which... .| ]

32. before her, as well as Hagar. Thus he restored her to me, and appointed for me a man who would escort
me [from Egyp]t to[ ]... to your people. To you [ ]

33.  wvacat Now I, Abram, grew tremendously in many flocks and also in silver and gold. I went up from
Egy[p]t, [and] my brother’s son

34.

[Lot wen]t with me. Lot had also acquired for himself many flocks, and took a wife for himself from the
daughters of Egy|[p]t. I was encamping [with him]

20.29: 37" Op1 M J/GMT/AW ] AY p1[in] op1 Ai; BI/F
27" OPIARI. The first word is badly damaged and very difficult
to read, and the transcription of B!/F should not be excluded
absolutely The word 271 at the end of the line is graphically
tenable and makes better sense than AY’s vI[in].

20.30: iR [1]3inan J/B/GMT/AW ] AY [ Inan; F [1]inamn.
In reaction to J’s transcription of |RW, I states that “the adj.
is not found on the photograph of this column™ (p. 214). He is,
however, mistaken, as recognized by all other editions. A full
word is plainly VlSlblC immediately following [1]3nan on the
plate in AY.

20.30: RA[V KO]1 RAYT BI/F 1 AY 8m[ R[], ooorn
R[]y GMT/AW ...[...]&". T follow the suggestion of B!
with due hesitation, since on all photographs there appears to
be a final kaph approximately where the dalet of RYT* would be
placed. It is nearly impossible, however, to tell what was written
in this area,

20.32: RANYYRI B'/Qim!/F ] AY 15[ I8%; Gin/J/GMT/AW
AnS[W]RY. The root DYW, first suggested by Ginsberg, appears
to be correct. The endlng, however, must be longer than a /eh
alone based on space and ink traces (despite a crack in the
leather between this and the following word).

20.32: {[xn 0 Ppar 1 AY Jpar; [ unlpar; B! A Aipar
PR PR ILL FL poen n an]par; GMT/AW anpay
vac 7™MRM 11 .51 The second half of this line is largely effaced,
accounting for the wide range of readings to date. Some issues
can, however, be resolved. First, there is clearly no vacat at the
end of the line, as GMT/AW suggest. The ending 13-, first
proposed by ], is not at all sure (contra GMT/AW), and one
might more tenably expect a sg. verb to go with the sg noun

WIIR. Later in the line, the remains of what may be a final nun
and then a lamed may be discerned, where I read the end of
][’120 in]. B"s proposal, apparently reading the final letter
at the end of the line as the end of the word "1, is grossly
inaccurate with regard to available space, and also does not take
due account of the lamed less than halfway between —pa1* and
the end of the line.

20.33: nM9an ] AY/F nbiNy; J/B/GMT/AW N1, What is
perceptible with difficulty on AY’s plate is starkly obvious on
BZ20B. The second and third letters are very clearly gimel-bet,
not aleph-zayin (the bottom of the bet is also easily seen on IMneg.
3859). The typical Aramaic meanings of this verb are “knead,
create, grow in size [used only of parasites|” ( Jastrow I, p. 207;
Sokoloff, DJPA, p. 119). While the last meaning must be the
general sense in which the word is used here, this attestation
represents a novel usage and so adds to our knowledge of
the Aramaic lexicon during this period. Context dictates the
meaning to be something such as “I grew/expanded, became
wealthy,”—a meaning which seems distantly related to the
nominative meaning “border, outer limits” (i.e. the bounds of
Abram’s possessions were positively affected).

20.33: [01h J5[1] F ] AY/GMT/AW [0¥1]; ] [015 5me1]; B!
[01]'7[1]. The best view of the lamed is found on AY’s plate,
which shows only the negative imprint where the ink has eaten
away the leather. This imprint looks too far away from the nun of
1"XN (approx. 2-3 letters) to have a vav alone intervening.

20.34: 7w B' 1 J/GMT/AW R]w; F 8. A single, vertical
stroke is visible following the resh on BZ20B, making a fef likely.
The spelling 8W is, however, found in 22.13.
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CoLumn 21

AURIN AN RA2TH AN 1733 7 RINRS HR 1735 NpaT T TP nRMWN N 93
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Y1023 D121 RITY NPPA2 1Y 20 IR RIMP T2 10 NRD 10 01H wha 1T ROY N3

2 07102 7Y 1aN 0TI TY PAT MO AP RIM B 19T 5Y nH NaDIR MR a8 Ry
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pHwa KT RYIRY

vacat

oI e S N N S

1. (at) every place of my (former) encampments until I reached Bethel, the place where I had built the altar.

I built it a second time,

2. ... and offered upon it burnt offerings and a meal offering to the Most High God, and I called there on
the name of the Lord of the Ages. I praised the name of God, blessed
3. God, and gave thanks there before God because of all the flocks and good things that he had given to

me, and because he had worked good on my behalf and returned me

4. to this land in peace.

vacat

5. After this day Lot parted from me due to the behavior of our shepherds. He went and settled in the

Jordan Valley along with all of his flocks,

6. and I also added a great deal to his belongings. As he was pasturing his flocks he reached Sodom, and

bought a house for himself in Sodom.

7. He lived in it while I was living on the mountain of Bethel, and it was disturbing to me that Lot, my

brother’s son, had parted from me.
8. vacat
Hazor, which is to the north of

Then God appeared to me in a vision in the night, and said to me, “Go up to Ramat-

9. Bethel, the place where you are living. Lift up your eyes and look to the east, to the west, to the south,

and to the north, and see this entire

Column 21: Only a small portion of the bottom of this column is
missing. The text is otherwise in excellent condition compared
with the rest of the scroll.

21.1: 53 1 AY/GMT/F/AW 53[1]; Ros/Qim'/B' 5y; J 52a.
The split in the leather at the inscribed margin line appears to
be quite clean, and I am unconvinced that an entire letter has
been lost. J certainly did not see an intact bet when viewing the
photograph, and should have placed this letter in brackets. The
letter preceding the lamed is unlikely to be an ayin judging from
the length of the stroke still visible, which is not intersected by
another line. If two strokes did intersect above what is currently
visible, the space between letters would be rather large. Qim'
1s undecided on whether this letter is an ayin or kaph but agrees
that there was no letter preceding it. The only other defective
spelling of 913 is in 20.6. )

21.2: NAPi oY% 1 AY/J/GMT/AW navpR[1]; B' naipi;
F napRi. It is puzzling that no previous editions have
incorporated what is quite clearly the upper portion of a lamed
at the beginning of this line. This letter can be seen in both

AY’s plate and BZ20B. It appears that the lamed was followed
by a small letter and then the word Na3P1. The lamed may also
have been preceded by another letter. Which word stood here is
difficult to surmise, but the clear physical evidence should not be
disregarded. Perhaps it is the word b, “for myself”’? .

21.3: RMHRY Qim!/B¥*/F 1 AY/] RnY[R]; GMT/AW RiHR.
Qimron first noted the trace of a lamed, the direct object marker,
at the beginning of this line. It is also visible in BZ21'T.

21.6: 1AM Gin/Kut/Ros/J/BY/GMT/F/AW 1 AY 3%
Although the middle letters are obscured, and either reading
is paleographically possible, there has been overwhelming
agreement that JaT is to be read here.

21.8: R11N2 Kut/Gin/J/B'/GMT/F/AW ] AY R1n2. Kutscher
observed that this is a misprint in AY (see E p. 219, for
discussion).

21.9: 58 N ] AY/J/B'/GMT/F/AW 582, This should be
read as two words, as elsewhere (cf. lines 1 and 7). For other
examples of close spacing see the note on 2.9.
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10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

land that I am giving to you and to your descendants for all ages.” So on the following day I went up to
Ramat-Hazor and I saw the land from

this high point: from the River of Egypt up to Lebanon and Senir, and from the Great Sea to Hauran,
and all the land of Gebal up to Kadesh, and the entire Great Desert

that is east of Hauran and Senir, up to the Euphrates. He said to me, “To your descendants I will give
all of this land, and they will inherit it for all ages.

I will make your descendants as numerous as the dust of the earth, which no one is able to reckon. So
too will your descendants be beyond reckoning. Get up, walk around, go

and see how great are its length and its width. For I shall give it to you and to your descendants after you
unto all the ages. vacat

So I, Abram, embarked to hike around and look at the land. I began to travel the circuit from the Gihon
River, and came alongside the Sea until

I reached Mount Taurus. I then traversed from alo[ng] this Great Sea of Salt and went alongside Mount
Taurus to the east, through the breadth of the land,

until I reached the Euphrates River. I journeyed along the Euphrates until I reached the Erythrean Sea,
to the East, and was traveling along

the Erythrean Sea until I reached the gulf of the Red Sea, which extends out from the Erythrean Sea.
I went around to the south until I reached the Gihon

River, and I then returned, arriving at my house in safety. I found all of my people safe and went and
settled at the Oaks of Mamre, which are near Hebron,

to the northeast of Hebron. I built an altar there and offered upon it a burnt offering and a meal offering
to the Most High God. I ate and drank there,

I and every person of my household. I also sent an invitation to Mamre, Arnem, and Eshkol, three
Amorite brothers (who were) my friends, and they ate

and drank together with me. vacat

21.10: "1nn% Gin/J/B'/GMT/F/AW ] AY 10nnb. For the lin-

guistic reasoning behind this change see Gin, p. 148.
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23.

24.

25.

Before these days, Chedarlaomer, the king of Elam, Amraphel, the king of Babylon, Arioch, the king of
Cappadocia, (and) Tiral, the king of Goiim, which

is Mesopotamia, came and waged war with Bera, the king of Sodom, and with Birsha, the king of Gomor-
rah, and with Shinab, the king of Admah,

and with Shemiabad, the king of Zeboiim, and with the king of Bela. All of these banded together for

battle at the Valley of Siddim. The king of

26. Elam and the kings who were with him overpowered the king of Sodom and all of his allies, and they

imposed a tribute on them. For twelve years they were

27. paying their tributes to the king of Elam, but during the thirteenth year they rebelled against him, so that

in the fourteenth year the king of Elam gathered together all

28. of his allies. They went up the Way of the Desert, destroying and plundering from the Euphrates River

(onward). They destroyed the Rephaim who were in Ashtera

29. of Karnaim, the Zumzamim, who were in Amman, the Emim, [who were in] Shaveh-Hakerioth, and

the Hurrians, who were in the mountains of Gebal, until they reached El-

30. Paran, which is in the desert. They then turned back and destroyed Ein-[Dina

Hazazon-Tamar. vacat

]..., which is in

31. Now the king of Sodom went out to meet them along with the king of [Gomorrah, the k]ing of Admah,
the king of Zeboiim, and the king of Bela. They engaged the battle

21.23: 5970 VAK/B' ] AY/J/GMT/F/AW 5970. One could not
ask for a clearer resh than in this word (cf. the plate in AY), and
only adherence to the form expected from the MT/SP could
have prompted the transcription of 990 by AY/J/GMT/F/
AW. The interchange between dalet and resh is a common one,
and related forms are attested in the LXX (@opyad) and Jub.
13:22 (Tergal).

21.24: X' B'/F]1 AY/]/GMT/AW Ri7. The transcription of this
word determines to which referent it belongs, and even whether
it is a pronoun or verb (for discussion cf. E p. 233). The middle
letter is very short, prompting me to read yod, although vav is
also possible.

21.26: X717 Kut/Gin/J/B'/GMT/F/AW ] AY X2. This is a
misprint in AY.

21.30: % o[ RPITFPHTAY [ IPh[ 1:J/Qim'@) 15
[ RT]; B %7 R[wIRD] RFT 795, GMT 5..[...]; F
"7 R[WIRDY RIT] P99; AW T [wiaRD1] RI¥T 9. The reading
Y5 has garnered widespread support based on the toponym
VAWN 'Y in Gen 14:7. The word RI™T cannot be read (contra
B! and AW), although it makes good sense in light of the use of
this toponym in Zargum Ongelos. The bottom of a single, vertical
stroke can be seen following the final nun in BZ21B, which could
represent part of a dalet. The following reconstructions of B!'/F
and AW are conjecture, but are likely close to correct, conflating

the various people groups of N j¥¥Min Gen 14:7 into a single
designation (for further discussion cf. E p. 237). Qimron does
not give a reading, but seems generally to agree with J.

21.31: T5[m ovmp] BI/F/AW ] AY/J/GMT T5[m o).
There is a large, vertical crack in the leather from line 30
downward. One can observe in the word PP9 (discussed in
the previous note) that the leather to the right of the split has
shrunken significantly. This shrinkage accounts for the space
left by AY/J/GMT, and allows for the words to be written
continuously.

21.31: 30081 Pu/B' 1 AY [ ]; Gin 1038, J 17703, GMT..; F/
AW [1]7a[p]1. Gin and F/AW have superior readings based
on linguistic grounds alone. Both MR (from NAJ; cf. Jastrow II,
p- 873)and 7Y (cf. 21.24; Dan 7:21; 4QEnGiants® 1:4) are verbs
commonly used with the noun 817 to describe engagement in
battle. However, Puech (p. 591) is correct in his paleographic
analysis, stating that “traces de toutes les letters, pé, taw, het
ligature avec taw” are visible on the plate in AY (as well as in
BZ21B). I may be correct that the root MNA has not previously
been known to carry this meaning, but it seems best to follow
the physical evidence of the manuscript. Despite its lack of
previous attestation, the verb MNA makes good sense in context
here, referring to the act of “entering into” or “engaging” the
battle.
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32. in the Valley o[f Siddim] against ChedarlaJomer and the kings] who were with him, but the king of
Sodom was crushed and fled, while the king of Gomorrah
33. fell, and many from [al]l] 1.-.0
goods of Sodom and of
34. [Go]morrah, [and all] the p[oss]essions [of
while Lot, the son of Abram’s brother,

| The king of Elam plundered all of the

and all th]at they fou[nd there],

CoLumn 22

Y7 1 TN 0K T3 D121 PAAY RTN2 0TI02 20 R T 0NaR T
RI7 TR DN DIAR DY Raw 1A vHa 7 B oIaAR 37 T MY
1 Sop 81 11021 5191 MinR 93 v1H A T M pnana an
POIRI ORI AR TR AW TR RN30 RNYARATR K050 1T
DP1 07aR OHANKRI TINR 93 V1 HY 01aR 8331 pwnT nrnd

(SIS SR R

1. who was living in Sodom together with them along with all his flocks, was taken captive. But one of the
shepherds

2. of the flock that Abram had given to Lot, who had escaped from the captors, came to Abram. Now at
that time Abram

3. was living in Hebron, and he informed him that his brother’s son Lot had been captured, along with all
of his property, but that he had not been killed. Also that

4. the kings had set out (on) the Way of the Great Valley toward their province, (all the while) taking cap-
tives, plundering, destroying, killing, and heading

5. for the city Damascus. Then Abram wept over his brother’s son Lot. Having collected himself, Abram

got up

21.32: [RHM AM]PHITY J/B' ] AY/Pu/GMT/F/AW

subject (i.e. “they took captive”), or passive, and belongs with

[&’3501 Dz7’l7 '[‘773 701]}75173 Contra Puech, there does not
seem to be enough room for the longer readmg (it is approxi-
mately 2-3 letters too long). Mu' (pp. 25-26) has provided
additional argumentation for a shorter reading, positing sev-
eral possibilities. I does not include these words in his trans-
lation, causing one to wonder if he meant them to be in his
transcription.

21.33: 5[10] 13 pRAWI 1 AY ] pRWDI; J/GMT 7] pRUP3; B!
] PRUYL F RION T ] PREPA; AW R T] pRapa.
Both readings are paleographically acceptable, but I have chosen
1’8’3'(271 for two reasons. Flrst thc word "R2Y . understood by
those who transcribe it as “pits,” is otherwise unattested in

(cf. I, p. 238). Second, the traces of letters following this word do
not appear to fit any 0{ the suggested reconstructions.

21.34:92Wi B'/Qim'/F ] AY/GMT/AW 123, The concern here
is whether the verb is active, and belongs with a hypothetical pl.

Lot (i.e. “Lot was taken captive”). Either is plausible, although
the latter form 1s used in 22.3, and is therefore adopted here. Cf.
Qim!, p. 18 for further discussion.

Column 22: Like col. 16, this column stands last on its sheet of

parchment, and is significantly narrower than those preceding
it. An especially curious trait of this column is that the following
sheet was cut off in antiquity. The reason for this is not clear,
although the photographs plainly show that the seam and its
thread are intact, and that to the left of the seam is a clean cut
mark. That the cut was made in antiquity is assured, since this
column was rolled at the core of the scroll and could not have
been tampered with before its unrolling by Biberkraut. Along
with the fact that the last line of the column ends mid-sentence,
the cut proves that this is not the end of the original scroll. The
BZ photographs present the column in worse condition than the
AY plate and some of the IMneg. photos, but again shed light on
a few readings that are unclear in other photographs.
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10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.
19.

20.

and chose from his servants three hundred and eighteen choice warriors fit for battle. Arnem,
Eshkol, and Mamre also set out with him. He chased after them until he reached Dan, where he found
them
camping in the Valley of Dan. He swooped upon them at night from all four directions, killing
among them throughout the night. He crushed them and chased after them, and all of them were fleeing
before him
until they reached Helbon, which is situated to the north of Damascus. (There) he took away from them
everyone they had captured,
all that they had plundered, and all of their own goods. Lot, his brother’s son, he also saved, along with
his property. All
those whom they had taken captive he brought back. When the king of Sodom heard that Abram had
brought back all of the captives
and all of the plunder, he went up to meet him. He came to Salem, which is Jerusalem, and Abram
encamped in the Valley
of Shaveh, which is the Valley of the King — the Valley of Bet-Hakerem. And Melchizedek, the king of
Salem, brought out
food and drink for Abram and for all of the men who were with him. He was the priest of the Most
High God, and he blessed
Abram, saying, “Blessed be Abram by the Most High God, the Lord of heaven and earth! And blessed
be the Most High God,
who delivered those who hate you into your hand!” So he gave him a tenth of all the property of the
king of Elam and his allies.

vacat Then the king of Sodom drew near and said to Abram, “My lord, Abram,
give me anyone who belongs to me of the captives with you, whom you have rescued from the king of
Elam. But as for all the property,
it 1s left to you.” vacat Then Abram said to the king of Sodom, “I lift up
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24.

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

my hands this day to the Most High God, the Lord of heaven and earth, (swearing) that I will take neither
string nor sandal strap

from all that which belongs to you, lest you should say, All the wealth of Abram (derives) from my
property.” (This) excludes that which my young men who are with me have already eaten, and also the
portion of the three men who

went with me. (Only) they have authority to give you their portions. So Abram returned all of the prop-
erty and all

of the captives, and gave (them) to the king of Sodom. Every one of the captives who were with him
from that land he set free

and sent all of them away:. vacat

After these things God appeared to Abram in a vision, and said to him, “Look, ten years

have elapsed since the day you came out of Haran; two years you spent here, seven in Egypt, and one
(has passed)

since you returned from Egypt. Now inspect and count all that you have; see that by doubling they have
increased greatly, beyond

all that came out with you on the day of your departure from Haran. And now do not fear; I am with
you, and will be for you

a support and strength. I am a shield over you, and a buckler for you against those stronger than you.
Your wealth and your property

will increase enormously. Abram said, “My Lord God, I have wealth and property in great
abundance, yet what are

22.27: 8113 Kut/Gin/]/B'/GMT/F/AW ] AY X123, The Ginsberg noted. Qim' argues that “the third letter is not a /e,”

fourth letter should be read as a vav, as in 21.8. and that the last letter “looks like a waw-shaped letter crossed by
22.28: nnTay Kut/J/B'/GMT/F/AW ] AY (? nn7ap) nnaay. a diagonal line.” It appears to me, however, that the final /e has
Kutscher (p. 34) was the first to note that the verb T2V carries simply been partially effaced (particularly the left leg; cf. the vav
the meaning “to spend time,” assuring that this is the correct at the beginning of this word and I9in the following line for such
reading, effacement), while the third letter has been partially destroyed

22.30: MARY Gin/J/B'/GMT/F/AW ] AY f%7R3; Qim' ojox, by a crack in the leather (and perhaps effaced as well).
AY transcribed the Hebrew form rather than the Aramaic, as
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33.

34.

servants will receive my inheritance;

all [th]ese things to me while I, when I die, will go stripped bare, without children. One of my household

Eliezer, son of Dameseq, he... the one acquiring an inheritance from me.” But he said to him, “This

one will not receive your inheritance, but one who will go forth”

22.34: 0oo RiA PYAT] AY/J/GMT [ ]; B! Apa Rin [pw]n;
Qim! [ ]7%%00 8, F/AW [ 2], Despite being in signifi-
cantly worse condition, BZ22B reveals some aspects of the first
word that cannot be discerned on AY’s plate. First, it is apparent
in both photos that the bottoms of some of these letters have
been effaced. The top of the first letter clearly has the two horns
of a dalet or bet (this is visible in IMneg. 3865 as well). It also
has a vertical downstroke on the right side. More crucial is the
fourth letter, which can clearly be identified as the top of a goph
in BZ22B. Thus, it is likely that we have here neither PWn nor
N, but PWNT. In any case, "N'A can be ruled out. The word
PWNT is part of Eliezer’s enigmatic description in Gen 15:2.
The slight traces following this word fit the letters of R17. The
illegible final word does not appear to be Y3, as suggested by
B!, since a horizontal bottom stroke can be perceived on AY’s
plate for the letter preceding the lamed. Qim"s reading will be
dealt with below. e

92.34: aNNAY 1 AY/J/F 3nno T9; B! 1n1iAh; Qim! nand;
GMT/AW nun[°] 5. This word is admittedly difficult, but a
few observations may be made. First, there appears to be a space
preceding the lamed, making it likely that this letter begins a new

word. The preceding letter also appears to have a horizontal
base stroke on AY’s plate and IMneg. 3865 (contra B!'/Qim').
Second, the letter preceding the resh looks like a tav that has had
its right leg effaced and its top destroyed by a vertical crack in
the leather. I can only attribute the vertical line and short foot
on AY’s plate and IMneg. 3865 to a tav (or, less plausibly, a nun)
and am unconvinced that it is a yod/vav or mem, as others have
suggested. A very short piece of this letter’s right leg can be seen
between the crack and the effaced area to its right. The letter
between the lamed and my proposed tav has been understood by
all except B! as a dalet, but the top of this letter looks much more
like a mem that has (like the fav) had its lower portion effaced.
Qim! cannot be correct in reading 30AY 797, since there is
simply not room (or evident ink traces) for a lamed-mem after his
lamed-dalet (cf. other mems in this column). Admittedly, the results
of my reading are less than satisfying morphologically, since
the root N7 is otherwise unattested in the #pe‘/ conjugation. I
take this word to be a nominative participle, the reflexive usage
of which makes logical sense here—i.e. “the one inheriting for
himself.” Happily, the general sense of the line is relatively clear
despite the difficulty of this reading.
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CHAPTER THREE

THE BACKGROUND OF GENESIS APOCRYPHON 16-17

The primarily textual work of the preceding sec-
tion is aimed at providing a more solid foundation
for future textual, linguistic, and exegetical analysis
of the Genesis Apocryphon. While it is impossible
to comment adequately on all parts and aspects of
the Apocryphon here, the remainder of this study is
dedicated to one area where new textual discoveries
may enhance our understanding of the scroll’s contents
and theological outlook—the apportionment of the
carth among Noah’s sons and grandsons in 1QapGen
16—17. These columns were chosen for several reasons:
1) they include a number of substantial advancements
in reading the scroll; 2) they represent our most direct
parallel with the Book of Jubilees, whose precise
relationship to the Apocryphon remains unclear; and
3) they attest to a broad, thematic concern in the
scroll, as will be demonstrated below. The thesis of
Section Two is that the Genesis Apocryphon preserves
a simpler, shorter account of the earth’s division than
Jubilees, and that the two texts are more likely based on
a common source than directly related. The evidence
suggests that the shared source may well have been or
included an actual map.

To avoid unwieldiness, this section has been split
into two chapters. The present chapter seeks to con-
textualize Chapter 4 within the wider settings of: 1) the
book of Genesis; 2) the ancient Hellenistic map of
the inhabited earth (oikovpévn in Greek), on which
both the Apocryphon and Jubilees partly depend; and
3) the extant narrative of the rest of the Genesis
Apocryphon. Chapter 4 then provides a detailed,
comparative analysis of 1QapGen 16-17 and the
parallel passage in Jubilees (8:11-9:15).

3.1. ExTERNAL BACKGROUND I: GENESIS 10 AND
OTtHER BiBricar TEXTS

Genesis 10, or the so-called “Table of Nations”,
forms the primary biblical backdrop to the various
geographic accounts to be discussed in the following
chapters.' In Genesis the Table stands between Noah’s
drunken episode, after which his grandson Canaan

! A biblical parallel to Gen 10 is found in 1 Chr 1:1-24.

receives a curse (Gen 9:18-28), and the confusion of
tongues and dispersion of peoples at the Tower of
Babel (Gen 11:1-9). It is essentially a genealogy, but
has been inconsistently supplemented with geographic,
folkloric, and etiological information.” The following
tables attempt to present succinctly the information
in Gen 10:

Table 1. Genealogical Information

Japheth (10:2-5) Ham (10:6-20) Shem (10:21-31)

Gomer Cush Elam
Ashkenaz Seba Asshur
Riphath Havilah Arpachshad
Togarmah Sabtah Shelah

Magog Raamah Eber

Madai Sheba Peleg

Javan Dedan Joktan
Elishah Sabteca Almodad
Tarshish Nimrod Sheleph
Kittim Egypt (Mitzraim) Hazarmaveth
R/Dodanim Ludim Jerah

Tubal Anamim Hadoram

Meshech Lehabim Uzal

Tiras Naphtuhim Diklah

Pathrusim Obal
Casluhim Abimael
(whence Sheba
came the Ophir
Philistines) Havilah
Caphtorim Jobab
Put Lud
Canaan Aram
Sidon Uz
Heth Hul
Jebusites Gether
Amorites Mash
Girgashites
Hivites
Arkites
Sinites
Arvadites
Zemarites
Hamathites

? The traditional source-critical interpretation of this uneven
combination is that it reflects the two distinct sources compris-
ing the chapter, J] and P. The most popular theory is that P has
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Table 2. Additional (Non-Genealogical) Information
Japheth

1. “From these the maritime nations branched out.”

(10:5)
Ham

1. Nimrod (10:8-12):
a. is the first mighty man (733) on the earth
b. is a mighty hunter before the Lord (‘71 ,35:7 T'R™I23)
c. ruled over Babylon, Erech, Accad, and Calneh in

the land of Shinar (from which Asshur went forth)

d. built Nineveh, Rehoboth-ir, Calah, and Resen

2. “Afterward the clans of the Canaanites spread out.
The Canaanite territory extended from Sidon as far
as Gerar, near Gaza, and as far as Sodon, Gomorrah,
Admah, and Zeboiim, near Lasha.” (10:18-19)

Shem

1. Shem is the father of all the sons of Eber and the
older brother of Japheth (10:21; "TI& 1;_1]";;'5; AR
5130 ngy).

2. In the days of Peleg (155) the earth was divided
(3793,

3. The settlements of Joktan’s descendants “extended
from Mesha as far as Sephar, the hill country to the
cast.” (10:30)*

The LXX closely resembles the MT version, differ-
ing in only a few details.” The chapter ends with the
statement, “These are the groupings of Noah’s descen-
dents, according to their origins, by their nations; and
from these the nations branched out over the earth
after the Flood” (10:32). There is no explicit indica-
tion that the geographic locations connected with
individuals or people groups are divinely appointed,
or assigned by Noah, although the first point may

provided the genealogical framework for the chapter, while most
of the ‘non-genealogical’ material may be attributed to J. For a
clear survey of the standard views see J. C. VanderKam, “Putting
them in their Place: Geography as an Evaluative Tool,” Pursuing
the Text: Studies in Honor of Ben ion Wacholder on the Occasion of his
Seventieth Birthday (JSOTSup 184; eds J. C. Reeves and J. Kampen;
Shefhield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1994), 46-69 [esp. 50-53].
A more detailed explanation is given by J. Skinner, Genesis (ICC;
Edinburgh: T & T Clark, 1930 [2d ed.]), 187-95; or W. Zimmerli,
1. Mose 111 (Zircher Bibelkommentare; Ziirich: Zwingli Verlag,
1943), 367-96.

® There has been some scholarly disagreement over whether
Shem or Japheth is the older brother (i.e. the referent of 5v1a0),
but the former seems preferable. See Skinner, Genesis, 219.

* On the possible placements of these toponyms see Skinner,
Genesis, 22223,

> For a brief summary see VanderKam, “Putting them in their
Place,” 50; or J. M. Scott, Geography in Early Judaism and Christian-
ity: The Book of Fubilees (SNTSMS 113; Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 2002), 24-27. A much more detailed analysis is
provided by Skinner, Genesis, 195-223; or U. Cassuto, A Commentary
on the Book of Genesis (Vol. 2: From Noah to Abraham; trans. I.
Abrahams; Jerusalem: Magnes, 1964), 172-224. These commenta-
tors also discuss the importance of the 70 or 72 person scheme of
Gen 10 as representative of the common ancient conception that
the world was inhabited by this number of nations.

have been presumed by an ancient audience. It simply
appears to be the way things happened according to
the inclinations and wanderings of Noah’s various
descendents. Nevertheless, this passage forms the basic
scriptural foundation upon which Noah’s division of
the earth in both the Genesis Apocryphon and Jubi-
lees is built.

There are several other passages that deserve brief
mention alongside Gen 10 as potentially influencing
the geographic strategy and content of the Genesis
Apocryphon and Jubilees. The strongest impact may
well have been made by Deut 32:8, which reads:

DR "33 7793 oM rYY Hrana
(58] R 13 Na0nh DRy nvas av

When the Most High dealt nations their inheritances;
at his separation of human beings;

He set up the boundaries of peoples, according to the
number of the sons of God [Israel].

This piece of ancient poetry lent itself naturally to
an association with the Table of Nations. Indeed, the
two were explicitly connected by a number of ancient
interpreters. Targum Pseudo-Jonathan was among
these, expanding the first phrase to read, “When the
Most High dealt the world as an inheritance to the
peoples who went forth from the sons of Noah.”” It
is likely that this passage also left its imprint on the
author of the Genesis Apocryphon and Jubilees, sug-
gesting that it was the “Most High” (a favored appel-
lation for God in the Apocryphon) who ultimately
instigated the division of the earth.

A passage that seems to have had a more specific
impact on portions of the Genesis Apocryphon is
the description of Israelite tribal allotments in Josh
15:1-19:48.% Here we find some remarkable affinities
in the vocabulary, phraseology, syntax, and overall
structure used to describe geographic districts. Simi-
larities to Joshua’s description are most clearly seen in
1QapGen 16-17, but are also present in 1QapGen
21.15-19.

A number of other passages delineating the borders
of the Israelite territory likely influenced the Genesis
Apocryphon’s description of Arpachshad’s, and later

¢ Most LXX manuscripts (reading either oyyéhov 8god or bidv
Be0?) and two Qumran manuscripts (4QDeut®J) reflect the non-
bracketed reading. The MT contains the bracketed “Israelites”
instead, which appears to be a later gloss. For details see M. S.
Heiser, “Deuteronomy 32:8 and the Sons of God,” BSac 158
(Jan-March 2001): 52-74.

7 The same association between these passages may be found in
Stfre Devarim, Yalqut Shim’oni, and Rashi’s commentary on Genesis.

8 Cf. VanderKam, “Putting Them in Their Place,” 58.
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Abram’s, apportionment in particular. Among these
Gen 15:18-19, Ex 23:31, Num 34:2-12, and Deut
11:24 must have figured prominently,” along with the
later Davidic and Solomonic reports.'

3.2. ExTERNAL BAcKGROUND II: THE IoNiaN Map
OF THE INHABITED EARTH (0IKOUMENE)

Several scholars have noted the dependence of Jubi-
lees and the Genesis Apocryphon on notions of the
inhabited earth current in contemporary Hellenistic
culture.'" Such dependence is indeed striking when
the Greco-Roman sources are consulted, and it seems
best, therefore, to sketch briefly some basic tenets and
developments of Hellenistic geographic science prior
to examining the geography of our Jewish works.
The most ancient Greek source envisioning the
world is the description of Achilles’ spectacular shield
in Homer’s Iliad, thought by modern scholars to date
to the 8th century Bce."” Unlike later geographic
descriptions this account tells of a cosmological, and
not simply terrestrial, map. The important thing to
note for our purposes regarding the shield, however,
is that it is circular in shape and surrounded by the
encompassing “Ocean ("Qxeovolo), that vast and
mighty river” (18:606). The importance of Homer’s
description in shaping later conceptions of the world

 These passages were the recipients of frequent geographic
expansion by later exegetes. The authoritative study of the targu-
mic and rabbinic traditions associated with Gen 10 and Num 34
remains the unpublished thesis of P. S. Alexander, The Toponomy of
the Targumim with Special Reference to the Table of Nations and the Borders
of the Holy Land (D. Phil. thesis; Oxford University, 1974). The first
of the above passages includes a nuance that may have influenced
the fundamental rhetorical argument taken up by the Genesis
Apocryphon and Jubilees. In Gen 15:18 the Lord says, “to your
seed I have given this land, from the River of Egypt to the Great
River, the Euphrates.” A number of early rabbis, commenting
on this verse, noted that “[this phrase] does not read ‘I will give
(IDOR),” but ‘T have given ("NNJ)*” (Genesis Rabbah [ Theodor-Albeck]
44:22). The fact that the land had already been given to Abram’s
descendants before he had received this promise may also have
raised questions for earlier commentators.

10 E.g. 2 Sam 8:3 (Qeri); 1 Kgs 5:1 (Hebrew); 2 Kgs 24:7; Ezek
47:13-23.

' See (on Jubilees only) P. S. Alexander, “Notes on the ‘Imago
Mundi’ of the Book of Jubilees,” j7S 38 (1982): 197-213; and
idem, “Geography and the Bible (Early Jewish),” ABD 2:980-82.
This will be discussed more fully in the following chapter.

12 See The History of Cartography: Volume One (eds J. B. Harley
and D. Woodward; Chicago: University of Chicago, 1987), 131.
The passage concerning Achilles’ shield is found in the fliad
18:480-610. For an English translation and commentary see 7he
Iliad of Homer (ed. and trans. R. Lattimore; Chicago: University
of Chicago Press, 1951), 388-91, 411.

1s attested to by Strabo and the Stoics, who declared
Homer the founder of geographic science."

A significant advancement in the study of geogra-
phy appears to have emerged in the 6th century BcE,
as Greek philosophers were seeking more systematic
and naturalistic explanations for the world around
them.'* Much of the geographic innovation during this
period was attributed by later authors to Anaximander
(ca. 610-546 BCE), who studied under the renowned
Thales in the Carian city of Miletus. The early 3rd
century cE geographer Agathemerus reported that
Anaximander was the first “to venture to draw the
inhabited world on a map.”" Hecataeus (fl. ca. 500
BCE), also from Miletus, was considered the first to
compose a Circuit of the Earth (repiodog yfig), and
is believed to have improved considerably on the map
of Anaximander.'® Both authors described the world
as a flat, circular-shaped disk, much like the shield of
Achilles.'” The available evidence leads us to believe
that the basic layout of world maps like those drawn
by Anaximander and Hecatacus were first produced
in Ionia, on the western seacoast of Asia Minor.'
This has led modern scholars to speak of a relatively
standardized “Ionian” world map, or Imago Mundi,"
which exerted considerable influence over geographic
science well into the Middle Ages.”” An Ionian under-
standing of the cosmos is also reflected in numerous
rabbinic works.?!

13 Strabo, Geography 1.1.2 (Jones, LCL).

'Y Cf. History of Cartography, 134.

15 See Agathemerus, Geographiae informatio 1.1, in Geographi Graeci
minores, (2 vols and tabulae; ed. K. O. Miiller; Paris: Firmin-Didot,
1855-56), 2:471-87. The Greek words for “on a map” are év
nivakt, which could alternately mean a “painting.” Cf. W. A.
Heidel, “Anaximander’s Book, The Earliest Known Geographical
Treatise,” Proceedings of the American Academy of Arts and Sciences 56.7
(1921): 239-88; and History of Cartography, 134, n. 18.

16 Agathemerus, Geographiae informatio 1.1.

"7 Neither the writings of Anaximander nor Hecataeus have
survived. We are dependent upon later references to them in
authors such as Herodotus, Strabo, and Agathemerus. The flat disk
is sometimes described as one end of a drum-shaped cylinder.

'8 History of Cartography, 135. For the close relationship between
Ionia and Caria see Strabo, Geography 1.4.7.

9 Along with the other secondary works referred to in this sec-
tion see R. Talbert, “Kartographie,” in Der Neue Pauly Enzyklopidie
der Antike (eds H. Cancik and H. Schneider; Stuttgart, Weimer:
J. B. Metzler, 1999), 6:301-308. The Ionians are also closely
associated with maps and geographic conceptions by Herodotus
(e.g. Histories 2.15-17 [Godley; LCLY).

% One famous, late example is the Hereford Map, produced
by Richard of Haldingham around ap 1290. For a rudimentary
overview of the later reception of the Ionian map see Alexander,
“Notes on the ‘Imago Mundi,”” 201-203; also Scott, Geography in
Early Judaism and Christianity, 159-70. A far more detailed account
is given in History of Cartography, 283-370.

2 E.g g Avodah Zarah 3.42c; Pirge de-Rabbi Eliezer 3; Derekh Eretz
Luta 9; Genesis Rabbah 4.5, 3.10, 23.7; Numbers Rabbah 13.16; Esther
Rabbah 1.7; Midrash Psalms 93:5; etc. See Z. Safrai, “Geography and



88

CHAPTER THREE

ACCORDING 7,

—_ =

Lo Jebom Metar

Map 1. A Reconstruction of Hecataeus’ World Map*

Herodotus (late 5th cent. BcE) attested to some of the
standard traits of the Ionian-based maps common in
his day. Although largely dependent upon the Ionians,
he upbraided them when he said, “[f]or my part, I
cannot help but laugh when I see the number of per-
sons drawing maps of the world without having any
reason to guide them; making, as they do, the ocean
stream to run all around the earth, and the earth itself
to be an exact circle, as if described by a pair of com-
passes, with Europe and Asia of just the same size.”*
Through this critique we learn that many Greek
maps of Herodotus’ day depicted the general shape
of the otkoumene very much like Achilles’ shield, with
the earth forming a planed circle and surrounded by
the Ocean River. Aristotle (4th cent. Bce)** and the
later Stoic philosopher Geminus (Ist cent. BCE)* shared
in Herodotus’ disdain and disparagement of these flat,
round maps, attesting to their enduring popular use

Cosmography in Talmudic Literature,” The Literature of the Sages:
Second Part (eds S. Safrai et al.; CRINT 3b; Assen: Van Gorcum/
Minneapolis: Fortress, 2006), 506.

2 From E. H. Bunbury, 4 History of Ancient Geography (2 vols;
London: John Murray, 1879), 1.149.

23 Herodotus, Histories 4.36.

2 Aristotle, Meteorologica 2.5.362b.13 (Lee, LCL).

% Geminus, Introduction aux phénomeénes (ed. and trans. G. Aujac;
Paris: Belles Lettres, 1975), 16.4.5.

well after it had been argued that the otkoumene must
be greater in length (east to west) than in breadth
(north to south), and that the earth was not a plane,
but spherical in shape.”

Herodotus went on to state that contemporary
Greek maps divided the earth into three continents:
“I wonder, then, at those who have mapped out and
divided the world into Libya, Asia, and Europe; for the
difference between them is great.”® Here he appears to
ridicule the fact that the three continents are depicted
as roughly equal in size, when it is clear from basic
observation that they are not. According to Herodotus,
the boundaries separating these three continents were
the Nile river in the south, and the Phasis or Tanais
rivers in the north, with the northern river appar-
ently fluctuating depending on the particular map
consulted.”® The Great Sea (i.e. the Mediterranean),
which was itself subdivided and named according to
region, formed a massive inlet, dividing Europe from

% W. A. Heidel, The Frame of the Ancient Greek Map (New York:
American Geographical Society, 1937), 63-102. Cf. History of
Cartography, 135—6.

¥ Herodotus, Histories 4.42. Also see 2.16.

% Tbid., 4.45. The Phasis is the modern Ister, and the Tanais
the modern Don. For the alternative practice of dividing the
otkoumene by isthmuses, see Alexander, “Notes on the ‘Imago

Mundi,”” 198-99.
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Libya and connecting to the Ocean River at the Pil-
lars of Heracles, or Gadira.” It is such Ionian maps
that Alexander the Great likely consulted during his
campaign to the East, as Arrian may suggest.”” While
little physical evidence of Ionian maps has come down
to us from antiquity, there can be no doubt of their
existence. In fact, such maps may have been known
to the general populaces of major Greek cities.?!
Greek geographic science continued to develop,
although many fundamental aspects of the Ionian map
appear to have persisted. Democritus (ca. 460-370
BcE) and Dicaearchus of Messana (fl. ca. 326296 BcE)
argued that the otkoumene should be drawn as an oval,
being half again as long as it is broad, in a proportion
of three to two.* Dicaearchus and Timosthenes of
Rhodes (fl. ca. 270 BcE) placed the navel (omphalos) of
the earth at Rhodes rather than its previously standard
location at Delphi—a practice which many followed
thereafter.® Eratosthenes (ca. 275-194 BcEk), a bril-
liant polymath who worked largely in Alexandria, is
considered by many to represent the zenith of Greek
cartography. He noted the advances made possible by
the conquest and discoveries of Alexander the Great.**
Although his work is preserved only in the writings of
later authors (e.g. Strabo and Pliny the Elder) it is clear
that Eratosthenes also knew of the earth being divided
into three continents by the Tanais and Nile rivers.
Geographic treatises continued to be composed by
Greek and Roman authors, such as Strabo (ca. 64
BCE—21 cE), Claudius Ptolemy (ca. 90-168 cE), and
Agathemerus. Others, such as Polybius (ca. 200—-118
BCE), Manilius (fl. ca. 90 BcE), Diodorus Siculus (ca.
80—20 BcE), Pliny the Elder (ca. 23—79 cE), Dionysius
“Periegetes” (fl. ca. 124 cE) and Arrian (ca. 97-175
CE), borrowed from common geographic knowledge
in treating associated areas of philosophy or poetry.

# The modern Straights of Gibraltar.

% See Heidel (The Frame of the Ancient Greek Map, 26-7) citing
Arrian, Anabasis 6.1.2.

31 There is both archaeological and textual evidence to support
this. A number of coin types have been found (especially around
Ionia) which depict maps, while the prop of a map is incorporated
into Aristophanes’ 5th century Athenian comedy, The Clouds. Cf.
History of Cartography, 138, 158-9; and Heidel, The Frame of the
Ancient Greek Map, 11-12.

2 History of Cartography, 137, 152.

# Ibid., 152-3. Philip Alexander elaborated on the Jewish
practice of placing Jerusalem at the omphalos of the world. See
P. S. Alexander, “Jerusalem as the Omphalos of the World: On the
History of a Geographical Concept,” Judaism 46 (1997): 148-63
[esp. 149-50]. The essay was reprinted in Jerusalem: Its Sanctity and
Centrality to Judaism, Christiamty, and Islam (ed. L. 1. Levine; New
York: Continuum, 1999), 104-119 [esp. 105-106].

' History of Cartography, 153-57.

The individual contributions of each of these authors
(especially Strabo and Ptolemy) could be enumerated
at length, but here it is necessary only to note several
commonalities shared by them. These few points may
also serve as an apt summary of the Ionian world
map in general, especially as it relates to the Genesis
Apocryphon and Jubilees:

1. The inhabited world was viewed as flat (earlier) or
spherical (later), and drawn in the shape of a circle
(earlier) or oval (later; after Democritus).”

2. It was divided into three continents: Europe, Asia,
and Libya (i.e. modern Africa). The continents
were considered to be either roughly the same size
(earlier) or to vary (later; after Herodotus). Since
east always stood at the top of the ancient map,
Asia would be portrayed in the upper central por-
tion, with Europe on the lower left and Libya on
the lower right.

3. The three continents were typically divided by
rivers, or alternately (and less commonly, it seems)
by isthmuses. When divided by rivers, the Nile was
consistently the southern (i.e. rightward) border,
separating Libya and Asia, while either the Phasis
or Tanais River separated Europe from Asia in the
north (left).

As we will see in Chapter 4, the main points of con-
tact between the Hellenistic maps and the geographic
picture underlying the Genesis Apocryphon and
Jubilees are the division of the oikoumene into three
continents by way of the Tanais and Nile rivers, and
the employment of numerous terms or geographic
features not mentioned in Genesis, but known from
Hellenistic sources (e.g. Gadera, the Macotan Sea,
and the three “gulfs” representing the Aegean, Tyr-
rhenian, and Adriatic Seas). It should be emphasized,
however, that the Genesis Apocryphon and Jubilees
freely combined Hellenistic geography with different
conceptions of the earth based on other sources, such
as Scripture and geography native to Judea and the
surrounding regions.

That Hellenistic geographic conceptions of the
earth were well-known in Judea during the 2nd century
BCE 1s not surprising, since the process of Hellenization
begun by Alexander and carried forward—sometimes
forcibly—by his successors would certainly have
included this aspect of Greco-Ionian philosophy. It
is not difficult to imagine Hellenistic governors and

% A yet later elaboration of the regular, flat oval is an arch-
shaped oval.
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Map 2. A Reconstruction of Dionysius Periegetes’ World Map®

aristocrats compelled to move to a new and foreign
region relying on, and taking with them, available
maps and ideas about geography.

Excursus: Babylonian Geography

A late-Babylonian map of the world, first published
in the late 19th century,”” has drawn the attention of
some scholars of Judaism, especially as it relates to
1 Enoch 77.% VanderKam has convincingly shown
that such a connection is tenuous at best,® and there
1s no reason to believe that the Babylonian map relates
directly to the geography of the Genesis Apocryphon
or Jubilees.

At first glance, the Babylonian map displays two
basic affinities with the Ionian world map: 1) the circu-
lar shape of the map; and 2) the earth-encompassing
marratu, a river surrounding the terrestrial sphere much
like the Greek Ocean River on Achilles’ shield. How-

% From Bunbury, A History of Ancient Geography, 2:490.

3 A recent, comprehensive treatment of the map is found in
W. Horowitz, Mesopotamian Cosmic Geography (Winona Lake, IN:
Eisenbrauns, 1998), 20—42.

% P. Grelot, “La geodgraphie mythique d’Hénoch et ses sources
orientales,” RB 65.1 (January 1958): 33-69. Cf. Milik, Books of
Enoch, 15—-18.

% J. C. VanderKam, “1 Enoch 77, 3 and a Babylonian Map
of the World,” RevQ 42.2 (March 1983): 271-78.

ever, there are also significant differences between the
two maps. These include: 1) the nagi regions on the
Babylonian map, which lie outside the marratu and have
no analogue on the Ionian map; and 2) the severely
restricted scope of the Babylonian map, which depicts
only a limited portion of Mesopotamia inside the mar-
ratu.® While it seems plausible that there were some
basic, early points of contact between Mesopotamian
and Jonian cartography (e.g. the notion of a disk sur-
rounded by water), it is plain that the geography of
the Genesis Apocryphon and Jubilees depends upon
a relatively well-developed form of the latter, and not
the former.

3.3. INTERNAL Backcrounp I: THE GEOGRAPHIC
SUBSTRUCTURE OF THE GENESIS APOCRYPHON

Noah’s division of the earth in 1QapGen 1617 should
not be viewed in isolation from what remains of the
rest of the scroll, especially since close investigation
reveals that these columns present only one piece in a
more widespread agenda reflected in several rhetorical
and theological assertions: 1) that Noah was destined
from birth to oversee the post-diluvian apportionment

" Horowitz, Mesopotamian Cosmic Geography, 40—42.
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of the earth among his descendents; 2) that this role
was divinely bestowed and thus viewed as highly
important; and 3) that this apportionment did not
agree with the description found in Gen 10. The goal
in this part of the chapter is to examine some of the
passages that attest to this stance, and also to point
out that the author of Jubilees was apparently not as
keenly interested in these matters.

3.3.1. Getting to Know Noah

The following list of passages attests to Noah’s divinely
appointed role as apportioner of the earth. It also
makes clear that he was granted significant authority
over the terrestrial, or geographic, realm.

3.3.1.1. Genesis Apocryphon 3.17

The early columns of the scroll contain tales gener-
ally paralleled in 1 Enoch."" Column 2 opens with
Lamech, Noah'’s father, deeply concerned about the
conception of his son, whom he fears may be the
fruit of an illicit union between his wife Batenosh
and one of the angelic Watchers. Despite Batenosh’s
vehement denials, Lamech thinks it best to consult
his father Methuselah on the matter. Methuselah, in
turn, makes haste to his father Enoch for counsel.
1QapGen 3.1-5.24 narrates Enoch’s lengthy response
to these allegations (it is far longer than the paral-
lel version in 1 En. 106), in which he quells all fear
regarding Noah and foretells the child’s key role in the
post-deluge reestablishment of righteousness upon the
earth. Amid this badly damaged section of text a few
words are preserved, with which Enoch predicts one
of the activities that Noah will undertake, “He 1s (the
one) who will divide the entire earth” (359% ¥ Rif
RYIN Hi5).# Fitzmyer comments that these words are
“an echo of Gen 10:25,” which plays on the name of
Shem’s great-great-grandson Peleg (159), by indicating
that in his days the earth was divided (13723)." While
this word-play may indeed be in the background here,
the statement should also be read in light of Noah’s
role as “divider” of the earth in 1QapGen 16 and Jub.
8. Here Enoch is forecasting one of Noah’s tasks fol-
lowing the flood—to designate the boundaries within
which each of his sons and their offspring should

' See, e.g., the articles of Bernstein, “From the Watchers to the
Flood”; and Nickelsburg, “Patriarchs Who Worry.”

2 Previous editions read only RYIR i3 359[. See the textual
notes.

¥ Fitzmyer, The Genesis Apocryphon, 140.

sojourn. That Enoch prophesies Noah’s future task is
significant, since it is he who has special access to the
divine mysteries.**

3.3.1.2. Genesis Apocryphon 7.1-2

These lines contain a proclamation of Noah’s new-
found role as master and caretaker of the earth. Gen
9:3—4 declares that the fear and awe of Noah will be
over all living creatures of the earth, but in GenAp 7.1
this governing role is extended to the earth’s various
topographic features as well, “[You shall rjul[le] over
them, the earth and all that is upon it; over the seas
and over the mountains...” (RYIN ]1?]“7307 [U]%[Wn]
RV R RO T H100). In both Genesis and
the Genesis Apocryphon such language harks back to
Adam’s position of authority in the Garden of Eden
(ct. Gen 1:26-30), casting Noah as a “new Adam” of
sorts.” A novel feature in the Apocryphon, however, is
its extension of Noah’s lordship to the geographic fea-
tures of the earth, a detail absent in Gen 9:26—30.

3.3.1.3. Genesis Apocryphon 11.9-12

In the middle of a fragmentary section following
Noah’s exit from the ark on Mt. Lubar, a few partial
lines relate in geographic terms the patriarch’s post-
flood inspection of the earth. Line 9 reads, “the moun-
tains and the wildernesses, the intermediate regions*®
and [the] coa[stlands, Ja[l]l...” (527271 K™V
5[1]5[ N8R &"iﬁiff?}. This statement apparently
recounts what Noah surveyed upon leaving the ark,"
providing a “geographically enhanced” version of
the concise reports in Gen 8:13—14 and Jub. 5:30-31
that the earth had dried up and become visible. This
innovation emphasizes the vast scope of what Noah
was able to see from the top of Lubar. Two lines later
(following a vacat) we read, “[Then] I, Noah, went out
and walked through the land, through its length and
through its breadth” (N2a%m npa3 nii AIR [Ix]
RAMA RAIMKRY 8YINRI). The specific combination
of surveying the earth from a height and then walking

# In light of the scroll’s keen interest in the area of the earth
received by each of Noah’s descendents it is significant that the
same language of “receiving an allotment” is employed for Enoch
in 1QapGen 2.20-21, “[...and with the Holy Ones] is his lot
apportioned.” In contrast to the earthly allotments of Noah’s
progeny, Enoch’s “lot” (727Y) is a heavenly one.

# On this point see M. E. Stone, “The Axis of History at Qum-
ran,” Pseudepigraphic Perspectives: The Apocrypha and Pseudepigrapha in
Light of the Dead Sea Scrolls (STD]J 31; eds E. G. Chazon and M. E.
Stone; Leiden: Brill, 1999), 139-141, 148.

¥ See the textual note on this word.

7 So Fitzmyer, The Genesis Apocryphon, 155.
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through its length and breadth clearly gestures forward
to Abram’s analogous survey and walking tour in col.
21 (cf. Gen 13:14-18 and below), thereby forging an
explicit literary link between Noah and Abram not
present in Genesis.*

3.3.1.4. Genesis Apocryphon 11.16—17

Here again is an expanded assertion of Noah’s domin-
ion over the earth, perhaps the actualization of the
prediction in col. 7, “and rule over all of it; over its
seas and its wildernesses and its mountains, and over
everything in it. For I am surely [gi]ving the whole
of it to you and to your children...” (379122 VoYW
MIR KM 7102 T 91021 RPN R KRB
{513 T3 15 3A[*]). As in col. 7, the effect is to draw
attention to Noah’s divinely granted control over the
various geographic features of the earth. Like the pre-
ceding example, language reminiscent of the Abramic
promises of Gen 12 and 15 is deployed.

3.3.1.5. Genesis Apocryphon 16—17

Although cols. 16—17 will be detailed in the next
chapter, a few important aspects must be noted here.
First, while these columns provide an equivalent to the
Table of Nations in Gen 10, it is clear that the Genesis
Apocryphon differs from the biblical account regarding
where Noah’s descendents belong. To be sure, Genesis
hands out geographic information parsimoniously; the
most direct indicators are that Japheth’s sons receive
the “islands/coasts of the nations” (10:4-5), Ham’s
sons the great cities of Mesopotamia (Gen 10:6—12)
and the Levant (10:15-19), and Shem’s sons various
sites assigned by scholars to Arabia and Mesopotamia
(10:27-30).* By this account, one might justifiably
infer that the Land of Canaan was named thus in the
Pentateuch simply because it was the region where this
particular clan of Hamites settled following the flood.
This, however, is a markedly different picture than one
gains from reading cols. 16-17 of the Genesis Apoc-
ryphon (or Jub. 8:11-9:15), in which it is unmistakably
clear that each son is apportioned a different continent
with sharply drawn borders: Japheth receives Europe,
Asia goes to Shem, and Ham ends up with Libya.
Within this basic scheme, the Levantine lands of
Lebanon, Syria, and Phoenecia—typically designated
“the Land of Canaan” in the Pentateuch—originally

* This connection is made even more explicit by the words
of God to Noah in 1QapGen 11.15, which are clearly fashioned
after God’s blessing of Abram in Gen 15:1.

# On these matters see Skinner, Genesis, 187-223.

had nothing to do with Hamites, or Canaanites.
Rather, it was apportioned to Arpachshad, son of
Shem. This is not an entirely surprising move by
an Israelite author, but it does create some tension
with the verses in Gen 10 mentioned above. The
Apocryphon’s partial resolution of this tension will be
examined in the following background section (Internal
Background II).

3.3.2. Abram, Heiwr of Arpachshad’s Share

Noah’s role as apportioner of the earth and the
various boundaries set in 1QapGen 16—17 reverberate
throughout the remainder of the scroll, as evidenced
in a pair of passages recounting the exploits of
Abram.

3.3.2.1. Genesis Apocryphon 19.12—13

These lines are part of a major exegetical expansion
on the narrative of Abram and Sarai entering Egypt
in Gen 12:10-20. Reaching the Karmon river, one of
the seven tributaries of the River of Egypt,”® Abram
exclaims, “[Until] now we have been inside our land”
(&J'}'Jﬁ& 333 RININ [$%m) ['W). After crossing the seven
tributaries, Abram makes another announcement,
“Look! Now we have left our land and entered into
the land of the sons of Ham, the Land of Egypt.” (Ri1
R YIRS on v parb RHYI PR R1257 2.
This river 1s the landmark used to distinguish the land
granted to Shem from that of Ham elsewhere in the
scroll (1QapGen [16.27]; 21.11, 15, 18-19),>" as well
as in Jubilees (8:15, 22-23; 10:29).°% It is particularly
interesting that this statement occurs at this juncture in
the narrative, since it indicates that Abram is aware of
the borders of the lands allotted to Noah’s sons, and
that he considers the Levant “our land,” even before
its borders are laid out for him by God in 1QapGen
21.8-22 (or Gen 15:18-21). This suggests that when
God promised Abram the land in the latter passage he
was simply reemphasizing a previously ratified (but for
the moment defunct) promise, rather than making an

% Cf. the discussion in Fitzmyer, The Genesis Apocryphon, 182.

' The names River of Egypt (X1 7711) and Gihon River (114
RI1) are used to refer to the Nile in the Genesis Apocryphon.
Both are used of the Nile in the Bible (cf. Gen 2:13; 15:18), and
this may have been a conscious effort by the author to associate the
two names. There most certainly would have been other references
to this river in what is now missing of cols. 16—-17.

2 As noted above, it is also the standard topographic feature
dividing Asia from Libya according to Ionian mappae mund:.
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entirely new one.” Indeed, the Apocryphon’s author
may have gathered this from Genesis itself, since in
15:18 God tells Abram, “to your seed I hereby give/
have given ("NNJ) this land,” with the verb {NJ in the
perfect tense.”*

3.3.2.2. Genesis Apocryphon 21.8-22

A large portion of col. 21 consists of an elaboration on
Gen 13:14-18. In Genesis, Abram is told to survey all
the land around him and then to hike about through
its length and breadth. This, God promises, is the land
that he and his descendants are to possess for eternity.
Genesis and Jubilees contain no further elaboration
of what Abram could see while gazing north, south,
east and west, nor where he trekked afterward, before
settling in Hebron. In the Genesis Apocryphon, how-
ever, all curiosity is put to rest. Here Abram is told in
a nocturnal dream (the preferred mode of revelation
in the scroll) to climb up Ramat-Hazor, the highest
hill in the region of Bethel,” and from there to survey
the Promised Land. From this height Abram is able to
see from the River of Egypt in the south to Lebanon
and Senir in the north, and from the Great Sea (i.e.
the Mediterranean) in the west to Hauran in the East,
including the whole land of Gebal, up to Qadesh, and
the Great Desert east of Hauran and Senir, up to the
Euphrates River.

Abram’s subsequent walking tour provides even
more geographic detail. Following a circuit beginning
in the southwest, at the Gihon River (i.e. the River
of Egypt), Abram skirts the Great Sea up to Mount
Taurus in the north, strikes eastward to the Euphrates
and then southward to the Erythrean and Red Seas,”
whence he arrives back at the Gihon. When placed on
the map, it becomes readily apparent that this is the
very same area previously allotted to Abram’s ancestor

% This event was also expanded upon in Rabbinic literature.
See Sarfatti, “Notes on the Genesis Apocryphon,” 258; Lehmann,
“1Q_ Genesis Apocryphon in the Light of the Targumim and
Midrashim,” 251; and Vermes, Scripture and Tradition, 111-12.

> Cf. n. 9 of this chapter, above.

» Bethel is where Abram was currently dwelling (see 1Qap-
Gen 21.9). For the site identification of Ramat-Hazor (with Baal
Hazor of 2 Sam 13:23) and other toponyms in this section see H.
Bardtke, Die Handschrifienfunde am Toten Meer: Die Sekte von Qumran
(Berlin: Evangelische Haupt-Bibelgesellschaft, 1958), 150-52. Cf.
Fitzmyer, The Genesis Apocryphon, 220—23.

% Some of these toponyms can be confusing for the reader due
to disagreement between ancient and modern usage. For example,
the Erythrean Sea could actually be translated “Red Sea,” such
that the two seas mentioned here could be misunderstood to be
one and the same. They are, however, distinguished in the Ara-
maic. The genealogy of these terms will be parsed out in more
detail in the next chapter.

Arpachshad in 1QapGen 17.11-14 and Jub. 9:4.°” The
border is even narrated in the same, counterclockwise
direction as in col. 17.

Both additions to the Abram narratives from Gen-
esis reinforce the earlier division of Noah and his sons,
and reveal that Abram was aware of his ancestral
claim on the Levant. In lieu of this, we should read
God’s promise to give Arpachshad’s portion to Abram
and his descendents in 1QapGen 21.8-14 not as a
pledge ex nifilo (as one might gather from Genesis),
but rather as a vow to restore to Abram what has
rightfully been his since days of yore.

3.3.3. Summary

Viewed together, these passages give us a glimpse of
what the author of the Genesis Apocryphon is doing.
The prominence of Noah’s role as distributor of geo-
graphic portions, and the way in which the earth is
divided under his watchful eye, bring legitimacy to the
bold claim that the Levant was intended for Shem,
Arpachshad, Abram, and eventually the Israelites,
from the very beginning of the earth’s repopulation
after the Flood. As noted above, the reader of Genesis
is hard-pressed to discern such a claim. In fact, the
opposite appears to be the case: as soon as the bibli-
cal writer is “on the scene,” the Land of Canaan is
filled with Canaanites and related tribes, and there is
no indication that things were originally meant to be
any different.

Although it is clear from the geographic allotments
of Jub. 8:11-9:15 that its author is making the same
basic claim as the Apocryphon, an outstanding differ-
ence exists: in Jubilees this theme is seriously truncated,
being confined primarily to chapters 89 and a few,
isolated passages nearby.”® Not one of the “geographic”
passages listed above is paralleled in Jubilees. Where
we might expect to hear something of Abram’s clear
right to the land later in Jubilees, there is only silence.
Instead, the land is promised to him anew, precisely
as recounted in Genesis. The sustained presence, even

> In order to define clearly the land promised to Abram, the
Genesis Apocryphon has no doubt drawn upon other biblical pas-
sages providing such information. Most relevant is Gen 15:18, in
which the Lord again promises the Land to Abram, but goes on
to define its extremities as the River of Egypt and the Euphrates
River—two terms used in the Apocryphon’s description here. The
author probably also intended other biblical passages to be evoked
and subsumed by the boundaries listed, such as those defining the
kingdoms of David and Solomon (e.g. Exod 23:31; Num 34:1-15;
Deut 11:24; Josh 15:1-12, 21-62; 2 Sam 8:3 [Qer]; 1 Kgs 5:1
[Hebrew]; 2 Kgs 24:7; and Ezek 47:13-23).

% Most specifically Jub. 10:27-36.
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prominence, of the theme of land and land rights
woven throughout the extant narrative of the Genesis
Apocryphon is unique, and signifies an important
distinction over against Jubilees.

3.4. INTERNAL BackGrOUND II: NoaH’s ARBOREAL
DreaM IN GENESIS APOCRYPHON 13—15

1QapGen 13—15 contain the patchy remains of a
symbolic vision given to Noah while asleep. Because
it is so badly damaged, the vision has been largely
ignored by those studying the Apocryphon. Yet new
readings made possible by narrowband infrared
photographic technology now allow more informa-
tion to be culled from these columns—information
that may help explain how the Genesis Apocryphon
eased some of the tension with Genesis caused by the
Apocryphon’s distinctive geographic assertions. Based
on these readings, it appears that the dream aims to
provide the reader with background information cru-
cial for understanding the following columns, and is
ingeniously designed to resolve tension with Genesis.
At the same time, the dream addresses some of the
thorny exegetical issues of Gen 9-10.

3.4.1. What can we say about Columns 13—15?

In order to better understand these columns it is first
necessary to establish what may be said with relative
certainty about their content. Seven points will be
proposed here, although the list may grow with future
research.

1) Noah s the recipient of an apocalyplic, symbolic dream
and its inlerpretation

Noah’s visionary experience may be termed apoca-
lyptic, if judged according to the widely accepted
definition of John Collins.” In cols. 14-15 we find
Noah being told the meaning and significance of the
symbols in his dream, as clearly seen in the recurring

" A summary of his definition may be found in J. Collins, The
Apocalyptic Imagination (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1998), 7. This
is based (in part) on his widely cited, fuller formulation found
in “Introduction: Towards the Morphology of a Genre,” in
Apocalypse: The Morphology of a Genre (Semeia 14; ed. J. J. Collins;
Missoula: Scholars, 1979), 1-20 [9]. See further the observations
of D. Hellholm, “The Problem of Apocalyptic Genre and the
Apocalypse of John,” in Early Christian Apocalypticism: Genre and
Social Setting (Semeia 36; ed. A. Yarbro Collins; Missoula: Scholars,
1986), 13-64; and D. E. Aune, “The Apocalypse of John and
the Problem of Genre,” in Early Christian Apocalypticism: Genre and
Social Setting, 65-96.

use of second person verbs and phrases such as ™
1N (“and concerning what you saw...”). It is likely
that the dream’s interpretation is being related by
the same “great Watcher” (817 XI) or “emissary
of the great Holy One” (817 XW™Tp nnown), who
Noah says “spoke with me in a vision” in 1QapGen
6.11-14. At the very least, we may assume that a divine
being is speaking to Noah, since “the mystery” (R17) is
mentioned in 14.18-20, just as it is in 6.12. The two-
part format of self-described dream and supernatural
explanation resembles that of other apocalyptic visions,
such as those in Daniel, 1 Enoch, and 4 Ezra. Most
notable for our purposes are Dan 2 and 4, of which
precise wording, and several symbolic elements, are
mirrored in the Genesis Apocryphon. It is evident that
the author of the Apocryphon is drawing imagery and
language from Daniel, or at least that the two works
spring from the same social and interpretative circles.
The transcendent reality envisioned in the dream will
be touched upon in the following points.

2) The dream employs tree or garden imagery to portray

a succession of historic persons or periods, at least some of
which are brought to a destructive end

Beginning at the top of col. 13 we encounter what
seems to be the destruction of a garden or tree,
including mention of bringing the destruction to an
end (1QapGen 13.11-12). The imagery and language
of this section are strongly reminiscent of the flood in
Gen 6:11-8:19, and it seems likely that this is the event
being cryptically described. Next, we find Noah (in the
first person) describing a great olive tree, which grows
astoundingly, but is then debranched and scattered by
the four winds of heaven. When the text is picked up
once again, in col. 14, Noah is being addressed in the
second person, indicating an intervening shift from the
dream to its interpretation. Although the text is badly
damaged, the top of the column depicts Noah having
the destruction of an unidentified tree explained to
him. The language used here is similar to that of the
olive tree in col. 13, but it is difficult to know whether
the same tree is the subject in both places. Beginning
at 1QapGen 14.9, and continuing until we lose the
text again in 14.22, the interpretation of a great cedar
tree standing upon the mountaintops along with its
shoots, offshoots, and boughs, is revealed to Noah. It
soon becomes clear that this cedar is none other than
Noah himself.”’ The vision culminates in col. 15 with a

% The choice of trees as symbols of various persons, groups,
or generations should be viewed in light of biblical and broader
ancient Near Eastern use of tree imagery. For background see
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description of wickedness and a subsequent judgment
brought about by the Mighty Lord, who is symbol-
ized by a fearsome warrior coming from the south,
with sickle in hand and fire at his side.”" This may be
followed by a brief description of restoration, after
which Noah awakes (1QapGen 15.21). While it is very
difficult to guess how all of these components relate to
one another, it is relatively clear that underlying the
vision is a historical framework, which begins with or
precedes Noah and continues until an eschatological
consummation of divine judgment.

3) In col. 14 Noah is portrayed as a great cedar tree, and
his three sons are symbolized by three shoots springing from
its trunk®™

1QapGen 14.10 recounts a shoot that rises from the
cedar tree, representing three sons. Since Noah has
just been informed in the preceding line that he is the
cedar, this is a transparent allusion to his sons Shem,
Ham, and Japheth. As we will see below, the portrayal
of Noah and his sons as a tree 1s of significance, since
a number of other Jewish authors depend on this
same imagery. John Reeves has noted the especially
interesting association of Noah and his sons with the
well-known “tree planted beside still waters” of Ps
1:3 in Genesis Rabbah 26:1-2.% This image also seems
intertwined with the description of righteous Noah as
an “upright planting.”* In 1QapGen 14.11 it becomes

G. Widengren, The King and the Tree of Life in Ancient Near Eastern
Religion: King and Saviour ITT, UUA (Uppsala: Lundequists, 1951);
E. O. James, The Tree of Life (SHR 11; Leiden: Brill, 1966), 110-13,
129-62; W. Zimmerli, Ezekiel 2 (Hermeneia; Philadelphia: Fortress,
1983), 145-53; and P. W. Coxon, “The Great Tree of Daniel 4,”
in A Word in Season: Essays in Honor of William McKane ( JSOTSup
42; eds J. D. Martin and P. R. Davies; Sheffield: JSOT Press, 1986).
Some biblical passages equating humans and trees are Dan 4,
Ezek 17, 31, Pss 1:3, 52:10, 92:12-15, and 128:3. The imagery
has continued into modern writings, such as the Book of Mormon
(Jacob 5, 1 Nephi 10:12-14, 15:12-18).

1 See section 3.4.1.6, below.

62 The portrayal of Noah as a cedar is echoed in 1QapGen
19.14-17, where Abram also has a symbolic dream in which he
is a cedar and Sarai a date palm (cf. Ps 92:13-16). This paral-
lel raises the possibility that the Genesis Apocryphon associates
patriarchs with the symbol of the cedar tree, and may imply that
the olive tree of col. 14 does not represent one of the major
patriarchal figures. At present, the identification of the olive tree
must remain a mystery.

% The passage is found on pp. 243—44 of the Theodor-Albeck
edition, and also in Midrash Tehillim 1:12. See J. C. Reeves, Fewish
Lore in Manichaean Cosmogony: Studies in the Book of Giants Tradi-
tions (Monographs of the Hebrew Union College, 14; Cincinnati:
Hebrew Union College, 1992), 99-100.

6% Significantly, the author of the Apocryphon employs this
imagery several times (1QapGen 2.15; 6.1; 14.13). The metaphor
is dependent on biblical usage (e.g. Isa 60:21; 61:3), and the same
imagery is used to refer to other blameless individuals or groups
during the second temple period. See S. Fujita, “The Metaphor

clear that each son is symbolized by a separate shoot,
since there we read of “the first shoot adhering to the
cedar stump,” and later in 14.15 of “the last shoot.” So
far, then, we can envision a cedar on the mountaintops
(i.e. Noah) with three shoots branching off from it (i.e.
Shem, Ham, and Japheth).

4) The future of the three cedar shoots, as well as their offshoots
and boughs, is elaborated upon in considerable depth

From 1QapGen 14.10 to at least line 22 various tree
parts are described as animated objects, while the
collection of tree-related terms attests to the detail
employed by the author to express the interactions and
altercations between them. The “first shoot” (Rna5n
RDN'DTP) is said to cling to the cedar, and not branch
off from it for all of its days. Moreover, Noah’s name
is to be recalled by this shoot’s seed, and in the future
it will produce a “righteous planting” that will stand
fast forever.”® This shoot is undoubtedly Shem, whose
line will eventually produce Abram and the Israelites.
Tollowing a break in the text, there is a somewhat con-
fusing section mentioning: 1) the “last shoot” (RNa5M
RN1INK), which must be either Ham or Japheth; 2)
an “offshoot” (RJDA) turning aside from “his father”
(i.e. the last shoot); and 3) some of “their boughs”
entering the boughs of “the first one,” with “their”
being ambiguous in the text as it now stands. This last
mention of boughs is in connection with two sons, who
can safely be identified as Ham and Japheth due to the
following line (14.17), which contains the expression
“one to the south of the earth, and one to the north
of the earth.” This phrase must reflect the geographic
distribution of the earth narrated in 1QapGen 16-17
and Jub. 8:11-9:15, where Ham inhabits its southern
portion, Japheth the northern portion, and Shem the
center. In sum, the last shoot (i.e. Ham or Japheth)
produces an offshoot (i.e. a son) which turns away
from him, while some boughs, most likely of the two
shoots or their ofshoots, enter into the boughs of the
first shoot (i.e. Shem).

of Plant in Jewish Literature of the Intertestamental Period,” 757
7 (1976): 30-45; and Reeves, Fewish Lore, 100.

% The translation of 14.12 is difficult, but the specific word-
ing, “and among his seed shall your name be recalled” (my721
TRW 17PNY), is almost surely a conscious allusion to Gen 21:12,
“for it is through Isaac that seed shall be reckoned to you” ("2
b)) '[5 7R PNR’3). As our author is wont to do, yet another
clever link is forged here between Noah and Abram. I thank one
of my mentors, Gary Anderson, for drawing my attention to this
connection, and for his translation of Gen 21:12.
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) Geographic allotments and boundaries play a role in the
description of future interactions between the shoots, offshoots,
and their boughs

In 1QapGen 14.21, shortly after the mention of some
boughs entering the boughs of the first shoot, we
find the phrase “in an allotment in Amania, next to
Elam,” which may also be followed by a reference to
the Great Sea. The following line appears to contain
the additional phrase “exchanging his allotment for an
allotment...” These lines show that the dream’s inter-
pretation includes specific geographic details in close
proximity to the explanation of the cedar tree’s various
outgrowths, and reflects once again the author’s geo-
graphic concern outlined above. Notably, the region
mentioned in 14.21 (Amania/Amana) is included as
part of Arpachshad’s allotment in 1QapGen 17.14
and Jub. 9:4 (where it also lay next to Elam).

6) The dream culminates in a_judgment scene

1QapGen 15.10-11 relates that the warrior coming
from the south, sickle in hand and fire with him,
whom Noah saw in his dream, is none other than the
Mighty Lord.® The foregoing lines describe the apos-
tasy and evil to precede the Lord’s coming, while the
following lines elaborate the punishment to be imposed
upon the wicked, including being thrown onto the fire
and bound with a chain. These punishments are prob-
ably inflicted by the four angels mentioned in 15.14,
asin 1 En 10. The entire episode is rife with biblical

5 Tt is not impossible that 15.10-12 refers to two figures: a
great warrior coming from the south (15.10) and the Mighty Lord
(15.11). According to this understanding, which has been suggested
in personal communication by E. Eshel, the one coming from the
south could be considered an evil individual (one of the Seleucid
or Ptolemaic kings, according to Eshel), and line 11 could be read
with the Mighty Lord as the subject (preceded by a now lost verb).
The following “one who will come from the south of the land”
would then be the unfortunate recipient of the Lord’s presumed
action. I have chosen my explanation for the following reasons: 1)
the Lord is expected to come in judgment, typically from the south,
in Deut 33:1-3, Judg 5:4-5, Pss 18:5-20, 50:1-6, 68, Isa 42:13-25,
63:1-6, Zech 9:13-17, and 1 En 1:3ff, 61:1ff, 77:1; 2) a number
of these biblical passages portray the Lord coming with fire, an
element accompanying the great warrior of 1QapGen 15.10; 3)
the imagery of a sickle, or harvest, also associated with the great
warrior in 15.10, is used to describe the Lord “reaping” judgment
in Joel 4:11-16, Matt 13:30, 39, Mark 4:26-29, and Rev 14:14-20;
4) the syntax of the phrase in 15.11 “KRPIR "0 10 A0 7 K177
seems most easily read (in my opinion) as a further qualification of
the preceding 827 197; and 5) the general context of wicked-
ness and wrongdoing in these and surrounding lines would fit well
with a divine judgment scene. The following mention of throwing
rebels onto the fire (15.12) and four great angels (15.14) further
support this notion. Together, these points argue strongly that the
great warrior and Mighty Lord should be viewed as synonymous
in these lines, thus presenting a climactic scene of divine judgment
on human (and perhaps angelic) evildoers.

and non-biblical imagery of eschatological judgment
drawn from a variety of sources.

7) Noah begins dividing the earth between his sons shortly afier
awaking from his dream

Upon waking in 15.21, Noah blesses God and tells
Shem everything about his dream. The column
becomes almost completely unreadable at line 24,
where Noah seemingly enjoins Shem to dedicate him-
self to serving the Most High God. The next readable
portion of text begins at 1QapGen 16.8-9, at which
point we are part way through a geographic descrip-
tion of the lands allotted by Noah to Japheth. This
description must have already been underway for at
least two or three lines, leaving approximately sixteen
lines unaccounted for between the end of Noah’s
dream and the beginning of Japheth’s allotment. When
we consider that Noah is still instructing Shem in
15.24, and that there must have been some introduc-
tion to the earth’s division (likely several lines; cf. Jub.
8:10-11), it becomes very likely that one episode (the
dream) led into the other (the earth’s division).

3.4.2. Some Associated Traditions

The previous survey explored only what may be
gathered about Noah’s dream and its interpretation
by reading the extant text of the Genesis Apocry-
phon. There are, however, some traditions preserved
in roughly contemporaneous or later Jewish and
Manichaean works that appear related in some way
to these columns and may help us understand better
their obscure content.

3.4.2.1. The “Dream of the Garden”

First, there is an intriguing link between the Genesis
Apocryphon and a tale that I will call the Dream
of the Garden; a dream preserved in several ancient
corpora, including the Dead Sea Scrolls. In his Books
of Enoch, J. T. Milik observed that the so-called Book
of Giants, which he related to the Enochic corpus,
had a healthy representation among the Dead Sea
Scrolls.”” He ventured further that these fragments
contain an earlier form of the Manichaean Book of
Giants. An abbreviated form of the Manichaean ver-

7 Milik, Books of Enoch, 57-58. For analysis of Milik and the
Book of Giants at Qumran see the studies of F. Garcia Martinez,
Qumran and Apocalyptic, 97—115; Reeves, Jewish Lore; and L. T.
Stuckenbruck, The Book of Giants from Qumran (T'SAJ 63; Tiibingen:
Mohr Siebeck, 1997).
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sion, dubbed by Milik the Midrash of Shemhazai and
Azael, later found its way into the rabbinic corpus via
a certain Rav Yoseph.®® The Midrash is preserved in
several medieval rabbinic sources, including Genests
Rabba, Yalqut Shimoni, and the Chronicles of Jerahme’el.”
While Milik’s proposed line of transmission has been
subsequently questioned,” it is clear that the Qumran,
Manichaean, and rabbinic sources all share some form
of the Dream of the Garden.

The portion of the Midrash of Shemhazai and Azael
of present interest is one of a pair of dreams had by
Heyah and Aheyah, sons of the Watcher Shemhazai.
One version of the account reads:”!

T AWM 91T D70 IMHNA AR DR TN
D30 1 51 NUSR 1 Han P11 0TI IR
NR DMRIP P 0T DAITIPT DR DR 1

D'aIY 73 HW AR 1R ROR IRWI ROW TV SR

And one of them saw in his dream a large and glorious
garden, and that garden was planted with all species
of trees and all types of choice fruits. And angels were
coming with axes in their hands and were cutting down
the trees, until none remained except for one tree of
three branches.

This dream is analogous in meaning to a preceding
vision, which concerns a great stone surface covered
with lines of writing. In that dream an angel comes
with a knife and scrapes all lines off the stone save
one, which contains four words. The common mean-
ing of the dreams is then related to the brothers by
their father, Shemhazai:”

8 Milik, The Books of Enoch, 339. Rav Yoseph is questionably
identified by Milik as Rabbi Joseph bar hiyya, head of the academy
in Pumbedita in the early fourth century ck. For the numerous and
valid disputes over this proposal see J. C. Greenfield and M. E.
Stone, “The Books of Enoch and the Traditions of Enoch,” Numen
26:1 (June 1979): 89-103 [102]; G. Stroumsa, Another Seed: Studies
in Gnostic Mythology (NHS 24; Leiden: Brill, 1984), 166-67; and
Reeves, Jewish Lore, 88.

8 The texts are presented synoptically by Milik (Books of Enoch,
321-26 [325]), although caution has been urged by Greenfield
and Stone (“The Books of Enoch,” 102) regarding the uncritical
use of this collection. Jerahme’el’s version may now be found in
the recent, critical edition by E. Yassif, The Book of Memory, that
s The Chronicles of Jerahme’el (Tel Aviv: Tel Aviv University, 2001),
117 [Hebrew]. The text of Yalgut Shimoni may also be found in
A. Jellinek, Bet ha-Midrasch [WITRAN '] (6 sections; Jerusalem:
Wahrmann Books [jR77R1 ™80], 1967), 4:128. Some of these
texts are thought to depend on the now lost Midrash Abkir, on which
see A Marmorstein, “Midrash *Abkir,” Debir 1 (1923): 113-44; and
Reeves, Jewish Lore, 86.

7 Greenfield and Stone, “The Books of Enoch,” 102; Stroumsa,
Another Seed, 167; Reeves, Jewish Lore, 88.

' This is the version found in a manuscript of Bereshit Rabbati
consulted by Milik (Books of Enoch, 325). The other versions are
generally the same, but vary in details and wording.

2 Milik, Books of Enoch, 326.

ooyh Man xanb X0 TNa wTpn Thy ua
IR TAR DTR KRHR 12 9w KDY 1N

My sons, in the future the Holy One, blessed be He,
is going to bring a flood on the world and cause it to
be destroyed, and none will remain in it except one
man and his three sons.

The man and his three sons are, of course, Noah,
Shem, Ham, and Japheth, as one version of the
Midrash specifies.”® The fragmentary Manichaean
version of the dream states that one of the giants
(Nariman)™ “saw (in his sleep) a gar[den full of ]
trees in rows. Two hundred. .. came out, the trees...””
Enoch explains that the trees represent the Fgregoroz, or
0", of the Book of Watchers, on whose account the
giants were born from women.”® Shortly after this, the
same fragment contains the isolated verb “pulled out,”
or “uprooted,” which may refer to the destruction of
these trees, as in the rabbinic Midrash.

The discovery of a Book of Giants among the Dead
Sea Scrolls supported the earlier suspicion that the
Manichaean Book of Giants 1s somehow related to
1 Enoch.”” Focusing only on the Dream of the Garden,
we find several pertinent fragments:”

4QEnGiants” ar (4Q530), fragments 2ii + 6 + 71
+ 8, lines 36

nan paeey[Inaw o pabn pamn nbn prra
(P)pmar Arrenw] Sy R paeey 1ﬁ1°1£m 1l
[Pma]n nwina ORPRws padnon[ IRl

LT RDHa R A RSn[a LR

Then the two of them (i.e. Hahyah and Mahavai)
dreamt dreams, and the sleep of their eyes fled from
them. And [they] ro[se up, ope]ned their eyes, and
came to [Sh’mihazah, their father(?). Then ]they told

8 See the excerpt from Yalgut Shimoni (or Midrash Abkir) in Jell-
inek, Bet ha-Midrasch, 4:128.

7 Nariman equates to Hahyah in the Qumran Book of Giants.
See Reeves, Jewish Lore, 94.

7 This is found in the Middle Persian Kawan. For the text
sce W. B. Henning, “The Book of Giants,” Bulletin of the School
of Oriental and African Studies 11 (1943): 52-74 [57, 60; Fragment
j 39-41]. Tor a rich, creative commentary on the Qumran and
Manichaean dreams cf. Reeves, Jewish Lore, 95-102.

76 Milik, Books of Enoch, 305. Reeves, Jewish Lore, 95.

77 This connection was first argued by Isaac de Beausobre,
Histoire critique de Manichée et du Manichéisme (2 vols.; Amsterdam,
1734-39; repr. New York: Garland, 1984), 1.429. Cf. Milik, Books
of Enoch, 298; or Reeves, Jewish Lore, 24.

® Aramaic transcriptions are those of Puech, DJD 31, 28,
although I do not subscribe to all of his reconstructions. Puech
gives reference to the earlier editions of Milik, Beyer, and Stuck-
enbruck (whose notes are particularly useful). Translations are my
own (ellipses do not necessary reflect the correct spacing).

™ There is presumably a case of dittography here, which I have
not included. Cf. Puech, DJD 31, 28, 33.

8 The vav is superscripted (an apparent scribal correction) in
the manuscript.



98 CHAPTER THREE

him their dreams in the assembly of [their] fe[ llows,]
the Nephilin[... ...in] my dream I was seeing this
very night...

A following fragment (8, lines 7-8) from the same scroll
confirms that one of the dreams concerns a garden
and the trees in it:*'

PO LLRT AN Py 5] rpwn N pad
My mial xme L] D]APY 10 pas paan
532 pY7 8 R0 923 L[, L] T panh

...gardeners, and they were watering [every tree in
this garden... and ]gigantic [ro]ots went up from
thlei]r trunk [... ]I was [watching] until tongues
of fire from [... ]... in all the waters, and the fire
burned in all...

Another manuscript, 6Q8, appears related to these
Cave 4 fragments. Fragment 1 depicts Mahavai fear-
fully recounting for his brother Hahyah something
that had been shown to him, presumably in a vision.
In fragment 2 we find the phrases “its three shoots”
(mwaw non), “I was [watching] until they came”
(PR "7 TY MM [KR1N]), and “this garden, all of it”
(M92 17 ROTI) on successive lines.® Other fragments,
clearly related to these lines, preserve the expressions
“all gardeners” ("33 93) and “and he cut” (5027
While there is some disagreement whether the texts
from caves 4 and 6 represent variant versions of the
dream, as proposed by Beyer and Stuckenbruck,
or two copies of the very same text, as Puech
reconstructs,™ it is clear that both include a garden,
trees, gardeners, shoots, and are visionary in nature.
There is no reason to doubt, therefore, that both texts
refer to the same basic dream, even if they represent
two distinct versions of it.

Turning to the Genesis Apocryphon, several cor-
relations with the Dream of the Garden are evident.
Both accounts concern the fate of trees in general,
which are symbolic representations of divine or human
beings. Both present Noah as a tree with three shoots
equating to three sons. In all versions other trees are
destroyed by divine means, and this typically involves
“cutting”. Finally, the destruction of the earth and its
inhabitants by the flood is the general topic of each
dream. It is clear that these texts all draw on a flexible
but common tradition—a parable of sorts—wherein

8 Cf. Milik, Books of Enoch, 304.

8 The transcriptions are from Stuckenbruck, The Book of Giants,
201. Translations are my own.

8 Cf. Stuckenbruck, The Book of Giants, 114-15, 201-203.

8 E. Puech, “Les Fragments 1 a 3 du Livre Des Géants de la
Grotte 6 (pap608),” RevQ 74 (1999): 227-38 [235]. Also see idem,
DJD 31, 28. Puech’s view is, in my opinion, less convincing,

Noah and his sons constitute the only “tree” in the
garden to survive the destructive cutting, burning, and
demolition (i.e. the flood) inflicted by the Lord’s agents.
In all of these works the parable is communicated
to the recipient through a symbolic dream before
the flood occurs, even if its message held a radically
different significance for Noah than Shemhazai’s two
sons.

The above similarities, however, should be viewed
alongside some important differences. For instance, in
the Genesis Apocryphon: 1) it is Noah, not a giant,
who receives the dream;® 2) specific trees are singled
out and explained rather than referred to collectively;
3) the three shoots of Noah’s tree are extended to off-
shoots and branches; and 4) instead of simply ending
with the flood, Noah’s dream takes us well beyond it,
to the judgment of sinners by the Mighty Lord. Thus,
while the Genesis Apocryphon contains imagery which
bears a family resemblance to the Dream of the Garden,
here that imagery is couched in a work focused largely
on the progeny of Noah until the end of time, rather
than only on the flood and related plights of Hahyah
and Mahavai.

3.4.2.2. “Cursed be Canaan™

A second connection that assists our understanding of
the dream is found in the Book of Jubilees. Although
the parallel of 1QapGen 16-17 and Jub. 8:11-9:15
has already been touched on above, and will be dealt
with at length in the following chapter, a close exami-
nation of 1QapGen 14 reveals that the connection
with Jubilees runs deeper than the simple sharing of
geographic data. Indeed, it appears that it extends to
the ideological and theological outlook underlying the
earth’s division. Jub. 10:27-36 narrates the dispersion
of Noah’s sons to their previously allotted inheritances
following the Tower of Babel episode. Focusing largely
on Ham and his sons we hear that, while travelling
to his proper heritage in the southwestern extremity
of the earth (somewhere around ancient Mauretania),
Canaan sees the beauty of the area “from Lebanon
to the stream of Egypt,” and decides to settle there
despite the fact that it is given to Arpachshad in Jub.
9:4. Appalled at this breach of their solemn oath
before the Lord and Noah (cf. Jub. 9:14-15), Ham and
his other sons beg Canaan to rethink his rash decision

% Tt is interesting, however, that Noah is mistaken by Lamech
for a giant in the early columns of the scroll. Noah’s close con-
nection to the Watchers and Giants in this genre of Aramaic
literature (inherited by the Essenes of Qumran) is an area deserv-
ing of further study.
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and avoid a terrible curse. Undeterred, Canaan and
his sons stay put, and so doom their progeny to pay
the heavy price of such an act. This little vignette is an
exegetical windfall for the author of Jubilees, simulta-
neously explaining how a portion rightfully belonging
to Shem (according to Jub. 8-9) could be called the
“Land of Canaan” in the Torah, validating the curse
being given to Canaan instead of Ham after Noah’s
drunken episode in Genesis 9:25—27, and providing
Shem’s descendants pre-approval for the eventual re-
conquest of this region under the command of Joshua
son of Nun. Following Canaan’s infraction we read
of another glitch in the dispersion of Noah’s sons, in
which Madai, son of Japheth, also settles in a region
belonging to Shem. Madai, however, petitions his
kin and receives the proper permission for his move,
thereby avoiding a curse. As with Canaan, one purpose
of this story is undoubtedly etiological, explaining
why there is an area named Mediqin (Media) within
Shem’s allotment.

Turning to the section concerning the cedar shoots
in 1QapGen 14, we should now recall the following
phrases:

As for the fact that you saw the branch of the last
shoot, which...(14.15)

.. afew of their boughs entering into the midst of the
boughs of the first one, (concerns) two sons... ...one
to the south of the earth and one to the north of the
carth. As for the fact that you saw a few of their boughs

entering into the boughs of the first one... ...of
this shoot were settling in his land and all the coast-
lands... ... to the Great Sea... (14.16-17)

...exchanging his allotment for an allotment. ..

(14.22)

These statements gain striking significance when read
alongside Jub. 10. As proposed above, “the offshoot of
the last shoot” in line 15 must be a son of either Ham
or Japheth, assuming that “the first shoot” is Shem.
The phrase “settling in his land and all the coastlands”
helps us narrow the identity of this oftshoot to Canaan,
since in Jub. 10:29 we read that Canaan and his sons
illegally settled “in the land of Lebanon...and on
the seacoast.” The last shoot, therefore, appears to be
Ham,* with the few boughs “entering into the boughs
of the first one” being the symbolic representation of
Canaan and his sons entering the region belonging to
Shem’s progeny. If so, “the boughs of the first one”
must refer to Arpachshad and his family. It is even

% This identification accords with the fact that Ham is described
as the youngest of Noah'’s sons (hence, the “last” shoot to emerge)

in Gen 9:24.

possible that the exchange of allotments found in line
22 refers to Madai’s move into Shem’s territory, though
this is far less certain. These similarities suggest that
the Genesis Apocryphon shares Jubilees’ concern for
defending Israel’s claim to the land called Canaan in
the Pentateuch. According to both texts, the eventual
conquest of this land by the Israelites merely restored
to Shem’s descendants what was rightfully theirs from
the beginning, at the same time providing Canaan
(through his descendents) his just desserts.

As with the Dream of the Garden, however, this
parallel is only partial. While Jubilees first mentions
this episode after the earth has been divided and the
confusion at Babel, the Genesis Apocryphon places it
before the division, and in the context of an inspired
dream. By drawing on both the Dream of the Garden
and Jub. 10 one is able to deduce that at least a part
of Noah’s dream in 1QapGen 13-15 concerns the
patriarch and his offspring, symbolized by trees and
their various parts, and that the dream likely addresses
(prophetically) Canaan illegally settling in the inherited
lands of Arpachshad.

3.4.3. 'The Setting and Import of the Dream in the
Genesis Apocryphon

A final area of interest is the setting and function of
the dream-vision, especially as they relate to the book
of Genesis. By the time the dream begins in 1QapGen
13.7 it appears that the flood is being recounted to
Noah (13.7-12).%” The last sure phrase preceding this
is found in 12.19, where we read “And I lay down
upon my bed and fell asleep ... [...” ("23WA %y nadw
Jo R3MTI...),% which follows the celebration of Noah’s
vineyard harvest in the foregoing lines (12.13-18). This
expands the much shorter account of Gen 9:20-21,
where we read of Noah planting a vineyard, pressing
wine from its produce, and then lying down drunk
and uncovered inside his tent. In the ensuing verses
of Genesis Ham enters, sees Noah’s nakedness, and
proceeds to tell his two brothers outside. The episode
culminates in Noah cursing Ham’s son Canaan, but
blessing Shem and Japheth. This brief story contains
a number of interpretative perplexities. First, how did
Noah know what his youngest son had done to him
if he was asleep (Gen 9:24)? And what, precisely, had

8 A rehearsal of previous history is not uncommon in visions
describing the future (see, e.g., 1 En. 85). Also cf. G. I. Davies,
“Apocalyptic and Historiography,” Journal for the Study of the Old
Testament 5 (1978): 15-28.

% Cf. the similar language in Dan 7:1.
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Ham “done”? Further, how is it that Noah goes on to
foretell what will happen to his sons at a future time?
Perhaps most perplexing, why does Noah curse Ham’s
son Canaan for what appears to be an offense by Ham
alone? Such difficulties have led modern biblical crit-
ics to speculate about the muddle of various sources
and textual corruptions that could have generated
such confusion,* or to hypothesize that something has
erstwhile dropped out of an earlier, more coherent
version of the story.” Ancient commentators, unsur-
prisingly, viewed things quite differently. For them, any
exegetical difficulty implied a shortcoming on the part
of the reader, not the text. Hence, the wise interpreter
discerned that Noah was able to forecast his sons’
future dealings through the gift of prophecy, and that
there must be perfectly reasonable explanations for
what happened inside the tent, or why Canaan was
cursed rather than Ham.”'

The lines following 1QapGen 12.19 (which con-
cerns Noah falling asleep) are very fragmentary, but
it appears that the present topic of Noah’s narration
continues until a vacat at 12.25. The approximately
fifteen lines between this vacat and our first glimpses
of Noah’s dream in 13.7 almost certainly contain
the earliest part of the vision, which is now almost
entirely lost.”” From this we may gather that Noah’s
wine-induced sleep was followed closely by the begin-
ning of the dream, and that his tent-enveloped slum-
ber provides the immediate context for the following
columns.

Noah’s reception of a dream during his sleep is
not unique among ancient exegetical treatments of
Genesis, but it is very rare. One sure instance of

8 E.g Skinner, Genesis, 181-87. Cf. W. Brueggemann, Genesis: A
Bible Commentary for Teaching and Preaching (Interpretation; Atlanta,
GA: John Knox, 1982), 90-91. Brueggemann suggests that,
because of the complicated transmission process of this passage,
we are no longer able to determine “what was intended by the
shaping of this text” (91).

% E.g. N. M. Sarna, Genesis (JPS Torah Commentary; Phila-
delphia: Jewish Publication Society, 1989), 63—64, 66.

9" An introduction to ancient Jewish and Christian interpretive
views on this passage may be garnered from the following works: R.
Graves and R. Patai, Hebrew Mpyths (Garden City, NY: Doubleday
and Co., 1964), 120-22; H. Hirsch Cohen, The Drunkenness of Noah
(Judaic Studies 4; Tuscaloosa, AL: University of Alabama, 1974),
13-14; A. I. Baumgarten, “Myth and Midrash: Genesis 9:20-29,”
in Christianity, Judaism and Other Greco-Roman Cults: Studies_for Morton
Smith at Sixty (3 vols.; ed. J. Neusner; Leiden: Brill, 1975), 3:55-71;
H. F. Stander, “The Church Fathers on (the cursing of) Ham,” Acta
Fatristica et Byzantina 5 (1994): 113-25; and J. A. Bergsma and S. A.
Hahn, “Noah’s Nakedness and the Curse on Canaan (Genesis
9:20-27),” ¥BL 124.1 (Spring 2005): 25—40.

92 Judging by isolated words in 1QapGen 12.21-22, it is possible
that the vision begins even before the vacat, shortly after Noah lay
down on his bed.

this motif occurs in the Palestinian Targum Pseudo-
Jonathan, where Gen 9:24 reads, 7™M 72 N1 YNNI
™2 on o TVT 0 N{apial nMynwKka v (“And
Noah awoke from his wine, and he knew through the
narration of a dream what his son Ham had done to
him”).”” The same explanation is found in the Syriac
commentary tradition. An anonymous Commentary on
Genesis-Exodus 9:32 makes a statement very similar
to Pseudo-Jonathan, commenting that, ms  was @
maa a s utmls ohal Roms Rl wla
~ias wis o\ (“And Noah knew all that his young(est)
son did to him by way of a divine vision that (came)
to him as a dream”).* Isho‘dad of Merv’s 9th cent.
CE Commentary on the Old Testament, which appears to
depend heavily on the Commentary on Genesis-Exodus
9:32, contains the same statement.” Less certain is a
Greck variant found in the same verse of some LXX
manuscripts. These witnesses” replaced the last word
of the phrase é€évnyev 8¢ Node amo tod otvov (‘And
Noah awoke from the wine”), which depends on the
Hebrew 13 (“his wine”), with the words bnvod avtod.
These words could simply mean “his sleep,” which
would make perfectly good sense in this setting, or
it may carry the secondary meaning “his dream.””’
In this case, we would have another example of the
tradition found in Pseudo-Jonathan, the Syriac com-
mentary tradition, and the Genesis Apocryphon. The
Apocryphon, however, is unique in relating the con-
tents of the dream. In doing so, its author apparently
breaks from what would later become the dominant
reading of these verses, for the events of Gen 9:20-24
have been widely interpreted by Jews and Christians,
from antiquity to the present, to reflect poorly on the
otherwise admirable Noah.” Consequently, a number
of contemporary scholars have referred to the incident

% See E. G. Clarke, Targum Pseudo-Jonathan of ithe Pentateuch: Text
and Concordance (Hoboken, NJ: Ktav, 1984), 10.

9 L. van Rompay, Le Commentaire sur Genése-Exode 9,52 du Manu-
scrit (Olim) Diparbakir (CSCO 483-484; Scriptores Syri 205-206;
Louvain: Peeters, 1986), 63 [Syriac|, 81 [trans.].

% J. M. Vosté and C. van den Eynde, Commentaire d’I$o‘dad de
Merv sur UAncien Testament—I. Genése (CSCO 126, 156; Scriptores
Syri 67, 75; Louvain: L. Durbecq, 1950, 1955), 128 [Syriac],
138 [trans.].

% Which include Origen in the Greek; see The Old Testament in
Greek, Volume 1. The Octateuch, Part I. Genesis (eds A. E. Brooke and
N. McLean; Cambridge: Cambridge University, 1906), 22.

9 The first possibility strikes me as the more likely, since the
standard Greek word for dream is oveipov. See H. G. Liddell, R.
Scott, and H. S. Jones, A Greek-English Lexicon (9th ed. with revised
supplement; Oxford: Oxford University, 1996), 1231.

% A representative example is found in Genesis Rabbah 36:4
(Theodor-Albeck): 920W11 1722 ROW nnw "owm 0 n nwn
D12 12 ADW 0712 12 YOI 012 12 R2 92 XA 92K ,7A1a00
1ani. Also see the commentaries of Rashi or Ibn-Ezra on this
passage, and b Sanh. 70a, 108a.
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as “the sin of Noah,” despite any explicit statement
to that effect in the text itself.” John Calvin represents
this way of reading these verses in his commentary
on Genesis:'"

The holy patriarch, though he had hitherto been a
rare example of frugality and temperance, losing all
self-possession, did, in a base and shameful manner,
prostrate himself naked on the ground, so as to become
a laughing-stock to all...God brands him with an
cternal mark of disgrace.

In contrast, the dream of 1QapGen 13-15 clearly
claims divine inspiration and involves the transmis-
sion of otherworldly knowledge, suggesting that this
episode was viewed by our author in a positive light.
The author of the Apocryphon, then, did not under-
stand the incident in a negative way, but crafted from
it a decidedly positive portrayal of Noah—a portrayal
that would cohere with the ultra-righteous, idealized
characterization of the patriarch evident throughout
the rest of the scroll. Although in the minority, other
ancient and modern commentators have also made
cases for Gen 9:20—24 reflecting neutrally, or even
positively, on Noah.'"! These have typically shifted all

9 This view is reflected in most commentaries. See, e.g., C.
Westermann, Genesis (BKAT 1/1; Neukirchen-Vluyn: Neukirch-
ener Verlag, 1974), 644-61; G. J. Wenham, Genesis 1-15 (WBC 1;
Waco, TX: Word Books, 1987), 198-99; K. A. Mathews, Genesis
1-11:26 (NAC; Nashville: Broadman and Holman, 1996), 412;
W. A. Gage, The Gospel of Genesis: Studies in Protology and Eschatology
(Winona Lake, Ind.: Carpenter, 1984), 12; J. H. Sailhamer, The Pen-
lateuch as Narrative: A Biblical Theological Commentary (Grand Rapids:
Zondervan, 1992), 129; B. K. Waltke, The Book of Proverbs: Chapters
15-31 (NICOT; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2005), 70. It should
be noted, however, that in the early church there was an overture
by some (e.g. Augustine in The City of God, Book 16; or Origen)
to redeem Noah’s action. This impulse is understandable in light
of Noah’s patriarchal status, the claim that he was “righteous and
blameless in his generation” in Gen 6:9, and especially his strong
typological relation to Jesus Christ in the opinion of many early
Christian commentators.

10 Jean Calvin, Commentaries on the First Book of Moses Called
Genesis (Vol. 1; trans. Rev. J. King; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1948)
300-301. What Calvin saw as a moral breakdown on Noah’s part
some modern scholars have assigned to dichotomous sources (cf.
Skinner, Genesis, 181-82).

11 See n. 99, above. Another ancient example of a positive view
is Philo of Alexandria, who employs a Greco-Roman distinction
between various types of drunkenness to argue that righteous
Noah was “drunk” (ué0n) in a positive, or “sober” (vnediiog)
way, befitting those who are extremely wise. Interestingly, this
type of drunkenness could lead to the ideal state in which to
receive divine oracles; a topic deserving of further exploration
in connection with Noah’s dream in Apocryphon. See Philo,
Questions and Answers on Genesis 1.68, 73 (Marcus; LCL); and On
Planting 139-177 (Colson and Whitaker, LCL). On the Hellenistic
theme of “sober drunkenness” in Philo and other sources cf. H.
Lewy, Sobria Ebrietas: Untersuchungen zur Geschichte der antiken Mystik
(Beihefte zur NI, 9; Giessen: Topelmann 1929); and S. Brock,
“Sobria Ebrietas According to some Syriac Texts,” ARAM 17
(2005): 181-95. For a modern positive view of the story see W. E.

shameful and sinful behavior to Ham and Canaan.'”
Several ancient rewritings of Genesis appear to have
avoided these thorny issues by simply leaving the events
out of their compositions altogether.'”

The motive for reinforcing Noah’s righteous image
is not difficult to discern. There are numerous indi-
cations that during the third to second centuries BCE
Noah enjoyed a flurry of interest among certain Jewish

groups,'’* perhaps because of his relevance for those

who adopted an apocalyptic worldview and felt that
they too lived amidst a hopelessly wicked generation.'®
While it appears that concentration on Noah even-
tually waned, possibly due to the growing attention
received by Enoch,'™ it is clear that both patriarchs
were depicted as supreme paradigms of righteousness.
Admirers of these men, so beloved by God, were
apparently not interested in buoying their own faith
by pondering the common depravity shared by these
upright individuals. Rather, they were attracted to the
idea of super-human heroes—peerless benchmarks
against which the corruption of their own generation
could be measured. The Genesis Apocryphon must
be cited as the primary example for such an exalted
view of Noah, and provides good grounds for its

Brown, “Noah: Sot or Saint? Genesis 9:20-27,” in The Way of
Wisdom: Essays in Honor of Bruce K. Waltke (eds J. 1. Packer and
S. K. Sonderland; Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 2000), 36-60. Cas-
suto seems to view Noah’s act as neutral, placing the emphasis
on Ham’s transgression and warning that “we must not read into
the Pentateuchal narrative more than it actually states, taking the
words at their face value.” U. Cassuto, A Commentary on the Book of
Genesis: From Noah to Abraham, 152.

192 Yet others hold an intermediate position, arguing that what
Noah did was wrong, but that he was not culpable for his sin since
he was the first to drink wine. See N. Koltun-Fromm, “Aphrahat
and the Rabbis on Noah’s Righteousness in Light of the Jewish-
Christian Polemic,” in The Book of Genesis in Jewish and Onriental
Christian Interpretation (eds J. Frishman and L. Van Rompay; Traditio
Exegetica Graeca 5; Leuven: Peeters, 1997), 57-71. Koltun-Fromm
compares this Christian view with the more negative rabbinic
interpretation. The same apologetic is found Ephrem; see L. Van
Rompay, “Antiochene Biblical Interpretation: Greek and Syriac,”
in The Book of Genesis in Jewish and Oriental Christian Interpretation,
112-13. This view was defended by Saint John Chrysostom in
his Homilies on Genesis, 18-45 (The Fathers of the Church 82;
Washington, DC: Catholic University of America, 1990), 202-205;
and advocated much more recently by G. A. F. Knight, Theology in
Pictures: A Commentary on Genests, Ghapters One to Eleven (Edinburgh:
The Handsel Press, 1981), 105; and N. Sarna, Genesis, 65.

19 E.g. Pseudo-Philo’s Liber Antiquitatum Biblicarum, Sefer ha-Yashar,
and the Samaritan Asatir.

1% See J. C. VanderKam, “The Righteousness of Noah,” in
Ideal Figures in Ancient Judaism: Profiles and Paradigms (SBLSCS 12; eds
J.J. Collins and G. W. E. Nickelsburg; Chico: Scholars Press, 1980),
13-32; and especially Stone “The Book(s) Attributed to Noah.”

1% See D. E. Aune’s helpful discussion of this worldview (albeit
in a later period) in The New Testament in its Literary Environment
(Philadelphia: Westminster, 1987), 227-31.

16 Cf. Stone, “The Book(s) Attributed to Noah,” 18.
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positive reading of Noah’s drunkenness. Yet the ques-
tions remain: why place an apocalyptic vision here,
and what does this move accomplish?

3.4.3.1. 9anM: “And it was revealed”

To find the reason why Noah received a vision dur-
ing his sleep one need venture no further than the
wording of Gen 9:21, which reads ™27 W
%08 7in2 930M 92WM, “Having drunk of the wine
he became inebriated, and was uncovered inside his
tent.” Standard translations do not always reflect the
ambiguity of the word 531]7], which in this context lit-
erally means “he/it was uncovered/revealed.” Almost
all early interpretations and translations of this verse
take 93 to refer to Noah lying exposed—i.e. physi-
cally naked—within his tent. This understanding is
supported by the next verse, which states that “Ham,
the father of Canaan, saw the nakedness of his father
(MR W) The LXX uses a passive, aorist form
of the verb yvpvéw (éyouvéddn) to translate 930",
more strongly implying the idea of nudity.'” Targums
Ongelos and Neofiti preserved the ambiguity of Gen-
esis by translating 93" as "93NR1.'% Yet others, such
as Targum Pseudo-Jonathan, leave no room for doubt
about Noah’s state, choosing the word S0PIRI (“he
stripped himself naked”) instead.'” Some English
translations join Pseudo-Jonathan in making explicit

17 For a survey of the traditional Jewish and Christian interpre-

tations of these verses see Bergsma and Hahn, “Noah’s Nakedness
and the Curse on Canaan (Genesis 9:20-27).” The authors point
to the well documented biblical connection between the verbal
root 193 and the noun Y, which together refer to an act (usu-
ally unauthorized) of sexual intercourse. It is apparently due to
this combination that some Jewish and Christian commentators
understood Ham’s transgression to entail a homosexual assault on
his father. Also see M. Vervenne, “What Shall We Do with the
Drunken Sailor? A Critical Reexamination of Genesis 9.20-27,”
FSOT 68 (1995): 33-55 [esp. 33—41].

1% The Vulgate makes Noah’s condition even less ambiguous,
translating “bibensque vinum inebriatus est, et nudatus in taber-
naculo suo.” See the remarks of Vervenne, “What Shall We Do
with the Drunken Sailor?” 46.

1 So too the Peshitta tradition, A\ _h~a. The marginalia
included in Diez Macho’s edition of Neofiti are of interest here,
assuring that the reader is aware of the negative connotations of
Noah’s actions. Drawing on the Yerushalmi, we first read DDIANNRY
[yen]a 1an8) 'RIDT A0WH YRA3, “And he stretched
himself out inside the tents of the Syrians, and was despised
in[side the tents.]” After this there is an alternative reading for
BHInR—SWInK (“And he relaxed”)—which seems, in contrast, an
attempt to downplay any possibility of nakedness or wrongdoing
on Noah’s part. A. Diez Macho, Neophyti I: Targum Palestinense MS
de la Biblioteca Vaticana: Tomo I Génesis (Madrid-Barcelona: Consejo
Superior de Investigaciones Cientificas, 1968), 51. Rashi, in his
commentary on Genesis, questions the wisdom of Noah planting
grapes as the first crop, foreshadowing his disapproval of the fol-
lowing actions of Gen 9:21-22.

10 Clarke, Targum Pseudo-Jonathan of the Pentateuch, 10.

what Genesis implies, writing that Noah “became
drunk and lay naked inside his tent.”'"!

Despite this typical, unflattering reception of Noah
in Gen 9:21, it important to note that the word 53m
represents an anomalous morphology of the verb 1193
in the Hebrew Bible. It is the only instance of 1193 in
the /utpa‘el conjugation, save one, disputed occurrence
in Proverbs 18:2. The latter verse has itself proven
knotty for commentators, declaring that “the fool
takes no delight in understanding, but rather in the
ni%nm of his heart.”"'? Whatever the exact meaning
of MB3NA," it is clear that it has nothing at all to
do with physical nakedness, but rather with the act of
revealing or uncovering one’s thoughts or intentions.

While the kitpa’el of 193 in Gen 9:21 logically sug-
gests a reflexive or passive meaning of “uncover” or
“reveal,” rabbinic commentators took the unexpected
morphology to intimate a connection to a second
meaning of 193, “to go into exile”:

1578 TINa 93 Rav Yudah, Rav Shimon, and
Rav Hanan, in the name of Rav Shmuel son of Rav
Yitzhak (said): “93 is not written, but 23, intimat-
ing exile (M93) to him and to the (following) genera-
tions...”!*

Contrary to the interpretations surveyed above, the
author of the Apocryphon appears to have neither
taken Noah as the subject of 93N" (going back to
9:20a), nor connected it with Noah’s nakedness in
9:22. Rather, he seemingly read 93 in reference to
an unstated, but implied, subject—a revelatory vision
received by Noah. A translation to accompany this
understanding might be, “Having drunk of the wine
he became inebriated, and it [i.e. a vision] was revealed
inside of his tent.”

While such a reading may at first appear fanciful,
there are numerous indicators that the root 1193/°93 in
general, and the /utpa‘el conjugation more specifically,
carried heavy connotations of divine communication
and visionary experience. In the Hebrew Bible the
common Hebrew idiom “to uncover the ears” (793
I'R) often refers to a matter revealed to humans by

""" New American Bible and New Living Translation (emphasis
mine).

112 The LXX and Peshitta have an alternative reading (Gppootvn/
~houhe), meaning “foolishness”. See Waltke, Proverbs: 15-31,
65.

15 Some English translations of the second strophe of this verse
have been, “but only that his heart may reveal itself.” (American
Standard); “but only in revealing his own mind.” (New American
Standard); “but that his heart may discover itself.” (King James);
“but rather in displaying what he thinks.” (New American Bible);
“but delights in airing his own opinions.” (New International).

" Genesis Rabba (Theodor-Albeck) 36:4.
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the Lord, and more generally entails the relation of
privileged information between two parties.'”” The use
of this idiom in Job 33:16 is worthy of full citation:

ninuna owr S 1T %033 127 1 oidna

DUIR IR 7P TR 220R "5p

In a dream, a vision of the night, when deep sleep falls

upon people as they slumber in bed; then he [God]
opens people’s ears.

In Amos 3:7 the Lord is depicted as revealing (1%3) his
plan, or secret (T1D), to the prophets.''® Balaam experi-
ences an “unveiling of the eyes” (DD ’1’7.}), allowing
him to “see what the Almighty sees” (Num 24:4, 16;
cf. Num 22:31), and a matter (7327) is revealed (ﬂ:?JJ)
to Daniel in Dan 10:1. Gen 35:7 recounts how God
had revealed himself (D’ﬂ%Na 1’?&3 1‘711) to Jacob at
Luz. Isaiah used the verb in a similar way, choosing it
to speak of the Lord revealing himself.""” Finally, the
Psalmist entreats God to “open my eyes” (3093, that
he might see wonders (nix‘gg;; Ps 119:18). Some of
these uses of the root 1193, especially the opening of the
ears or eyes to God’s hidden knowledge (M7N01) and
mysteries (0"7), are carried into the Hebrew sectar-
ian writings from Qumran—most notably CD, 1QS,
1QH, and the instruction texts.''® In fact, it appears
that these particular idioms became a dominant way
of talking about the specially revealed knowledge
granted to the sect.'”

Biblical Aramaic uses this meaning of 1193/793,
although not in the Aupe‘al, solely to speak about rev-
elation of the divine “mysteries” (j"17), a “deep thing”
(RNPMY), and a “hidden matter” (RNIANON).'* Tt is
significant that these revealed subjects come to Daniel
by way of a symbolic dream and a vision (X1173), similar
in genre to that found in 1QapGen 13—15. Mysteries

15 Gf. “17195” in A. Even-Shoshan, New Concordance to the Tanakh
(Jerusalem: Kiryat Sepher, 1980). The Lord “opens the ears” in 1
Sam 9:15; 2 Sam 7:27; 1 Chr 17:25; and Job 36:10, 15 (see also 1
Sam 3:21). Similar sharing of information between human parties
is found in 1 Sam 20:2, 12-13; 22:8, 17; and Ruth 4:4.

"6 Humans who reveal secrets are censured in Proverbs using
the same phraseology (11:13, 20:19, 25:9).

17 See, e.g, Isa 22:14, 40:5, and 56:1. Cf. Ps 98:2.

"8 For all instances of these idioms see M. G. Abegg et al.,
The Dead Sea Scrolls Concordance: Volume One (2 parts; Leiden: Brill,
2003), 1:178-79. Some of the more striking examples are: CD
2:14-15, 3:13, 15:13; 108 5:9, 8:16; 1QpHab 11:1; 1QH* 9:21,
26:1; 24:28; 1026 1:4; 4Q175 11; 4Q268 1:7; 4Q270 2 ii 13;
40299 8:6; 4Q416 2 iii 18; 40418 123 ii 4, 184:2; 4Q427 7 i
19. The biblical idiom of “uncovering the nakedness” is not as
prevalent in the non-biblical scrolls (CD 15:13; 4Q251 17:6; cf.
11Q19 66:12-13).

9 The hitpa'el of 793 is not attested in the Qumran Hebrew
lexicon.

120 Dan 2:19, 22, 28, 29, 30, 47 bis. The pe%al form is used for
both active and passive verbs. The fkaph‘el conjugation is used to
connote the alternative meaning “to exile.”

are also mentioned several times in connection with
Noah’s various dream-visions in the Apocryphon (e.g.
5.21, 25; 6.12; and 14.9).

The most compelling evidence, however, comes
from Qumran Aramaic, our nearest point of compari-
son for the Apocryphon. In the 4QEnoch fragments,
a pa‘el infinitive construct form of 193/793 is found in
the phrase [71"W3% 117 7935 1w nnH1a, “all of them
began to reveal mysteries to their wives” (= 1 En.
8:3)."?! Furthermore (and unlike Biblical or Qumran
Hebrew), the Aramaic lexicon of the Dead Sea Scrolls
preserves a number of instances of 1193/°93 in the
hitpe‘al conjugation. For the group(s) writing this cor-
pus of literature it is evident that this particular form
was used In a passive, not reflexive, sense, specifically
denoting divine revelation. In 4Q212 (4QEn), RO’
is used in the Apocalypse of Weeks (1 En. 92:14) to
describe the revelation of the “righteous law” to all
the people of the earth.'?? Both 193N and 89 are
found in 4Q)536 (4QBirth of Noah® ar) to speak of
“luminaries” ([R]9'71) and “mysteries” (I'17) being
revealed to the “Elect of God,” which may or may not
refer to Noah.'” Whoever the subject, the occurrence
of the verbs in this text is significant, since its general
topic is the relation of privileged, divine knowledge
to an individual.'* 931" is found two more times in
another copy of this text, 400534, although with very
little surrounding context.'” Again, however, it is clear
that the general context of the scroll deals with divine
revelation and instruction. The uncertain reading
ADIA[R in 4Q546 (4QVisions of Amram? ar) would
also fit this trend, falling within a divine visitation
granted to Amram.'”® Finally, the symbolic, visionary
text 40541 (4QApocryphon of Levi® (?) ar) may also
employ two non-kitpe‘al forms of 193/793 in reference
to divine secrets.'” From the information presently
available, therefore, it appears that the root 1193/%93

121 The phrase in its entirety must be reconstructed from two
fragments belonging to different manuscripts of 4QEnoch, both
of which recount the transgression of the Watchers (cf. 1 En. 8).
4Q202 (4QEn® ar) 1 iii 5 contains the initial words I™W PRI
17935, while 4Q201 (4QEn® ar) 1 iv 5 preserves the following 1
11"W17. See Nickelsburg, I Enoch 1, 189 n. 1.

122 Nickelsburg, 7 Enoch 1, 434, 437 n. 14a, 449-50. He suggests
(450) that the righteous law is brought about by human agency,
but this does not diminish the fact that proper understanding of
the law was originally imparted from the divine realm.

240536 21+ 3:3, 21 + 3:8. Puech, DJD 31, 165-67.

12 Cf. Chapter 1, 17-18.

1240534 1112, 3:1. Puech, DJD 31, 133, 143, and 149. The
spellings of these two occurrences are less certain. They read
19in[* and ﬁ’mﬁ[* respectively.

12640546 9:2. Puech, DJD 31, 361.

27 4Q541 7:1, 24 i 3. The readings are 931 (if the transcrip-
tion of Puech is accepted) and RN respectively. Puech, DJD
31, 23940, 252-54.
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in Qumran Aramaic was used exclusively to refer to
divinely revealed wisdom and secrets.'”® Moreover, the
hitpe‘al form denoted such information being revealed
to someone in the passive sense.

In light of the lexical usage of 193/793 sketched
above, it is wholly plausible that the author of the
Genesis Apocryphon understood 930" in Gen 9:21
to entail divine revelation, thereby prompting him to
insert Noah’s symbolic dream-vision at this point in
his rewritten account. When this possibility is placed
alongside our limited knowledge of the dream’s con-
tents, the full import of the insertion may be tentatively
appreciated. First, the dream acts to authorize the
following division of the earth by Noah. By including
within the dream a prescient account of the activ-
ity of Noah’s progeny in reference to their allotted
geographic portions, the boundaries are implicated
in the divine plan, or mystery. Hence, what Jubilees
accomplishes with the heavenly “book” (Jub. 8:11-12),
the Genesis Apocryphon achieves through a divinely
inspired dream-vision—both being authoritative
sources of heavenly wisdom, and stamps of divine
authority. This difference in approach would not be
surprising, since it reflects a broader discrepancy
between Jubilees and the Apocryphon regarding the
role and authoritativeness of dreams.

Second, the righteous image of Noah is bolstered.
By reading 93M™ in reference to a vision any infer-
ence of wrongdoing on Noah’s part is neutralized,
for it would be unthinkable that Noah both sinned
and partook of the divine mysteries at the same time.
In this way, any blame inherent in Gen 9 would be
shifted decisively to Ham.

Third, by placing a dream-vision here the author
of the Apocryphon solves several notorious interpre-
tative conundra related to Gen 9:20-27. Questions
about how Noah “knew” (Y7*) what his youngest
son had done upon waking,'* why he spoke in terms
of the future during his curse and blessings, and why
he cursed Canaan rather than Ham, could all be
answered with reference to the Apocryphon’s vision.
Noah was able to curse and bless his sons in futuristic

128 An additional, corroborating occurrence is found in 11Q10
(11QTargum of Job) 27:3—4. This, however, is a reflection of the
underlying Hebrew of Job 36:10.

129 Ephrem dealt with this puzzling statement by proposing that
“Noah had been both sleeping and awake. He was sleeping in
that he had not perceived his nakedness, but awake in that he had
been aware of everything that his youngest son had done to him.”
St. Ephrem the Syrian: Selected Prose Works (FOTC 91; trans. E. G.
Mathews and J. P. Amar; Washington, D.C.: Catholic University
of America, 1994), 145. Cf. also Augustine, The City of God,
book 16.

terms because he had just been told what was to hap-
pen in his dream. Furthermore, it would be natural for
Noah to curse Ganaan rather than Ham, since he had
just foreseen the grave transgression that this grand-
son would commit in the future by settling in a land
rightfully apportioned to one of Shem’s offspring. This
line of reasoning finds a partial parallel in some later
Syrian Christian exegetes, who understood Noah’s
statements to be prophetic of what would take place
in the future."

3.4.4. Summary

To summarize, it seems likely that the symbolic dream
given to Noah in 1QapGen 13—-15 was inserted by
our author into the succinct plot of Gen 9:20-27 for
a number of reasons. These include the authorization
of Noah’s subsequent division of the earth, a defense
of Noah’s righteous image, and an explanation of why
Noah cursed Canaan rather than Ham after waking
from his sleep. The contents of the dream included
an apocalyptic recitation and foretelling of history,
which focused at certain points on Noah and his sons
as represented by trees, shoots, branches, etc. This
aspect of the dream is paralleled in other sources
containing 7he Dream of the Garden. One topic of the
vision appears to be the usurpation of Arpachshad’s
allotted portion by Canaan, which finds a thematic
parallel in Jub. 10:27-36. A key difference between
these two texts, however, is their conflicting placement
of this information. In the Apocryphon it is revealed
to Noah (and the reader) before his curse, thereby
putting Canaan’s transgression and Noah’s curse in
a causative and sequential relationship. In Jubilees,
notification of Canaan’s disobedience occurs well
after Noah’s curse and, therefore, the two are not as
directly related. While the dream served a number of
useful purposes for the author of the Apocryphon, the
most imminent reason for the vision’s placement at this
particular point in the story is likely the word 930" in
Gen 9:21. It 1s on this portentous note that we enter
into the next major portion of the Apocryphon, and
the most direct parallel with the Book of Jubilees—
Noah’s division of the habitable earth.

130 See, e.g., the commentary on Genesis, excerpting a number
of early Syrian fathers, published by A. Levene, The Early Syran
Fathers on Genesis (London: Taylor’s Foreign Press, 1951), 52, 198.



CHAPTER FOUR

A COMPARATIVE COMMENTARY ON THE EARTH’S DIVISION IN JUBILEES 8:11-9:15
AND GENESIS APOCRYPHON 16-17

The present chapter is dedicated to a thorough com-
parison of the division of the earth into geographic
districts for Noah’s sons and grandsons in the Genesis
Apocryphon and Jubilees. These passages provide
the most direct and extensive parallel between the
two works, and may serve as an important case study
against which to measure previous and subsequent
comparisons. My most immediate goal in this chapter
is to further our understanding, and perhaps dating,
of the Genesis Apocryphon. However, in order to
achieve this it has been necessary to spend significant
time investigating both texts. This has resulted in a
detailed commentary of the relevant passages of Jubi-
lees, followed by a similar treatment of the Genesis
Apocryphon.

The comparison has led to the observation that the
two works differ in a number of significant details,
while still bearing a remarkable affinity to one another
in overall design and perspective—i.e. the way in which
they rewrite the Table of Nations of Gen 10. This
combination most plausibly suggests that the Genesis
Apocryphon and Jubilees depended upon a common
cartographic source, or (less plausibly) that one author
used the other from memory or an intermediate writ-
ten source. If one chooses to view their relationship
as one of direct dependence, then it seems preferable
to conclude that Jubilees borrowed from the Genesis
Apocryphon.

A detailed geographic discussion of lands and top-
onyms not naturally familiar to most readers lends
itself easily to confusion and disinterest. For this rea-
son, a hypothetical, reconstructed map, drawn with
the present passages from both texts in mind, has
been included below." This is accompanied by other,
previous attempts to graphically represent the map
underlying Jubilees.

! It must be kept in mind that any such map is a fixed piece
of interpretation, as the following discussion should make clear.
Many parts of my map, therefore, remain less certain than they
may appear. It is important to view the map alongside the (often
qualifying) arguments accompanying it in this chapter. I should
also stress that my own map is an effort at conflating the real or
mental maps underlying the Genesis Apocryphon and Jubilees. In
general, I have tried to follow the Genesis Apocryphon whenever
possible, taking recourse to Jubilees where this is not possible.
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Map 1. New Reconstruction of a World Map Like That
Underlying Jubilees and the Genesis Apocryphon (cf. the

enlargement on page xvi)

Map 2. Reconstruction of Jubilees” World Map
according to Gustav Holscher?

2 From G. Holscher, Drei Erdkarten: Ein beitrag zur Erdkenntnis des
hebraischen Alterums (Sitzungsberichte der Heidelberger Akademie
der Wissenschaften, philosphische-historische Klasse 1944/48, 3;
Heidelberg: Carl Winter, Universitatsverlag, 1949), 58.
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Map 3. Reconstruction of Jubilees” World Map
according to Michel Testuz?
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Map 4. One Reconstruction of Jubilees” World Map
according to Philip Alexander?
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Map 5. Another Reconstruction of Jubilees’ World Map
according to Philip Alexander’

* From M. Testuz, Les idées religieuses du livre des Jubilés (Geneva:
Librarie E. Droz/Paris: Librarie Minard, 1960), 58.

* From P. Alexander, “Geography and the Bible (Early Jew-
ish),” ABD 2.982.

> From P. Alexander, “Notes on the ‘Imago Mundi’ of the Book
of Jubilees,” 77$ 38 (1982): 197-213 [213].
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Map 6. Reconstruction of Jubilees” World Map
according to Francis Schmidt®

4.1. JusiLEEs 8:11-9:15

The apportionment of the earth in Jubilees has been
discussed often, but many nagging questions remain
regarding the account’s overall structure and a number
of its details. Before a proper comparison can be made
with the Genesis Apocryphon, therefore, it is necessary
to undertake a detailed analysis of this passage. The
account may be divided into two segments: 1) Noah’s
division of the earth into three parts between his sons;
2) the subsequent division of each son’s apportionment
between his own sons (i.e. Noah’s grandsons).” The
inheritance of each son or grandson is comprised of
a report of his apportionment’s borders or general
placement in relation to those surrounding it, with
some allotments garnering far more attention than
others.? In describing the allotments the author utilizes
a limited set of geographic topo: as reference points.
A perusal of previous attempts to grapple with
Jubilees 8:11-9:15 reveals that some commentators
have not adequately appreciated the broader horizon
of the map on which the borders of each descendent

% From F. Schmidt, “Naissance d’une geographe juive,” in Mise
géographe. Recherches sur les representations juives et chrétiennes de Iéspace
(ed. A. Desreumaux and F. Schmidt; Paris: Vrin, 1988), 13-30 [23].

7 James Scott notes that the two stage format of Jubilees (as
well as the Genesis Apocryphon) finds a partial parallel in the
two-stage description from the Ilepiynoig tfig oikovpévng of
Dionysius “Periegetes”. J. M. Scott, Geography in Early Judaism and
Christianity: The Book of Fubilees (SN'T'S Mon. Ser. 113; Cambridge:
Cambridge University, 2002), 32.

8 Generally speaking, inordinate attention is given to Shem,
and more specifically to his son Arpachshad, in the Genesis
Apocryphon and Jubilees.
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must be placed. Thus, a site may be suggested for a
toponym which simply does not cohere with a founda-
tional observation: Shem receives Asia, Ham receives
Libya, and Japheth receives Europe. Consequently, my
own comments will follow two guiding principles: 1)
border descriptions and place identifications should
make sense within the overall framework of the map
and the author’s clear intention to place Noah’s
descendants on specific continents; 2) Jubilees situates
the progeny of Noah on a Hellenistic, Ionian world
map, and this is the first context within which specific
regions, borders, and toponyms should be considered
(as opposed to identification with biblical toponym:s).’
In the following treatment, sites in need of extended
discussion concerning their identification or description
will be included as excurses.

4.1.1. Noal’s Division Among his Sons: Fubtlees 8:10-30

This section begins with the statement: “At the begin-
ning of the thirty-third jubilee [1569-1617] they
divided the earth into three parts—for Shem, Ham,
and Japheth—each in his own inheritance.”'’ The
following report that one of the angels was present
at this division gives it the stamp of divine authority,
as does the later declaration that the allotments of
each son emerged from “the book” (8:11)—a trope
in Jubilees denoting divine mandate.!' This stands in
contrast to the previous announcement that, during
the days of Peleg, “[t]hey divided it in a bad way
among themselves and told Noah” (8:9). Given the

® An excellent resource for toponyms in the ancient world
(although not schematized according to the Ionian model) is the
Barrington Atlas of the Greek and Roman World (ed. R. J. A. Talbert;
Princeton and Oxford: Princeton University Press, 2000). For Jubi-
lees” dependence on the Ionian map see P. S. Alexander, “Notes
on the ‘Imago Mundi,”” 197-213; and idem, “Geography and the
Bible (Early Jewish),” 2.980-82. A partial critique of Alexander’s
association of Jubilees with the Ionian map is given by J. M. Scott,
Paul and the Nations WUNT 84; Tibingen: J. C. B. Mohr [Paul
Siebeck], 1995), 16—24. While Scott raises some credible correc-
tives, he fails to deal with the substance of Alexander’s argument,
which is that most of Jub. 8:11-9:15 can be explained only in lieu
of the Ionian map, and not biblical texts. In the end, much of his
critique does not convince. For Alexander’s response see his article
“Jerusalem as the Omphalos of the World,” 106-109.

1" All English quotations of Jubilees are from the translation
(Vol. 2) of J. C. VanderKam, The Book of Jubilees (2 vols; GSCO
510-511; Scriptores Aethiopici 87-88, Leuven: Peeters, 1989).

' On the use of heavenly tablets and books in Jubilees see F.
Garcia Martinez, “The Heavenly Tablets in the Book of Jubilees,”
in Studies in the Book of Jubilees (TSAJ 65; eds M. Albani, J. Frey, and
A. Lange; Ttbingen: Mohr Siebeck, 1997), 243-60. The broader
setting at Qumran, with minimal attention to Jubilees, is discussed
by F Notscher, “Himmelische Biicher und Schicksalsglaube in
Qumran,” RevQ 3 (1958-59): 405-411.

transparent desire of Jubilees to place Shem in Asia,
Ham in Libya, and Japheth in Europe, it is quite
possible that here the author is subtly attempting to
supplant the account of Gen 10 with his own version
of the Table of Nations, since Genesis unambiguously
(and without qualification) places Ham’s descendents
in various parts of Asia.'? In this case, Gen 10 may
reflect the results of the “bad division” undertaken by
Noah’s sons of their own accord, while Jubilees 89
explains the proper division subsequently overseen by
Noah and an angel, and derived from the heavenly
book. Alternatively, the reference to a “bad division”
may be aimed in a more limited sense at Gen 10:25,
which claims that the earth was divided in the days
of Peleg, great-great grandson of Shem.

4.1.1.1. Shem’s Portion: 8:12—21

Shem inherits “the center of the earth” (8:12), by
which the author means the continent of Asia as
defined by rivers in the north and south, and seas to
the east and west. The description of Shem’s allot-
ment begins “from the middle of the mountain range
of Rafa,” from the source of the water of the Tina
River” (8:12)." The border progresses “toward the
west through the middle of this river. One then goes
until one reaches the water of the deeps from which
this river emerges.”

Excursus 1: The Tina Riwer

Philip Alexander puts forth two problematic suggestions in
his brief description of the Tina. First, following Holscher,"
he argues that the Tina has an east-west alignment.'® This
1s called into question, however, by the double mention
of Japheth’s eastern border in 8:25 and 28, which follows
the Tina. Here the boundary is described as travelling
“northeast,” suggesting that the alignment may instead be
northeast for the Tina and southeast for the Nile. In gen-
eral, directions throughout Jubilees’ geographic description
appear to be vague indicators, such that “north” may mean
“in a more or less northerly direction” (e.g. in 8:26).

12 Cf. Gen 10:8-20, where the Hamites are identified with
the ancient cultural centers of Mesopotamia. At least one of
Japheth’s sons (Madai/Media) is apparently identified with the
Asian province of Media as well, an outlier accounted for in Jub.
10:35-36.

" The ancient Rhipaean and modern Ural Mountains in west-
central Russia. See R. H. Charles, The Book of Jubilees or the Little
Genesis (London: Adam and Charles Black, 1902), 69-70; and
Holscher, Drei Erdkarten, 58-9.

* The ancient Tanais (or Tanis) and present-day Don in
western Russia.

5 Holscher, Drei Erdkarten, 67.

16 Alexander, “Notes on the ‘Tmago Mundi,”” 207.



108 CHAPTER FOUR

Second, Alexander proposes that the “water of the
deeps”" is simply another reference to the world-encompass-
ing “Ocean in the east.”'® The placement of the water of
the deeps 1s significant, since it also affects at which end the
Tina River’s “mouth” (8:16, 25) should be placed. Alexander
fixes the mouth at the meeting point of the Tina and the
Ocean River, assuming that the latter flows into the former.
It should be noted, however, that nowhere is the Tina said
to adjoin this outer river, and other considerations suggest
that this is not the case. According to 8:12, the “water of
the deeps” is a point along the river between its “source”
and “mouth,” implying that the deeps are some distance
removed from the river’s source near the Rafa Mountains
and outer Mauq Sea (i.e. this portion of the Ocean River).
That the river “emerges” suggests that the author believed it
to disappear and then reemerge at a source of underground
water—i.e. the “water of the deeps.”' Based on these fac-
tors, the most plausible assumption is that the deeps refer
to an inland spring or lake rather than the outer river, and
that the Tina and Maugq are not joined. Indeed, Herodotus
states that the river “begins by flowing out of a great lake,
and enters a yet greater lake called the Maeetian.”? Strabo
reports that the Orontes, Tigris, and Nile similarly disap-
pear underground for a time before re-emerging.?' Some
of the earliest preserved maps agree with this.?> Hence, the
mouth of the Tina is best taken as its exit into Me’at Sea,
and not the Ocean in the east. Strabo suggests the same
thing when he says that “the mouth of the Tanais (t0 t0d
Tavdidog) is the most northerly point [of Lake Maeotis].”
This identification of the Tina’s mouth also makes better
sense in connection with 8:25, where Japheth’s allotment
begins “toward the north of the mouth of its waters,”
whence it travels northeast toward “Gog and all that is east
of them.” Going northeast from the mouth would make
little sense if the latter is placed at the extreme northeastern
point of the Tina.

7 Translated “the Water(s) of the Abysses” by Charles and
Alexander.

'8 Alexander, “Notes on the ‘Imago Mundi,”” 207.

9 This also seems to be the opinion of Charles (The Book of
Jubilees, 70), who wrote that the Tina “is said to spring from ‘the
waters of the abysses.””

% The Me’at Sea of Jubilees. Herodotus, Histories 4.57 (Godley,
LCL).

21 Strabo, Geography 6.2.9 (Jones, LCL).

2 Examples which show the river ending at a mountain range (!)
near the outer Ocean, but not connected to it, are the Anglo-Saxon
or Cotton world map (c. 1050), the late 13th century Hereford
Mappa Mundi, and the 14th century Higden world map. The fine
facsimile edition of a thirteenth-century copy of Claudius Ptole-
my’s map in Claudii Plolemaer Geographiae: Codex Urbinas Graecus 82
(Leiden: Brill/Leipzig: Otto Harrassowitz, 1932), Tabula XVII.—
VRB. GR. 82, ff 91 (90)-92 (91)"; and the famous Peutinger map
also have the river end at a mountain range without connecting
to the outer waters, though these maps are based on an entirely
different schema than the Ionian map. All of these maps portray
the Tanais stopping short of the Ocean at a mountain range,
which must also be what the map of Jubilees presumes.

% Strabo, Geography 2.5.25. The phrase implies the word otéuo
(mouth), which was used in the preceding sentence.

From here the Tina pours into the Me’at Sea,** from
which it extends “as far as the Great Sea.” Holscher
has plausibly proposed that this mention of the Great
Sea should be understood in terms of its northernmost
point, at the Pontus Euxinus.”

Leaving the Tina, we enter among the most difficult
segments of the earth’s division in Jubilees: Shem’s
western border. Throughout the following discussion it
should be borne in mind that we are making our way
from the Tina River, which empties into the Black and
then Aegean Seas, to the mouth of the Gihon River®
in the south. Accordingly, a boundary roughly follow-
ing the western coast of Asia Minor and the Levant
is to be expected. Many earlier attempts at identifying
the sites named in following verses pay insufficient
attention to this fact, and suggest places that simply
do not appear to belong in this description. As will be
seen, where one puts any one site may greatly affect
the region where surrounding sites are searched for,
thereby limiting the scope of investigation.

Jubilees 8:13 continues, “[The border] goes until
it reaches Karas. This is in the bosom of the branch
that faces southward.”

Excursus 2: Karas

Karas? has previously been identified with two places,
although both proposals have met with skepticism. Dillmann
was the first to suggest that Karas is the region of Chersones
(Xepodvnoog) in Thrace, just northwest of where the Hel-
lespont empties into the Aegean Sea.?® He thereby implied
that “the branch that faces southward” is the Aegean Sea.”
Charles disagreed with this placement based on his belief
that “the branch that faces southward” should be identified
with “the Branch of the Egyptian Sea” in 8:14 (see below).
The latter he understood to be synonymous with the ancient
Sinus Heroopoliticus, or modern Red Sea. Charles’ iden-
tification of the Branch of the Egyptian Sea was, in turn,

2 The ancient Maeotis and modern Sea of Azov, bordered on
the north and east by Ukraine and Russia.

% The modern Black Sea. See Holscher, Drei Erdkarten, 62. He
is followed by Alexander, “Notes on the ‘Imago Mundi,”” 207.
This suggestion gains strong support from Strabo’s statement to
the same effect in Geography 2.5.25.

% The Nile, or “the River of Egypt” in the Genesis Apocry-
phon.

2 Transcribed Karasé by Dillmann, Charles, and Holscher.

% A. Dillmann, “Das Buch der Jubiliean oder der kleine
Genesis,” Jahrbiicher der Bilblischen wissenschaft 2 (1850) 230-56; 3
(1851): 1-96. He is followed by O. Wintermute, “Jubilees,” in 7he
Old Testament Pseudepigrapha (ed. J. H. Charlesworth; 2 vols; Gar-
den City: Doubleday, 1983, 1985), 2.72; and F. Schmidt, ‘Jewish
Representations of the Inhabited Earth during the Hellenistic and
Roman Periods,” in Greece and Rome in Eretz Israel: Collected Essays
(eds A. Kasher, U. Rappaport, and G. Fuks; Jerusalem: Yad Izhak
Ben-Zvi and the Israel Exploration Society, 1990 [also published
in Hebrew]), 119-34 [121].

% So too Holscher, Drei Erdkarten, 63, 67.
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founded on Isa 11:15, which mentions the same toponym:
0™Men O WY Following this logic, Charles had to situate
Karas somewhere near the Sinus Heroopoliticus, and for this
reason viewed Karas as a truncated form of Rhinocurura
(‘Pwvokovpolpmv),”! a region located somewhere south of
the Mediterranean coast between Palestine and Egypt.* In
order for this identification to work, however, Charles had
to posit a corruption in the text, since this site was clearly
not “in the bosom” of the Red Sea.

Of these two identifications, Dillmann’s is preferable. It
must be admitted that identifying “the branch which faces
southward” of 8:13 with the Aegean makes far more sense
in context than Charles’ proposal of the Red Sea, since the
latter does not cohere with the ensuing statement in 8:14:
“His share goes toward the Great Sea and goes straight
until it reaches to the west of the branch that faces south-
ward, for this is the sea whose name is the Branch of the
Egyptian Sea.” Charles’ suggestion would entail reaching
the Red Sea (or at least Rhinocurura) turning around and
returning to the Mediterranean, then turning around yet
again and going back to the west side of the Red Sea. This
confusion stems from Charles’ misidentification of the Sea
of Egypt, as will be demonstrated below.

Recently, Esther Eshel has proposed an alternate site to
the two outlined above.* Based on a tenuous connection
between the phrase D™MRA O PWH (“the branch of the
Egyptian Sea”) in Isa 11:15, the matching expression in Jub.
8:14, and the words 910 ©* [WH (“the branch of the Reed
Sea”) in 1QapGen 21:18, she assumes that each 1s speaking
of the modern Red Sea (ancient Sinus Heroopoliticus).**

30 Based on the observation of E. Littman, “Das Buch der
Jubildaen,” in Die Apokryphen und Pseudepigraphen des Alten Testaments
(ed. E. Kautzsch; 2 vols; Tibingen: Freiburg i. B. und Leipzig:
J. C. B. Mohr [Paul Siebeck], 1900), 2.39-199 [55 n. p].

1" Another (earlier) form of the name is Rhinocorura (‘Pwvoxko-
povpav). See Hippolytus of Rome in R. Helm and A. Bauer, Hip-
polytus Werke: Die Chronik (Berlin: Akademie-Verlag, 1955), 10.

32 Charles (The Book of Fubilees, 70) gathers this from a pair of
references in Epiphanius of Salamis (4ncorat. cxii) and George
Syncellus (Chronography §50), where the western border of Shem’s
allotment is identified with “Rhinocurura of Egypt.” These
sources do not, however, seem closely linked to the earth’s divi-
sion in Jubilees.

% E. Eshel, “Isaiah 11:15: A New Interpretation Based on the
Genesis Apocryphon,” DSD 13:1 (2006): 44. Eshel fails, however, to
mention Charles’ identification, and attributes the identification
of Chersones to Schmidt rather than Dillmann.

3 That this is the case with the Genesis Apocryphon’s O W9
10 is nearly certain based on numerous ancient Jewish references
to this body of water as the Red Sea (1} ¢pvBpd B8 eooa). These
include the LXX, Philo, Josephus, and the New Testament (Acts
and Hebrews). See G. I. Davies, The Way of the Wilderness: A Geo-
graphical Study of the Wilderness Itineraries in the Old “Testament (SOTS
Mon. Ser. 5; Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1979), 4-13,
30-31. We should thus understand the 910 O° ]Wz7 of the Genesis
Apocryphon to be equivalent to our modern Red Sea, or Gulf
of Suez, and the adjoining RPINW O (lit. “Red Sea,” 1QapGen
17.7-8; 21.17, 18) to refer to the Persian Gulf, or Indian Ocean
more generally. Cf. M. Copisarow, “The Ancient Egyptian, Greek
and Hebrew Concept of the Red Sea,” VT 12 (1962): 1-13; and
Fitzmyer, The Genesis Apocryphon, 225—26.

Despite some problems with this assumption (cf. Excursus
3, below) she goes on to suggest that the identification of
Isaiah’s “tongue” with the Sinus Heoopoliticus gains backing
from the present mention of Karas, identifying the latter
with “a small island named Icarus in the Persian Gulf, found
on Greek and Roman maps.”* While drawing conclusions
about Isaiah based on Jubilees may be questioned, there is
indeed such an island, and the phonological resemblance
to Karas is impressive. Still, it seems her assumption that
Jubilees’ “tongue of the Egyptian Sea” as the modern Red
Sea has caused her to overlook a significant difficulty; while
she rightly states that Karas is part of Shem’s lot, she fails
to explain how a description of his western border could
jump from the outlet of the Tina River all the way to the
northern Persian Gulf, and then back to the “bosom of
the branch which faces southward,” which is most likely
the Aegean Sea. Such a proposal makes little sense in its
broader context, and if we are left only with the identi-
fications of Dillmann, Charles, and Eshel, we would still
be compelled to adopt that of Dillmann. However, Eshel
has helpfully opened the way to a fourth proposal that is
preferable to any of these.

An identification of Karas with the southeast Aegean
island of Icarus (Ikopia),*® or its mainland counterpart
Caria (Kaplo or Kapeg),” located on the southwestern cor-
ner of Asia Minor, has several advantages compared with
the above suggestions. Although small, the island enjoyed
widespread fame because of its association with Icarus, the
son of Daedalus, who according to Homer’s Iliad crashed
into the Aegean at this spot after the wax which fastened
his wings had been melted by the sun.*® Mainland Caria
was closely linked to Icarus® and the surrounding group
of islands," and was even used in early times to denote all
of Asia Minor."! The district of Caria is listed in 1 Mac
15:23 as a recipient of the Roman consul Lucius’ letter,
signalling a Jewish presence there as early as the 2nd cent.
BCE. Herodotus hailed from one of the great Carian cities,
Hallicarnassus, and spoke of the region’s wide renown.*
In addition, the portion of the Aegean Sea surrounding
the island, off the Carian coast, was called the Icarian
Sea (Ikaplor [TEAayog), and was famous for its formidable
sailing waters.” As Eshel has noted, Alexander the Great
later named an island in the Persian Gulf after the original
Icarus during his campaign in the east.** In sum, the entire
southeastern region of the Aegean at times bore the general

% Eshel, “Isaiah 11:15,” 44.

% Modern Ikaria.

7 The latter is a gentilic denoting region, and is used by Hero-
dotus, Histories 7.97-98.

% Strabo, Geography 14.1.19.

%9 Strabo (Geography 14.2.28) goes on at length about the foreign
and barbaric language used by the Carians (cf. Herodotus 1.142,
171). One wonders, therefore, if the name Icarus betrays a Semitic
linguistic background, which in Hebrew might appear something
like M™P "R (“Island of Caria”).

10 Strabo, Geography 2.5.21; 12.8.5.

" Ibid., 1.4.7.

* Herodotus, Histories 1.171.

¥ Ibid., 6.95-96; Strabo, Geography 10.5.13; Arrian, Indica 7.20.5
(Brunt, LCL).

* Arrian, Indica 7.20.3—6.
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label of Caria.® This identification has the advantage of:
1) being “in the bosom” of the Aegean; 2) being situated
approximately where we would expect Shem’s western
border to fall; and 3) allowing the subsequent verse to make
sense. In addition, Icarus and Caria phonologically fit the
toponym Karas better than Chersones or Rhinocurura.

From Karas and the Aegean Sea Shem’s share con-
tinues “straight until it reaches to the west of the
branch that faces southward, for this is the sea whose
name is the Branch of the Egyptian Sea” (8:14). If
Karas is indeed Icarus/Caria (or even Dillmann’s
Chersones) this must mean a southward extension
to the main body of the Mediterranean, and then a
straight extension to the west side of a “branch that
faces southward.” Previous commentators have taken
the two branches of 8:13—14 to be the same, but
since the second is further qualified by the statement
“for this is the sea whose name is the Branch of the
Egyptian Sea,” it is worth considering whether here
we have a previously unmentioned branch (i.e., another
branch facing south), different than the branch in 8:13.
Precisely which bay this could be has again been a
source of confusion, and depends upon one’s location
of the Sea of Egypt.

LExcursus 3: The Branch of the Egyptian Sea

As mentioned above, many commentators assume that the
Branch of the Egyptian Sea is the modern Red Sea (i.c.
biblical 10 0°) based on a portion of Isa 11:15: “And the
Lord will utterly destroy (@™Ni) the branch of the Sea
of Egypt (@™¥n 0 PwYH).”* Consequently, a parallel has
often been drawn between our branch and the 710 0" ]W5
of 1QapGen 21.18. However, such an identification makes
little sense at this point in the description of Shem’s border,
and a more plausible possibility exists.

Alexander has noted that the “Egyptian Sea” (Atybntiog
néAoryog) was not known by ancient Hellenistic geographers
as an alternate name for the Sinus Heroopoliticus, but was
rather the common designation for the eastern end of the
Great Sea, stretching between Asia Minor and Egypt.” The
Great Sea was divided by ancient Hellenistic geographers
into regions—each bearing their own name—so that the
Mediterranean could be spoken of as a whole (as in 8:12
and 8:14), or in terms of its smaller, constituent parts.

# Yet another reason for considering this region as Karas is its
close proximity to Ionia, where the map used by Jubilees and the
Genesis Apocryphon was first developed.

6 This verse has troubles of its own, such as the meaning of the
initial verb, which may alternatively be translated “he will split.”
Some commentators have suggested that this word may have origi-
nally read 2171 “and he will dry up.” A treatment of the issues
may be found in most commentaries; see, e.g., W. A. M. Beuken,
Jesaja 1—12 (HTKAT; Freiburg: Herder, 2003), 301-302.

* Alexander, “Notes on the Tmago Mundi,’” 205. So too
Wintermute, “Jubilees,” 72 n. k.

Strabo mentions the Egyptian Sea numerous times, noting
that it reaches from the shores of Alexandria in the south®®
to Rhodes and the Icarian Sea in the north.* He further
describes it as skirting the southern edge of Cyprus, con-
necting to the Issican and Pamphylian Gulfs (which lie along
the southern shores of Asia Minor), and then following the
coastlines of Seleucia, Issus, Syria, Phonecia and Egypt back
toward Alexandria.”® On the west, the Egyptian Sea borders
the Libyan and Carpathian Seas. Agathemerus notes that
the Icarian and Egyptian Seas lie near each other,”’ and
Manilius declares that the shores of Cyprus are battered
by “Egypt’s river” (Tonantem Aegyptique).” Josephus knew
of this part of the Great Sea as such,” and it was stll in
coinage as late as Michael the Syrian (12th cent. cg).’* If
forced to choose whether Jubilees based its identification
of the Sea of Egypt on the possible Isaianic connection to
the Red Sea, or unanimous Hellenistic usage of the term,
there is no doubt that the latter makes far better sense at
this point in the account.

If this is correct, then “the branch that faces southward”
of 8:14 must be sought in or along the Egyptian Sea as
described above.”® The best candidates for such a branch
are: 1) The Aegean Sea; 2) The Pamphylian Sea, which is
formed by a large bay situated along the southern coast of
central Asia Minor; or 3) the Issicus Sinus, or Myriandric
Gulf, at the northeast corner of the Mediterranean, along
the shores of Cilicia.”® The Pamphylian Sea seems the best
candidate for several reasons: 1) the border is said to extend
“to the west” of this branch, and an extension to the west
of the Aegean seems an 1ill fit for a description of Shem’s
western border; 2) an extension to the west of the Issicus
would allow the boundary to nicely follow the Syrian and
Phoenecian coasts southward, but would leave the island of
Cyprus (likely Caphtor; see Excursus 7 below) outside of the
allotment, thereby conflicting with its inclusion in Shem’s
lot in Jub. 8:21; 3) an identification with the Pamphylian
Sea resolves both of these issues, and fits well the following
description of the border’s extension southward. It is also

% Strabo, Geography 17.1.7, 1.2.28.

9 TIbid., 2.5.24, 10.5.13.

% TIbid., 14.6.1.

L Agathemerus, Geographiae informatio 3.9.

? Manilius, Astronimica 4.634—5 (Goold, LCL).

% Josephus, Fewish War 4.609 (Thackeray, LCL).

** Michael uses the designation (wie=s =) in a geographic
reference which may ultimately depend upon Jubilees. See J.-B.
Chabot, Chronique de Michel le Syrien, Patriarche Facobite d’Antioche:
1166-1199 (5 vols; Paris: Ernest LeRoux; 1899, 1901, 1905,
1910, 1924; Repr. 1963), 4.9 [beginning of line 59; Syriac]; 1.20
[French trans.].

» Alexander (“Notes on the Imago Mundi,’” 205) presumes
that the branch is the entire Egyptian sea, embracing everything
between Asia Minor and Egypt. This, however, fails to adequately
account for the fact that it “faces south,” and is considered only a
“branch” of the Egyptian Sea, and not the entire Great Sea.

% Based on his earlier identification of Karas, Charles guessed
that this “tongue” was a promontory of land rather than a gulf,
identifying it with the modern Sinai Peninsula. See his 1917
translation notes in The Book of Jubilees or Little Genesis (Transla-
tions of Early Documents, Series 1: Palestinian Jewish Texts [Pre-
Rabbinic]; London: Society for Promoting Christian Knowledge,
1917), 73 n. 8.

23
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possible that the Pamphylian and Issican Seas are being
thought of as a single unit by our author.”’

In Jub. 8:15, we read that the boundary turns “south-
ward toward the mouth of the Great Sea on the shore
of the waters.”

Excursus 4: The Mouth of the Great Sea

Philip Alexander, relying on Pseudo-Aristotle, states that the
“mouth” of the Great Sea “Is, of course, [a reference] to the
Straits of Gibraltar.”*® He was preceded by Holscher, who
noted that the phrase “on the shore of the waters” closely
resembles “to the shore of the sea waters” in 8:23 (describ-
ing Ham’s portion), which may refer to the area near the
Straits, where the Great Sea and Atel Sea meet.”® Despite
these references to the Pillars forming a mouth, there are
several factors which give one pause over this identification
in Jubilees, and are ignored by the above commentators:
1) Most obviously, what have the Pillars of Heracles to
do with the western border of Shem’s allotment? While
we might expect areas of the Great Sea to be included in
geographic descriptions (as they no doubt are elsewhere in
Jubilees), this seems a strange inclusion for Shem;* 2) the
direction “southward” is certainly not what we would expect
if the Straits of Gibraltar are meant—a problem equally
incommodious for any of the Egyptian Sea possibilities dis-
cussed in the preceding excursus; 3) the ensuing description
is difficult to reconcile with this placement of the mouth,
even if one does accept the seriously doubtful identification
of Afra with the Roman province of Africa in Jub. 8:15;
4) Pseudo-Aristotle, whom Alexander cited for support, did
not actually associate the Pillars of Heracles with the mouth
of the Great Sea, but rather with the mouth of the outer,
earth encompassing Ocean, or Atlantic.! The same is true
of Hippolytus of Rome, who is quoted by James Scott to
support an identification of the mouth of the Great Sea

" As in Strabo, Geography 2.5.18.

% Alexander, “Notes on the Tmago Mundi,’” 205.

% Holscher, Drei Erdkarten, 68. So too J. M. Scott, “The Division
of the Earth in Jubilees 8:11-9:15 and Early Christian Chronog-
raphy,” in Studies in the Book of Jubilees, 295-323 [311-12]. These
statements (one may also include 8:26, 28) could also be read as a
general reference to a shoreline, where the sea and land meet.

0 Admittedly, “Ocean” (D1'PIR), which likely refers to the
conjunction of the surrounding body of water with the Mediter-
ranean Sea at the Straits of Gibraltar/Gadera, is spoken of as
part of Shem’s western border in the later rabbinic treatments of
Targum Pseudo-Jonathan to Num 34:6 and Rav Judah ben-Ilai’s
boundary description in y. Hall. 60a. These are built on Num
34:6, which simply lists the “Great Sea” as the western border of
the Land of Israel. In Jubilees, however, it appears that Japheth,
father of the Sea Peoples, receives a large portion of the Great
Sea (see below). This seems to argue against Shem’s reception of
the entire Mediterranean in his apportionment. For more on the
targumic and rabbinic sources cf. Alexander, “Geography and the
Bible (Early Jewish),” 2.986-87.

1 Pseudo-Aristotle, De Mundo 393a. The best critical Greek
edition is Arstotelis qui fertur libellus De Mundo (ed. W. L. Lorimer;
Paris: Les Belles Lettres, 1933), 58—59. An English translation may
be found in The Works of Aristotle, Volume 5 (11 vols; ed. W. D. Ross;
Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1931 [repr. 1950-68]).

with the Pillars of Heracles.%? Indeed, Hippolytus explicitly
stated that the Straits form the mouth of the Western Sea
(i.e. the Atlantic, or Atel Sea in Jubilees), and not the Great
Sea.®® Strabo discussed the Straits as a “mouth” at some
length, but did not specify to which sea it belongs.*

An identification of the “mouth” with the Nile Delta
would make much better sense in every respect, although
I have been unable to find direct reference to the Delta as
the mouth of the Great Sea in the ancient sources.” One
piece of indirect evidence may be the reference to the
Delta region of the Nile as a “source,” or “head” (W'R7)
in 1QapGen 19.12. In Jub. 8 the Tina River’s “source”
and “mouth” are on opposite ends, with the former on
its northern end and the latter in the south. Perhaps the
Apocryphon’s location of the Gihon’s source at its northern
end points toward its mouth being in the south. If this is
the case, then the Delta as the Great Sea’s mouth makes
good sense. While the evidence is not overwhelming;, I halt-
ingly take the meeting place of the Nile and Great Sea to
be the mouth mentioned here because of its alleviation of
the problems listed above. One should remain open, how-
ever, to other alternatives, including the standard Pillars of
Heracles interpretation.

Wherever one locates the “mouth of the Great Sea,”
the border moves next “toward the west of Afra...until
it reaches the water of the Gihon River” (8:15).

Excursus 5: Afra/Fara

Most commentators have placed Afra together with two
toponyms mentioned later in relation to Japheth’s allot-
ment—VFara and Aferag (8:27)—identifying all three sites
as the Libyan province of Africa.®® Aferag, it appears, may
be dissociated from the others, and will be dealt with below.
Afra and Fara, however, stand a better chance of referring
to one and the same site, and will thus be treated together
here. If the two sites are the same, then we should keep
in mind that it is a common meeting point between the
allotments of Shem and Japheth.

The term Libya, not Africa, was used by Hellenistic geog-
raphers to denote the southern continent as a whole, and
the region stretching along the Mediterranean coast west of
Egypt more specifically. Indeed, one looks in vain for the

%2 Scott, “The Division of the Earth,” 311.

% Hippolytus, Chronicon 156. One finds the same statement in
parallel portions of the Chronicon Paschale and the Chronographia of
George Syncellus, both of which draw on Hippolytus.

% Strabo, Geography 3.5.6.

% The Delta is called a mouth repeatedly in the ancient
sources, but this is typically in reference to the Nile River, and
not the Great Sea. Thus, we are left with ancient references to
two different mouths (the Ocean and the Nile), neither referring
to the Great Sea.

% Charles (The Book of Fubilees, 71) identifies only Afra and
Fara as Africa. Those who identify all three as such are: E. Tis-
serant, “Fragments syriaques du Livre des Jubilés,” RB 30 (1921):
55-86, 206-32 [85]; Holscher, Dre: Erdkarten, 68; Schmidt, “Jew-
ish Representations,” 121 n. 11; and apparently C. Werman,
“gha1n 98D,” 278 n. 26. Wintermute (“Jubilees,” 74) presents
both views, but does not give a final ruling on the matter.
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term “Africa,” in any of its forms, in Herodotus, Strabo,
and even later geographers such as Agathemerus (3rd cent.
CE), giving an impression that the term was unknown to
many Greek and Roman geographers. Charles suggested
that Afra and Fara “[seem] to be Africa in its early limited
sense,” apparently referring to the Roman province.” It is
true that for Josephus (drawing on Alexander Polyhistor)
and Claudius Ptolemy it is used occasionally to refer to a
small, middle portion of the northern Libyan coast, roughly
equivalent to modern Tunisia. Yet even this area seems
to first accrue the name Africa only after the Punic wars
(c. 146 BcE), under Roman rule.®® The term did not gain
more widespread use until its later promotion to a Roman
proconsul, sometime between the reigns of Augustus and
Claudius (c. 27 BcE—54 cE). Simply put, the suggestion
of Africa for the terms Afra, Fara, and Aferag in Jubilees
1s anachronistic if the traditional date of composition is
accepted.

Concerning the present mention of Afra in the descrip-
tion of Shem’s allotment, the same question could be
asked here as that regarding the “mouth of the Great
Sea” above: What would Africa, especially if located on
the central Libyan coast, have to do with Shem’s western
border? The problem is equally difficult for Fara in the
account of Japheth’s portion. There the boundary runs
from Gadir “until it reaches the west of Fara. Then it goes
back toward Aferag and goes eastward toward the water
of the Me’at Sea” (8:27). We would not expect Libya to
figure so significantly into the apportionment of Japheth,
since it is clear from the text as a whole that this is Ham’s
domain and that Japheth is restricted to Europe. This is
especially true of the Roman province of Africa, which
does not seem to hold special significance for any of the
sons’ allotments.

An attractive possibility for the site of Afra/Fara is
Pharos, the small island associated with the city of Alex-
andria, at the west edge of the Nile Delta.” This island
was world-renowned since the time of Homer, and would
eventually house the famous lighthouse that was listed as
one of the world’s seven wonders. It was also noted by
ancient historians and geographers as the only serviceable
harbor for a great distance in either direction, from Libya
to Joppa,” and was a landmark closely associated with the
Delta region. A late reference in Michael the Syrian, bishop
of Antioch, mentions that the island was also known as

67 Charles, The Book of Jubilees, 71.

% Josephus, Fewish Antiquities 1.133, 239—41 (Thackeray, LCL);
Claudius Ptolemy, Geography, Book 4. Cf. Holscher, Drer Erdkarten,
68. For both Josephus and Ptolemy, the term Libya is far more
commonly used to refer to the continent as a whole or its entire
northern coast. On Ptolemy see J. L. Berggren and A. Jones,
Prolemy’s Geography: An Annotated Translation of the Theoretical Chapters
(Princeton and Oxford: Princeton University Press, 2000), 145.

% For a helpful overview see G. Voros, Taposiris Magna, Port of
Isis: Hungarian Excavations at Alexandria, 1998-2001 (Budapest: Egypt
Excavation Society of Hungary, 2001), 58 ff

" Diodorus Siculus 1.31.2 (Oldfather, LCL). Josephus, Fewish
War 4.613.

“Isis Pharia” at an earlier time.”! Aside from the island’s
popularity as a geographic reference and seafaring point,
its situation at the western edge of the Nile Delta fits well
with the common Ionian use of the Nile as a dividing point
between the continents of Libya and Asia, in addition to the
westernmost point of the Egyptian Sea. This site’s employ-
ment in a description of Japheth’s borders is not as odd as
it may first seem (certainly no more odd than Africa), but
actually helps make sense of Jub. 8:27, since the boundary
would then transect the Great Sea diagonally, from Gadir
to Pharos, thereby including the four islands that are said to
belong to Japheth’s son Tiras in Jub. 9:13. If Afra/Fara is
identified with Pharos, the result would be a common meet-
ing point of the boundaries of Japheth, Shem, and Ham at
the westernmost point of the Nile Delta, a solution which
works quite nicely when placed on the ancient map.

The linchpin of this argument may, in fact, be found in
the latter columns of the Genesis Apocryphon. In 1Qap-
Gen 19.13 we read of Abram and Sarai crossing the seven
branches of the Nile Delta. Immediately after crossing
the last tributary Abram exclaims, “Now we have left our
land and entered the land of the sons of Ham, the land of
Egypt.” Assuming that the Apocryphon and Jubilees have
a similar understanding of each son’s allotment, this story
shows that Abram reached the end of “our land”—i.e.
Shem’s (or, more specifically, Arpachshad’s) inheritance—
after crossing the Nile’s seventh tributary. This is precisely
the vicinity of Alexandria, and Pharos.

Once at the Gihon (Nile) River, matters once again
become clear. The boundary moves along the southern
bank of the Gihon until it reaches its end, presumably
at the edge of the terrestrial disk where it meets the
encircling body of water (here the Atel Sea; cf. 8:22).
From here “it goes eastward until it reaches the Gar-
den of Eden, toward the south side of it” (8:16), the
Garden of Eden being the easternmost (and upper-
most) point on the map. It continues circling around
the eastern edge of the earth until it again reaches
the Rafa Mountains, turning there to rejoin the Tina
River at its mouth. This final mention of the Tina’s
mouth suggests that the description overlaps for a por-
tion of the border, between the Rafa Mountains and
the Me’at Sea. Put another way, the stretch dividing
Asia from Europe is described at both the beginning
and end of the account of Shem’s allotment.
Shem’s border is explained in a counter-clockwise
direction, beginning at the Rafa Mountains and end-

I ina @, See Chabot, Chronigue de Michel le Syrien, 4.21
[line 30 of right col.; Syriac]; 1.37 [French trans.]. Michael presents
this as an alternate appellation for Pharos wair¢a. He was preceded
by several centuries in the spelling «.ira for Pharos by Ishodad of
Merv. See J.-M. Vosté and C. van den Eynde, Commentaire d’I50 dad
de Merv sur I’Ancien Testament—I. Genése (CSCO 126; Scriptores Syri
67; Louvain: L. Durbecq, 1950), 1 [line 15].
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ing at the mouth of the Tina River. From the Tina, it
runs along the eastern edge of the Aegean Sea, across
the Egyptian Sea (probably including Cyprus within
its bounds), and to the western edge of the Nile Delta,
whence it skirts the Gihon and the eastern limits of
the world before once again meeting the Tina.

Jubilees 8:17-21 presents a recapitulation of Shem’s
allotment, which explains the importance of his land
in theological terms. We read in 8:19 that “[Noah]
knew that the Garden of Eden is the holy of holies
and is the residence of the Lord; (that) Mt. Sinai is
in the middle of the desert; and (that) Mt. Zion is in
the middle of the navel of the earth. The three of
them—the one facing the other—were created as holy
(places).” Furthermore, it is “a blessed and excellent
share” (8:21).” The sites listed in these verses deserve
further study, but are all within the border described
above, and as such will be elaborated upon below
only as needed.”

4.1.1.2. Ham’s Portion: 8:22—24

Ham’s account is far shorter and simpler than those
of Shem and Japheth, and presents fewer difficulties
concerning identification. The boundary begins on
the Egyptian side of the Gihon River, on the right
(i.e. south) side of “the garden.” This refers to the
Garden of Eden, as the end of 8:23 makes clear, and
is envisioned at the eastern extremity of the earth
by Jubilees, 1 Enoch, and the Genesis Apocryphon.”™
From here the description moves “southward and goes
to all the fiery mountains,” which are unidentified and

2 We hear nothing of this sort for the allotments of Shem’s
brothers, alerting the listener that there is something very special
about both Shem and the land he is to occupy: “[Noah]| recalled
everything that he had said in prophecy with his mouth, for he
had said: ‘May the Lord, the God of Shem, be blessed, and may
the Lord live in the places where Shem resides (8:18).”” By allot-
ting Asia to Shem and quoting this altered form of Gen 9:26-27,
the author of Jubilees draws together the biblical themes of the
election of Shem and the sanctity of the Levant and related
places in Asia. 8:21 begins the list of the sites encompassed by
Shem’s border.

7 The sites are: Eden, the land of the Erythrean Sea, the land
of the east, India, Erythrea and its mountains (cf. 9:2), Bashan,
Lebanon, the islands of Caphtor, the Sanir and Amana mountain
ranges, the Asshur mountain range, Elam, Asshur, Babylon, Susan,
Madai, the Ararat Mountains, and an area lying across a northern
(likely Caspian) sea.

™ Jub. 8:16; 1 En. 32:2-3, 60:8, 70:1-3; 1QapGen 2.23. The
Genesis Apocryphon does not actually mention the Garden of
Eden, but it is very likely considered the dwelling place of Enoch
in the scroll. See P. Grelot, “Parwaim de Chroniques,” 30-38.
All of these references are ultimately based on Gen 2:8 “And the
Lord God planted a garden in Eden, in the east.” The Gihon
is also related to the garden in Gen 2:13, where it is one of the
four rivers of Paradise.

probably owe to mythical ideas concerning the far
southern portion of the earth.” Since one goal of the
Ionian map appears to have been symmetry, this range
was probably meant to balance the more well-known
Mountains of Qelt in the north (Jub. 8:26).7

Turning westward, the boundary goes “toward the
Atel Sea; it goes westward until it reaches the Mauq
Sea, everything that descends into which i destroyed”
(8:22).77 The Atel Sea has been unanimously under-
stood as an abbreviated reference to the ancient
Atlantic Sea (AtAavtikn Bdlocoa), while the Mauq
has fostered more discussion.

Excursus 6: The Maug Sea

There has been no shortage of propositions regarding the
etymology of this name. Charles was the first to question
whether the word Mauq might be a distorted form of
"Qreavog, “the Great Ocean Stream.”” Tisserant went a
step further, proposing that it is a shortened and corrupted
form of the Hebrew [DaR*]IR 0 (“waters of the Ocean”).”
He has been followed by Alexander, Schmidt, and Werman.®
Holscher offered an entirely different explanation, relating
Maugq to the word 21 (“circle”), which stood for the “Hori-
zontkreises” of the earth.®’ Wintermute, in turn, considered
it to be a mem-preformative noun from the Hebrew root ppn,
with the meaning “place of the boundary [of waters].”®?
All of these explanations have shortcomings, not entirely

7 The southernmost area of the earth was the least well-known
by ancient geographers, and included a healthy dose of specula-
tion. Charles (The Book of Jubilees, 73) and Holscher (Drer Erdkarten,
60) mention the fiery mountains of 1 En. 18:6-9 and 24:1-3 along
with this verse, but the connection with Jubilees does not seem
a direct one. The mountains’ name may have something to do
with the southern region being the warmest of the inhabited earth
(cf. Jub. 8:30), but more likely it is based on the biblical notion
that the Lord will come from a mountain in the south, in a fiery
state, to judge the earth (cf. Chapter 3, n. 66; also 1 En. 18:8-11;
1QapGen 15.10-11). Interestingly, the late 13th century Hereford
Mappa Mundi, which bears a number of striking affinities to the
presumed world map of Jubilees, has the mons ardens (“burning
mountain”) in this area (cf. also the Anglo-Saxon or Cotton world
map in the British Library manuscript Cotton MS Tiberius B.VI
[c. 1050], and most other medieval mappae mundi). It seems quite
certain that these are an echo of the tradition found much earlier
in Jubilees, and (with Alexander) I would argue that Jubilees’ map
bore the same basic features as these much later models.

% See Alexander, “Notes on the Tmago Mundi,”” 199, 210.

77 There are textual problems with this verse, which have
been sufficiently dealt with in VanderKam, The Book of Jubilees,
2.54-5.

8 Charles, The Book of Jubilees, 73.

7 Tisserant, “Fragments Syriaques,” 85 n. 1.

8 Alexander, “Notes on the ‘Tmago Mundi,”” 205; Schmidt,
“Jewish Representations,” 124 n. 22; Werman, “ oharn 9480,”
278 n. 25.

8 Holscher, Drei Erdkarten, 61. He was followed by K. Berger,
Das Buch der Fubildean, (JSHRZ 11.3; Gutersloh: Gitersloher Ver-
lagshaus [Gerd Mohn], 1981), 374 n. d to v. 22. VanderKam (7%e
Book of Jubilees, 2.54) links the 21 to Isa 40:22.

8 Wintermute, “Jubilees,” 73 n. s.
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accounting for the phonetic values or spelling of the name
Mauq. Most recently, Eshel has broken from the consensus
that the Mauq is the outer, earth-encompassing sea, sug-
gesting instead that it refers to the modern Sea of Azov (or
ancient Macotis).® This seems very unlikely, however, given
the clear connection between the Sea of Azov and Jubilee’s
Me’at Sea (see Excursus 1, above).

Given the etiological explanation following the sea’s
mention in Jub. 8:22, the likely form of the name in the
Genesis Apocryphon (16.9; PPn), and the later witness of
the Syriac Chronicle to the Year of Christ 1234 (nas=),*
VanderKam’s suggestion that the name is based on the verb
“destroy” (pnn), and could be translated by something like
“Sea of Destruction” appears to be correct.

Based on the description of the two seas here and else-
where in Jubilees, it seems plausible that the Atel Sea occu-
pies the southern half of the surrounding body of water,
while the Mauq Sea constitutes the northern half.®

Reaching the Mauq Sea we read, “It comes to the
north to the boundary of Gadir and comes to the
shore of the sea waters, to the waters of the Great
Sea, until it reaches the Gihon River” (8:23). Gadir
(Téderpa, next to the Straits of Gibraltar) is the point
at which the boundary turns east again, following the
northern Libyan coast until it reaches the waters of
the Gihon at the Nile Delta. The course of the Gihon
is then traced back to the right side of the Garden of
Eden, whence the account began.

The description of Ham’s allotment runs in a clock-
wise direction, encompassing the entirety of Libya. It
is clear from the sources that pre-Roman geographic
knowledge of this continent was restricted primarily
to its northern parts.

4.1.1.3. Japhetlh’s Portion: 8:25-30

The third share of the earth falls to Japheth, beginning
“on the other side of the Tina River toward the north
of the mouth of its waters”—i.e. on the northwestern
side of the Tanais, near the Me’at Sea. From this
point the territory runs “toward the northeast, (toward)
the whole area of Gog and all that is east of them.”
Here one apparently skirts the Tina, moving toward
the Rafa Mountains in the northeast. Gog has typi-

8 E. Eshel, “The Imago Mundi of the Genesis Apocryphon,” in
Heavenly Tablets: Interpretation, Identity and Tradition in Ancient Judaism
(JSJSup 119; eds L. LiDonnici and A Lieber; Leiden: Brill, 2007),
111-131 [esp. 123].

8 See the textual notes to 1QapGen 16.9 and VanderKam,
The Book of Fubilees, 2.54-5.

% Contrary to Holscher (Drei Erdkarten, 61-62), who considers
the Atel to be a small segment of the larger Mauq (311). Alexander
(“Notes on the ITmago Mundi,”” 205) makes a suggestion similar
to mine, but considers the “water of the abysses/deeps” to be a
third part of the outer river (with which I disagree; see Excursus 1).

cally been understood as a region somewhere in the
northern parts of Asia, in either Lydian Asia Minor
or in the general vicinity of Scythia, which is itself a
somewhat amorphous territory.® If such is the case
here, the author is defining Japheth’s portion by what
is on the other side of the river, rather than describing
part of the allotment itself. Holscher, however, took
Gog to be the land belonging to Magog (9:8)—i.e., the
land northwest (to the left) of the Tina, and therefore
within Japheth’s boundaries.?” Either interpretation
is possible, although that of Hélscher seems more
likely here based on the clear, frequent employment
of the Tina as a border between the lands of Shem
and Japheth.

Jub. 8:26 continues, “It goes due north and goes
toward the mountains of Qelt, to the north and
toward the Mauq Sea. It comes to the east of Gadir
as far as the edge of the sea waters.” Although this
verse continually mentions the direction “north” in
its description, it is clear that this means a westerly
tour along the northern circuit of the earth, and not a
strict following of the cardinal direction. This includes
drawing near to the Qelt Mountains,” the Mauq Sea,
and then the Straits of Gibraltar.

From Gadir the border begins to move back toward
the east, to the Tina River. It first “goes until it reaches
the west of Fara” (8:27)—i.e. the Alexandrian island of
Pharos.* It then “goes back toward Aferag and goes
castward toward the water of the Me’at Sea.”

Excursus 7: Aferag

As noted in the discussion of Afra/Fara above, Aferag
has often been taken as yet another form of the toponym
‘“Africa.”® In addition to the earlier arguments against
the identification of any of these sites with Africa, two
further complications are noteworthy regarding Aferag:
1) it would be odd for two terms referring to the same
place and differing significantly in spelling to occur in such
close proximity, in the way they do here; 2) what would it
mean to go “until it reaches the west of Fara (i.e. Africa)”
only to then go “back toward Aferag (i.c. Africa)”? This
makes little sense.

% For the former see “Gog,” ABD, 2.1056. A good list of
sources for the land of Scythia is provided by Charles (The Book
of Jubilees, 70).

8 Holscher, Drei Erdkarten, 71.

% The modern Pyrenees or Alps [or a conflation of the two],
in the region of ancient Celt—i.e. northern Spain and southern
Gaul. Holscher (Drei Erdkarten, 71) places the Qelt range in the
northwest of the “Erdkreises”.

8 See Excursus 5, above.

% See n. 66, above.
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Charles’ suggestion that Aferag may refer to the province
of Phrygia, in Asia Minor, is far more plausible.”” This
would bring the border back into the general region of
the northeast Aegean, whence one could travel “eastward
toward the water of the Me’at Sea,” as described in 8:27.
Indeed, it is clear from several ancient sources that Phrygia
Hellespontica (also Phrygia Epictitus, or Phrygia Minor)
stretched to the northeast corner of the Aegean Coast,
where the Hellespont issues from the Pontus Euxinus.” This
possibility is bolstered considerably by the fact that Phrygia
and Africa were spelled the same in later targumic, rabbinic,
and Samaritan sources.”

From here the border again reaches familiar terri-
tory, moving “to the edge of the Tina River toward
the northeast until it reaches the banks of its waters
toward the mountain range of Rafa. It goes around
the north” (8:28). The next verse adds that Japheth’s
eternal inheritance includes “five large islands and a
large land in the north.” Four great islands in the Great
Sea are also mentioned as part of Japheth’s son Tiras’
allotment in Jub. 9:13. Since Shem has already been
allotted the “islands of Kaftur” (probably Cyprus; see
Excursus 8, below), we may deduce that these four are
Crete, Sicily, Sardinia and Corsica. Based on a refer-
ence to “the islands and the shores of the islands” in
the description of Madai’s portion (9:9), Holscher and
Alexander have suggested that the fifth great island
of 8:28 is Britain, or the British Isles more generally.”*
These islands were indeed known to the Ionians,”
making this identification plausible.”

Japheth’s allotment, like Shem’s, 1s described run-
ning counterclockwise. It begins at the Tina’s mouth
and encircles the entire continent of Europe, including

9 Charles, The Book of Fubilees, 74.

9 See, e.g., Strabo, Geography 12.4.1, 3, 10. Here the region is
given several names: 1| "Erniktnrtog xadovpévn @puyio, ‘EAAncrov-
Tokm Ppuyia, and pikpav ®puyiav. Cf. Talbert, Barrington Atlas of
the Greek and Roman World, map 52.

% Phrygia is frequently spelled with an initial aleph in Semitic
languages, and closely resembles the form used in Jubilees. In
later sources it is spelled exactly as Africa: *P™8RK. See Arukh ha-
Shalem (9 vols; ed. A. Kohut; New York: Pardes Publishing House,
1955 [Hebrew]), 1.243—44. Also Alexander, The Toponymy of the
Targumim (Oxford, 1974), 303 [Table 1], 309 [Table 16]. Michael
the Syrian (Chabot, Chronique de Michel le Syrien, 4.9 [line 8]) uses
the form s oie, and the Samaritan Asatir PR (Gaster, The
Asatir, 18/1 [Hebrew text section]).

9 Holscher, Drei Erdkarten, 72; Alexander, “Notes on the Tmago
Mundi,”” 207.

% Herodotus (Histories 3.115) knew of them only vaguely, but by
the time of Strabo (Geography 1.4.3) they are described in detail.

% Charles (The Book of Jubilees, 75) also noted the reference to
islands in 1 En. 77:8. Though there are some textual issues with
this passage, it says, “I saw seven large islands in the sea and on
the land—two on the land and five in the Great Sea.” G. W. E.
Nickelsburg and J. C. VanderKam, I Enoch: A New Translation
(Minneapolis: Fortress, 2004), 107.

a large portion of the Great Sea,” until it returns to
its source-waters near the Rafa mountains. As with
Shem’s allotment, the beginning and end of the
description overlap for the length of the Tina River.
The final verse of Japheth’s description states that
his land “is cold while the land of Ham is hot. Now
Shem’s land is neither hot nor cold but it is a mixture
of cold and heat” (8:30). Apart from reflecting a gen-
eral climatic reality, the division of the okoumene into
three climata was a trope of Hellenistic geography.”

4.1.2. The Subdivision among Noah’s Grandsons:
Jubilees 9:1-15

Following the tripartite division of the earth by Noabh,
his sons proceed to subdivide the three continents
among their own progeny. This typically consists of
listing various places within each allotment in an effort
to define where each of Noah’s grandsons is to dwell,
thereby providing a more detailed picture of the world
map employed by the author of Jubilees.

4.1.2.1. Ham’s Sons: 9:1

The allotments of Ham’s sons are described very
briefly and simply, consisting of little more than a
list of their names: “There emerged a first share for
Cush to the east; to the west of him (one) for Egypt;
to the west of him (one) for Put; to the west of him
(one) for Canaan; and to the west of him was the
sea.” The order employed is that of the Gen 10:6,
and no geographic indicators are used to demarcate
the boundaries between the sons, save the outer sea
bordering the westernmost shore of the continent.
This may be due in part to the logical inference of
geographic location based on most of the recipients’
names. In biblical and subsequent Jewish tradition
Ciush was identified with Nubia and Ethiopia,” Egypt
(0vxn) with the land of the same name, and Put with
the vicinity of modern Libya, west of Egypt along the
ancient Libyan coast. Although in the Bible Canaan is
typically associated with the region bearing that name
in the Levant, here he is obviously placed in the region
of modern Algeria and Morocco (ancient Mauretania).

97 This is not surprising in light of the connection of Japheth’s
descendents with the “maritime nations” (137 &) in Gen
10:4-5.

% See Holscher, Drei Erdkarten, 60-61. Also cf. Alexander’s
(“Notes on the ‘Imago Mundi,”” 202-3) description of the so-
called Macrobius maps.

9 Gen 2:13 places the Land of Cush alongside the Gihon. Also
see 2 Kgs 19:19, Jer 46:9, and “Cush,” ABD 1.1219.
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Thus, Jubilees’ account begins in the east and ends in
the west, moving neatly from top to bottom on the
cast-oriented map. This is noteworthy, since the same
cannot be said for the biblical account, which situates
Canaan northeast of the first three sons. The reason
for this change is clear in light of the work’s apologetic
stance, discussed in Chapter 3.

4.1.2.2. Shem’s Sons: 9:2—6

Jubilees’ treatment of Shem’s sons is much more
detailed than that of the sons of Ham. Elam and his
children are the first to receive their allotment, “to
the east of the Tigris River until it reaches the east of
the entire land of India, in Erythrea on its border, the
waters of Dedan, all the mountains of Mebri and Ela,
all the land of Susan, and everything on the border
of Farnak as far as the Erythrean Sea and the Tina
River” (9:2). In essence, this describes everything east
of the Tigris, from the Erythrean Sea in the south
to the Tina River in the far north. The allotment
includes the ancient Near Eastern region of Elamtu,
the city of Susan (Susa), and the Zagros and interior
Iranian mountain ranges, to which the “Mebri” and
“Ela” mountains of Jubilees must belong.'” Holscher
appears to have rightly identified Farnak as the ancient
region of the Pharnacotis River in ancient Margiane,'”!
known to Pliny the Elder and Claudius Ptolemy and
situated directly east of the Caspian Sea, in modern
southeast Turkmenistan.'” Although the region of
biblical Dedan is traditionally understood to be in
western Arabia,'® the identification of “the waters
of Dedan” with this site would be an extreme outlier
compared with the other sites mentioned. One can,
therefore, appreciate Alexander’s statement that “it is
hard to say what precisely these are.”'"* Yet Holscher’s
suggestion of Dodone/Sidodone,'” along the south-

1 The standard Mesopotamian sites may be found in most
Bible atlases, but the maps in the The Helsinki Atlas of the Near East
in the Neo-Assyrian Period (eds S. Parpola and M. Porter; Finland:
Casco Bay Assyriological Institute, 2001) are particularly excel-
lent. For more on the Mebri and Ela mountains cf. Werman,
“gbarn 18p,” 279 n. 32.

1" Or Merv; modern Mary.

192 Holscher, Drei Erdkarten, 69 n. 8. Charles (The Book of Fubilees,
75) must be credited for first putting this identification forward,
albeit tenuously. Hoélscher cited a passage in which Assarhadon
states that he subdued the land of Parnaki. This identification
is followed by Wintermute, “Jubilees,” 74; and Schmidt “Jewish
Representations,” 125.

105 “Dedan,” ABD, 2.121-23. So Charles, The Book of Fubilees,
75.

1% Alexander, “Notes on the ‘Imago Mundi,”” 207-8.

195 Holscher, Drei Erdkarten, 69. The manuscript evidence
disagrees over the spelling of the name. The known forms are
Zdwdmvn, Ziodmvn, Zidavn, Idwddvn, and Awddvn.

ern Persian coast in ancient Carmania, should be
duly considered. This site is mentioned by Arrian, in
his account of Nearchus’s voyage along the Eryth-
rean coast, as “a desolate little region, with nothing
but water and fish,” at which Nearchus temporarily
anchored.'™ This certainly fits well with the descrip-
tion of Jubilees, and is preferable to the biblical site. If
Hoélscher’s identifications of Farnak and the waters of
Dedan are correct, the author of Jubilees must have
had access to sources of considerable detail regarding
the eastern territories of Persia.

Asshur 1s listed next, inheriting “the whole land of
Asshur, Nineveh, Shinar, and Sak as far as the vicinity
of India, (where) the Wadafa River rises” (9.3). Asshur
(i.e. Assyria), Nineveh, and Shinar (i.e. Babylonia) are
well-known sites referring to the central regions of
Mesopotamia.'” Sak, which VanderKam has noted
refers to Scythia,'™ would be somewhere to the north-
east of these regions, in the vicinity of the Caspian
Sea. That the allotment goes “as far as” the region of
India suggests that it moves eastward, up to India’s bor-
der, presumably protruding into part of Elam’s share.
The Wadafa River might be a reference to this border,
although its identification has eluded commentators.'”
The Hydaspes ("Ydaonng) River''? is an attractive
candidate, having several of the phonetic elements
present in the name Wadafa and being situated in the
northwestern region of India. This river was famous
during the Hellenistic and Roman periods as the site
of a major battle between Alexander the Great and an
Indian army during his eastern campaign.''! Judging
by the ensuing descriptions, Asshur’s allotment must
cover the lower-central and eastern parts of Mesopo-
tamia, stretching northeast to the south of the Caspian
Sea, and up to northern India.

Arpachshad receives “all the land of the Chaldean
region to the east of the Euphrates which is close to
the Erythrean Sea; all the waters of the desert as
far as the vicinity of the branch of the sea which
faces Egypt; the entire land of Lebanon, Sanir, and
Amana as far as the vicinity of the Euphrates” (9:4).
This is the first allotment of a grandson in which the
description moves in a definite direction—clockwise.

1% Arrian, Indica 37.8. A helpful map is found in the back of
E. Iliff Robson’s first edition of Arrian (vol. 2) in the Loeb Classical
Library series (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1933).
The revised edition of Brunt no longer contains the map.

17 Cf. Jub. 10:26; Gen 10:10-12.

1% VanderKam, The Book of Jubilees, 2.56.

19 For a survey of views and an argument for this reading see
VanderKam, The Book of Jubilees, 2.56-7.

"% The modern Jhelum.

" See Arrian, Anabasis 5.9-18 (Brunt, LCL).
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The district of Chaldea equates to the lower portion
of Mesopotamia (i.e. south of Babylon),'? dovetail-
ing with Asshur’s portion to the north and Elam’s to
the east. In the Bible it is typically associated with
the city of Ur (Gen 11:28, 31; 15:7). As described in
Jubilees, this region borders the Erythrean Sea on the
south. “All the waters of the desert” may refer either
to oases, as Holscher and Alexander assumed,!'® or to
the water surrounding the land on its coastal borders.'*
In both cases, “the desert” must be a reference to the
Syrian Desert, stretching between Mesopotamia and
the Levant, in addition to the entire Arabian Peninsula
to the south.'”

The “branch of the sea which faces Egypt” is the
most difficult designation in Arpachshad’s territory,
causing Charles to confess “I don’t know what is
meant here.”''® There are two possibilities: 1) The
ancient Sinus Heroopoliticus (modern Red Sea); or
2) the eastern region of the Great Sea, called by
ancient geographers the Sea of Egypt."'” Alexander
asserted that the first interpretation is confirmed by
1QapGen 21.17-19, where Abram states that he hiked
along the Euphrates River and Erythrean Sea, until he
reached “the branch of the Red Sea” (10 0" 1wH).!18
It is true that Abram is retracing Arpachshad’s (and
thereby his own) borders, but Alexander must assume
that the Red Sea (70 0°) and the Egyptian Sea (D
D0"I%N) are one and the same—something that is not
explicit in the text. Given the popular Hellenistic asso-
ciation of the Sea of Egypt with the Great Sea (an
association argued forcefully by Alexander himself ),
it is easy to see why Holscher adopted the second
option.'"” While I agree with Hélscher, the two seas
essentially demarcate the same general arca—the
northern Sinai region.

From here the border moves north and then east,
from Lebanon'® to Sanir'?' and Amana,'* and finally
back to the Euphrates.

12 See “Chaldea,” ABD, 1.886.

15 Holscher, Drei Erdkarten, 70; Alexander, “Notes on the ‘Imago
Mundi,”” 207-8.

"* At least this would be a logical deduction if Hoélscher’s sug-
gestion for “the waters if Dedan” is correct.

5 So Holscher, Drei Erdkarten, 70.

16 Charles, The Book of Fubilees, 76.

17 See Excursus 3, above.

18- Alexander, “Notes on the ‘Imago Mundi,”” 205-6.

19 Holscher, Drei Erdkarten, 70. He suggested that this “also
einschlieflich der Sinaihalbinsel,” which makes good sense given
the earlier descriptions of Shem and Ham.

120 Here perhaps meaning all of ancient Palestine (cf. Jub.
10:29).

121 Biblical Senir and modern Mt. Hermon (cf. Deut 3:8-9).

122 The vicinity of Mt. Amanos, in northern Syria (see below).
All three mountains are also mentioned together in Cant 4:8.

The fourth portion falls to Aram, who receives the
areas north of Asshur and Arpachshad, “the entire
land of Mesopotamia between the Tigris and the
Euphrates to the north of the Chaldeans as far as
the vicinity of the mountain range of Asshur and
the land of Arara” (9:5). That is, those portions of
Mesopotamia not already allotted to Arpachshad
(Chaldea) and Asshur (Asshur, Nineveh, and Shinar),
as well as the regions north of this. The “mountain
range of Asshur” may form a boundary between the
allotments of Aram and Lud (9:6; see below).

Excursus 8: The Mountains of Asshur

There has been a longstanding hypothesis that the Moun-
tains of Asshur in Jub. 8:21 and 9:5-6 and Mount Taurus
(RN )% of 1QapGen 17.10 and 21.16 refer to the
same geographic feature. Avigad and Yadin were the first
to propose that, since both are located in the same general
vicinity by Jubilees and the Genesis Apocryphon, and since
both fall within the sub-allotment of Shem’s son Aram in
the two works,'?* it may be that Jubilees misread the name in
its “Aramaic and Hebrew” sources.'® This might have hap-
pened, argued Avigad and Yadin, if the author of Jubilees
mistakenly read the Aramaic 81 70 (or N RNV)'2 as NV
MNR, or the Hebrew Wi 90 as MWR 77, Garcia Martinez
adopted a firm stance on this issue, declaring that “the
mountains of Asshur can only be Mount Taurus: 81 710
of 1QapGn XVII, 10.”'*" In his opinion, the confusion of the
author of Jubilees could have derived only from Aramaic,
and this provides evidence for his belief that Jubilees and
the Genesis Apocryphon depend on a common, Aramaic
exemplar (i.e. the Book of Noah) at this juncture.' The same
line of argumentation has been taken up by Eshel.'® This is
a debatable claim, since one could argue that the Hebrew
Wi 91 would be more easily mistaken as Mountains of
Asshur than any of the other options presented by Avigad
and Yadin, including the Aramaic X0 0.

A number of factors are left unaccounted for in the above
proposals, and warrant caution regarding their acceptance:
1) Jubilees mentions “mountains” (in the plural), while the
Taurus of the Genesis Apocryphon is a single peak; 2) the
description in 1QapGen 21.16 makes clear that Mount
Taurus 1s to be equated with the mount elsewhere called

Amana has alternatively been identified with the anti-Lebanon
range (cf. Charles, The Book of Fubilees, 72).

% Literally “Mountain of the Bull.”

12 Based on my reading at the end of 1QapGen 17.9 it now
appears that the overlap actually occurs with the Apocryphon’s
description of Lud’s portion.

1% Avigad and Yadin, 4 Genesis Apocryphon, 30. It is now standard
to assume that Jubilees depends only on a Hebrew Untext, and not
an Aramaic one. See VanderKam, The Book of Jubilees, 2.vi—vii.

%6 The phrase I RV is a questionable construal, to say the
least, in terms of grammar.

127 Garcia Martinez, Qumran and Apocalyptic, 40.

128 Assuming Jubilees to otherwise depend on a Hebrew source.

129 Eshel, “The Imago Mundi,” 123.
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Amanus (or “Taurus Amanus”)'® off the northern end of
the Mediterranean coast of Syria (near the Issican Gulf) and
still used in rabbinic literature to mark the northern border
of Israel;"*! 3) Jubilees already has an Amana mountain
(8:21, 9:4), distinct from the Mountains of Asshur, which
appears to be a better candidate to parallel the Apocry-
phon’s Mount Taurus based on the locations described for
cach; 4) the references to the Mountains of Asshur in Jubi-
lees seem to indicate a region further north and east than the
description of Mount Taurus in 1QapGen 21.16, the former
being mentioned primarily alongside Mesopotamian sites;
5) the upper Zagros, or eastern Taurus range, which con-
stitute the Median highlands, are in the area where Jubilees
seems to place the Mountains of Asshur. These mountains
do, in fact, border the northeast edge of Assyria, and are
nearby the Mountains of Ararat (cf. Jub. 8:21). Hence, the
name “Mountains of Asshur” is not incoherent with its
context in Jubilees—a fact that weakens considerably the
allegation of scribal confusion.

While it remains possible that some form of the scribal
confusion hypothesis of Avigad and Yadin, Garcia Martinez,
and Eshel is correct, the above factors demonstrate quite
plausibly that the term Mountains of Asshur in Jubilees
need not be a mistake, but simply represents another range
of mountains further north and east of Mount Taurus in
the Genesis Apocryphon (= Mount Amana in Jubilees).'®
With Alexander, therefore, I identify the Mountains of
Asshur with the eastern Taurus and northwestern Zagros
Mountains (surrounding Lake Van), which are an extension
of the former range into central, modern Kurdistan.'**

The region of Arara'®* abuts these mountains, being
situated around Lake Van between Kurdistan and
Armenia. Aram’s share is described from south to
north.

The final son is Lud, who acquires “the moun-
tain range of Asshur and all that belongs to it until
it reaches the Great Sea and reaches to the east of
his brother Asshur” (9:6). In Jub. 9:5 we read that
Aram’s portion reaches “as far as the vicinity of the
mountain range of Asshur,” but not that it includes
these mountains. Thus, it seems that the southern feet
of these form the boundary between the two shares.
Since Lud’s allotment stretches from the Great Sea
to the east of Asshur’s land, it must run along the
northern borders of the shares of Arpachshad, Aram,
and Asshur to the south. The areas covered by Lud’s
portion are Asia Minor and some of the northerly

130 See Tg Ps.-F 34:7-8 (DIMR ONW); and y. Hallah 4:8.
Amanus is also mentioned by Josephus, Jewish Antiquities 1.130.

131 Avigad and Yadin, 4 Genesis Apocryphon, 30.

12 Zeitlin (“The Dead Sea Scrolls,” 255-56) took this position,
but based it on the dubious claim that “[t|he Book of Jubilees was
written in the pre-Hellenistic period.”

135 Alexander, “Notes on the ‘Imago Mundi,”” 208.

13¢ Biblical Ararat; ancient Urartu.

regions of Asia to the east of it, perhaps ending around
the Caspian Sea.

Jubilees” ordering of the sons of Shem follows
largely the biblical listing (Gen 10:21-31; cf. 1 Chr
1:17). The only difference is an inversion of the last
two sons, Jubilees placing Lud in the last, rather than
penultimate, position. There are no known biblical
variants agreeing with Jubilees’ order, but the same
scheme is found in Josephus’ Antiquities 1.143—44.

4.1.2.3. Japheth’s Sons: 9:7-13

The final son of Noah to subdivide his inherited land
is Japheth.'” The first share falls to Gomer, “eastward
from the north side as far as the Tina River” (9:7).
This description is extremely ambiguous, but from the
surrounding allotments we may gather that it stretches
westward from the Tina, with Magog to the northwest,
and Javan and Tubal to the southwest (likely separated
from Gomer by the lower part of Magog’s portion).
This would roughly equate to modern Russia.

Magog comes next, receiving the land “north of
him [i.e. Gomer]...all the central parts of the north
until it reaches the Me’at Sea” (9:8). This too is a
rather vague report, although mention of the Me’at
Sea suggests that Magog’s portion skirts to the south
of Gomer, in addition to being north (and presum-
ably west) of it. A modern equivalency of Ukraine,
Romania, Hungary, Czechoslovakia, and Poland (i.e.
the central and northern parts of Eastern Europe)
must be approximate modern parallels, granting, of
course, the considerable differences between ancient
and modern maps.

Madai occupies the land “west of his brothers [i.e.
Gomer and Magog]| as far as the islands and the
shores of the islands” (9:9). The designation “west of
his brothers” suggests the basic region of northwestern
Europe, roughly equating to the modern countries
of Germany, Austria, Belgium, the Netherlands, and
northern France. Charles first suggested that the
islands mentioned in this verse are the British Isles.'®
Given that Madai’s portion does not appear to occupy
any part of the southern European coast, this proposal

1% A broader treatment of the geographic territory occupied
by Japheth and his sons in a number of Jewish texts (including
Jubilees) has been done by J. Maier, “Zu ethnographisch-geogra-
phisch Uberlieferungen iiber Japhetiten (Gen 10, 2—4) in frithen
Judentum,” Henoch 13 (1991): 157-194.

136 Charles, The Book of Jubilees, 76. He is followed by Holscher,
Drei Erdkarten, 72; Alexander, “Notes on the ‘Imago Mundi,”” 207;
and Werman, “gHarn 950,” 280 n. 35.
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is quite probable.””” Though brief, the description
moves from east to west.

The fourth share is apportioned to Javan, who
receives “‘every island and the islands that are in the
direction of Lud’s border” (9:10). The words “every
island” cannot literally mean every island in existence,
since we know from elsewhere that islands are appor-
tioned to Shem, Tiras, and Madai.!®® Rather, this must
mean every island within certain geographic param-
eters. The most logical inference is that “every island”
means every island in the Aegean Sea.'™ A further
qualification 1s then added by stating that these include
the islands hugging the coast of Asia Minor, which
belongs to Lud. It is striking, and perhaps significant,
that Javan (i.e. Greece) is not only denied territory in
Asia, but also relegated to small islands only—a point
that will be revisited below.

Tubal receives “the middle of the branch which
reaches the border of Lud’s share as far as the second
branch, and the other side of the second branch into
the third branch” (9:11). Commentators have been
divided as to the meaning of “branch” (or “tongue”;
1WY) in this verse. It must either refer to a peninsula
of land," or a gulf of water."*! The latter is prefer-
able, since the term clearly refers to gulfs elsewhere
in the narrative. The first branch (i.e. the branch
which reaches the border of Lud’s share) is then the
Aegean Sea, the second branch the Adriatic Sea, and
the third branch the Tyrrhenian Sea. If this is correct,
Tubal is allotted the mainland peninsulas of Greece
and Italy, and presumably the lands connecting them
to their north.'?

Next, Meshech is apportioned “all the (region on
the) other side of the third branch until it reaches to

%7 As an addendum to this verse, Jub. 10:35-36 amusingly
recounts that when Madai “saw the land near the sea...it did
not please him.” Instead, he pleaded for a land grant from Elam,
Asshur, and Arpachshad (his wife’s brother), thereby living “in
the land of Mediqin near his wife’s brother until the present.”
This story creatively reconciles Jubilees’ world map with the clear
etymological relationship of Madai to the Near Eastern land of
Media.

%8 Charles (The Book of Fubilees, 77) entertains the possibility
that the first mention of islands in this verse actually refers to
“coastlands,” and not islands.

139 So Holscher, Drei Erdkarten, 72; and Alexander, “Notes on
the ‘Imago Mundi,’” 207.

0 So Charles, The Book of Fubilees, 77. Charles states that a
“tongue” in Jubilees can be “either promontory of land, or bay,”
in the notes published with his later translation, The Book of Jubilees
(1917), 73 n. 8.

"1 So Holscher, Drei Erdkarten, 72; Alexander, “Notes on the
‘Imago Mundi,”” 205; and apparently Schmidt, “Jewish Repre-
sentations,” 122, map 1.

2 E.g. modern Albania, Montenegro, Bosnia and Herzegovina,
Croatia, and Slovenia.

the east of Gadir” (9:12). That is, southern France,
Spain, and Portugal. The shares of Javan, Tubal, and
Meshech are described from east to west, correspond-
ing to the east to west description of Gomer, Magog,
and Madai’s portions in the north.

The last son to whom Japheth allots land is Tiras.
His inheritance amounts to “the four large islands
within the sea which reaches Ham’s share” (9:13).
Precisely which islands constitute “the four large
islands” has been a matter of some debate. All agree
that they must include Corsica, Sardinia, and Sicily,
but the fourth has been variously taken as Cyprus,'*
Malta,'** and Crete.!*®

The confusion here is doubtless connected to the
following aside in the last bit of Tiras’s description,
“The islands of Kamaturi emerged by lot for Arpach-
shad’s children as an inheritance.” Charles put this sen-
tence in brackets, believing it to be an interpolation.'*
Whether he is correct or not, it is understandable
why the original author, or a later redactor, wanted to
clarify this issue in light of the earlier statement that
Shem received “the islands of Caphtor” (8:21) as part
of his allotment.

Excursus 9: The Islands of Caphtor/Kamatur:

Two key issues must be resolved to reach a decision on the
identity of these islands: 1) to which islands do “the islands
of Caphtor” in 8:21 refer?; 2) are “the islands of Caphtor”
and “the islands of Kamaturi” synonymous? Beginning
with Charles, the second question has been unanimously
answered affirmatively, such that the identification of Caph-
tor may also be applied to Kamaturi with some confidence
(and vice versa) if not complete certainty.'*” Unfortunately,
this does not aid in the geographic identification of Caph-
tor/Kamaturi. Charles noted that Caphtor 1s linked to
Cappadocia, north of Syria in Asia Minor, by several of the
Targums and the Peshitta.'*® This is easily ruled out, since
here we find Gaphtor/Kamaturi referring to an island, or a
group of islands, as in Jer 47:4."*% Charles opts for the island
of Crete, although he admits that modern commentators

145 Charles, The Book of Fubilees, 74, 77. Wintermute (“Jubilees,”
75) seems to agree with this.

" Holscher, Drei Erdkarten, 72.

15 Alexander, “Notes on the ‘Tmago Mundi,’” 206—7; Werman,
“gharn 180, 280 n. 37.

146 Charles, The Book of Fubilees, 77. VanderKam does not fol-
low him.

7 See especially Charles, The Book of Fubilees, 77; and Winter-
mute, “Jubilees,” 75. It should be noted that in some scribal hands
of Aramaic(/Hebrew) script peh and mem could be quite easily
confused. Taking this into consideration one can see a considerable
similarity in the phonology of the two toponyms.

148 Charles, The Book of Fubilees, 72.

49 The Jeremiah passage reads 7iR92 *R. It is possible that
in Jubilees the phrase was originally intended to be singular (i.e.
“the island of Caphtor”) as in Jeremiah. If the original Hebrew of
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have linked Caphtor to a number of sites, including Cilicia,
Cyprus, Crete, or Cooptos (a city in the upper Thebaid)."°
Hoélscher, Berger, and Wintermute agree that the island is
Crete,”! but Alexander is certain that “Cyprus must be one
of these.” Schmidt withholds judgment, merely listing
Crete and Cyprus as possibilities, while Caquot makes the
unlikely suggestion that the islands of Kamaturi refer to the
Aegean islands along the coast of Asia Minor."® It seems
most logical to understand Caphtor/Kamaturi as a refer-
ence to Cyprus, since it is the nearest to Shem’s allotment.
However, the possibilities that both Cyprus and Crete, or
Crete alone, are meant cannot be absolutely excluded. While
I find Cyprus’s physical location a strong argument for its
identification with Caphtor/Kamaturi in Jubilees, the matter
must remain unresolved in the absence of further evidence.
Of course, the fourth great island of Tiras must remain
equally obscure. If Caphtor/Kamaturi refers to Cyprus, it
must be Crete. If Shem receives Crete instead, then Cyprus
must belong to Tiras. If; however, both Crete and Cyprus
are meant, then Holscher’s proposal of Malta may be pos-
sible (although I find this a far less likely option).

4.1.3. Summary: Jubilees’ Dwision of the Earth

When read in tandem with chapter 10:27-35, Jub. 8-9
reveals a creative marriage of the Table of Nations
from Gen 10, the Ionian world map, and Jubilees’
apologetic desire to provide the Israelites (i.e. the
descendents of Arpachshad) a legitimate claim to the
biblical “land of Canaan”—i.e. the eventual land of
Israel. Schmidt suggests that this melange emerged
as the result of an inter-Israelite conflict regarding
the growing trend of Jewish openness toward Hel-
lenization, with Jubilees advocating a conservative,
anti-Hellenizing stance."”* While this may partially
account for Jubilees’ concern, it seems likely that Jubi-
lees 1s also making a claim on the land vis-a-vis foreign
occupation. The laughably small allotment of Javan
(l.e. Greece) in particular suggests that the Greeks may
be the targets of such a claim. This would fit well with
the standard opinion that Jubilees was written in the
midst of the Maccabean revolt against the Seleucids.'”
Thus, not only is Jubilees taking a stand against pro-

Jubilees was written N8 "R, as Charles assumed, the first word
could have then been translated as either singular or plural.

10 Cf. “Caphtor,” ABD 1.869-70.

1 Holscher, Drei Erdkarten, 69; Berger, Das Buch der Jubiliean;
Wintermute, “Jubilees,” 75.

12 Alexander, “Notes on the ‘Imago Mundi,”” 206.

% Schmidt, “Jewish Representations,” 124; Caquot, Annuaire
du Collége de France (1980-81): 508-9. These Aegean islands are,
however, clearly given to Javan earlier.

% Schmidt, “Naissance d’une géographie juive,” 26-30; idem,
“Jewish Representation,” 132-33.

%5 On the date of Jubilees see the excursus in Chapter 1,
15-16.

Hellenistic Israelites, but also against those modern
Canaanites, the Greeks, who possess the audacity to
usurp a land not their own in explicit contradiction of
divine mandate."® This apologetic could be (and was)
easily appropriated by others, such as the Essenes or
later Christian groups, who viewed themselves as the
true remnant of Israel—i.e. the rightful heirs of the
Promised Land.

Jubilees’ heavy dependence on the Ionian world
map is obvious in its division of the world into three
parts by way of the Tina and Gihon rivers, as well as
many of the other sites employed. If the identifications
of Karas with Icarus/Caria, Afra/Fara with Pharos,
and the Egyptian Sea with the eastern Mediterranean
are correct, then this dependence on Hellenistic geog-
raphy is underscored even further. Jubilees’ strict focus
on geographic regions (and not on ethnic or linguistic
developments), as well as its division schema (first
among Noah’s sons and then among his grandsons)
are additional factors setting this account apart from
its biblical exemplar.

4.2. GENESIS APOCRYPHON 16—17

Noah’s division of the earth in the Genesis Apocry-
phon is woefully fragmentary, and as a result many
issues are less clear than in Jubilees. Perhaps it is for
this reason that some scholars dealing with the division
of the earth in early Judaism merely gesture toward
these columns as an obvious parallel to Jubilees, pre-
sumably with little of interest to offer on its own."’
Despite the scroll’s incomplete nature, this is certainly
not the case. It is true that 1QapGen 16—17 follow the
same general structure as Jubilees, Noah first dividing
the world into three sections among his sons, who in
turn distribute their respective shares among their own
sons. This remains one of the most striking parallels
between the two accounts. In addition, there is signifi-
cant overlap in the major landmarks used to delineate
territories from one another, attesting to a common
dependence on the tripartite Ionian mappa mundi.

In the following commentary I will make frequent
reference back to Jubilees, summarizing some of the
more interesting points of comparison and contrast
at the end of the chapter. For more detailed explana-

156 Cf. Alexander, “Jerusalem as the Omphalos of the World,”
106-7.

17" A representative example may be found in Scott, Geography
in Early Judaism, 28, 36. Of course, this is understandable given
the relatively recent publication of these columns.
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tions of individual readings the textual notes may be
consulted.

4.2.1. Noal’s Division among fus Sons: Genesis
Apocryphon 16

4.2.1.1. Japheth’s Portion: 16.5-12

Our first glimpses of Noah’s distribution are joined
already in progress, and we are immediately faced
with difficulties in reading the text and contextualizing
the places mentioned. It is clear, nevertheless, that
the account begins midway through a description of
Japheth’s allotment. Line 9 begins, “of the sea that is
between them; source of (the) Mahaq (PPR), up to
the Tina [R]iver. It then passes as a spring ("V2) the
length of the whole land of the north, in its entirety,
until it reaches (the) source of ...” (16.9-10).

Several words in these lines have fostered debate and
confusion. The first word of line 9 has been read by
some as “branch” (RIWY) or “branches” (R1WY), which
is a geographic term used elsewhere in both Jubilees
and the Genesis Apocryphon, although it does not
occur in Jubilees’ description of Japheth’s share. The
other word that has drawn attention is what many have
read as J"V3, and which has been transcribed by some
both in the centre of line 9 (= my PNN) and again
near its end (= my "W2). There are good palaeographic
reasons to believe that neither 87/RIWY nor Y2 is
correct, but taken together they have generated some
theories that deserve to be addressed briefly.

Esther Eshel has recently argued that the term "Y2
in the Genesis Apocryphon is an alternate name for
the Euphrates River, which is elsewhere called by the
expected N8 (1 QapGen 16.16; 17.12, 14[?]; 21.12,
17 bis, 28).1% Eshel based her argument in part on
an enigmatic geographic reference to a certain 021
in Isa 11:15—a term that has frustrated exegetes for
centuries. Paired with her transcription of “branches”
or “bays” at the beginning of the line, she proposed
that, in contrast to Jubilees, the Genesis Apocryphon
allots Japheth the majority of Asia Minor, up to the
"2 (her Euphrates River) and then back to the Tina
River. Hence, the division of the earth in the Genesis
Apocryphon stands closer at this point to its “parallel”
account in Josephus than to Jubilees.

A serious difficulty with this interpretation is its
il fit with the rest of 1QapGen 16-17, in which it

158 Fshel, “Isaiah 11:15,” 38-45; idem, “The Imago Mundi,”
114-115.

is relatively clear that 1) Japheth receives only land
north of the Tina River (17.16); 2) Shem is granted
the “waters of the Tina River” (16.15); and 3) Lud
is apportioned Asia Minor, as in Jubilees (17.9-10).
Another problem is a comparison with Josephus’
account, which is clearly driven by different motives.
Of course, most decisive are the paleographic prob-
lems mentioned above, which Eshel fails to address
despite disagreement over the first instance of "ya
in the editions."

As the passage 1s transcribed in the present edition,
several terms used in Jubilees’ description of Japheth’s
portion are also discernible in the Genesis Apocry-
phon. While the “sea that is between them” is difficult
to pinpoint, it is apparently linked to the “source of
the Mahaq,” which is equivalent to the outer Mauq
Sea in Jubilees.'® From here the border reaches “up to
the Tina River,” indicating that the border is progress-
ing in a clockwise direction—the opposite of Jubilees.
“[T]he whole land of the north, in its entirety” may
then refer to the land bordering the Tina, on its
northern bank—i.e. the lands of Gomer and Magog.'"!
Indeed, 17.16 later records that Gomer’s portion lies
“in the north, until it reaches the Tina River.” The
word "V preceding this phrase makes the best sense
as a geographic adverb, based on either the meaning
“sight” or “spring” for the word P'p.'*

In 16.11 the description of Japheth’s share con-
cludes, stating that “this boundary crosses the waters
of the Great Sea until it reaches Ga[de]ra...”. Here
again we see a significant difference in relation to
Jubilees, which ends at the northeastern end of the
Tina River. Like Jubilees, however, this description
does traverse the Great Sea, apparently including a
large portion of it within Japheth’s lot.

Though many questions must remain unanswered
regarding Japheth’s share in the Genesis Apocryphon,
it is clear that, as in Jubilees, his portion includes the
land of the north and employs the Tina River as a
major border. Unlike Jubilees, the portion is described
in a clockwise direction, and uses Gadera as its point
of origin and termination. The description ends
by stating that “...Noah divided by lot for Japheth

19 The first letter is transcribed as a mem by Garcia Martinez
and Tigchelaar and Beyer.

160 See the textual note. My reading PP is similar to that
found in a Syriac Chronicle quoting Jubilees at this point (sass;
cl. VanderKam, The Book of Jubilees, 2.53-54 n. to 8:21).

181 Alternatively, it may refer to the general situation of Japheth’s
portion in its entirety. This seems less likely, however, based on
this line’s placement in the description.

192 See the textual notes.
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and his sons to inherit as an eternal inheritance”

(16.12).

4.2.1.2. Shem’s Portion: 16.14-25

Although the parchment comprising the middle of
col. 16 is relatively well preserved, the script itself is
badly deteriorated and fragmentary due to the cor-
rosive traits of the ink. Still, a number of toponyms
remain legible and give some idea of how these lines
compare to the description of Jubilees. 1QapGen
16.14 begins, “To Shem fell the second lot, for him
and his sons to inherit...” That Shem receives the
second share indicates that Japheth’s lot falls first in
the earth’s division, and that Ham is the last to receive
his share. This order ( Japheth-Shem-Ham) stands in
stark contrast to the more expected order found in
Jubilees (Shem-Ham-Japheth).

The first extant geographic detail of this section
is the mention of “the waters of this Tina River”
(16.15), which emerge and then progress to a now
lost destination. Jub. 8:12 also includes the Tina very
near the beginning of its description, although only
after naming the Rafa Mountains and “the source
of the water” of this river. It is unclear whether the
Apocryphon listed these features, but it is probable
that some description of the upper Tina and its source
preceded the present mention of the river, since the
phrase “this Tina River” seems to assume an anteced-
ent reference.'®

Following a half line of illegible text we find a
second reference to the Tina River, and then, after
another short break, to “the Maeota Sea (RNRA ©F), 1%
which reaches. .. the gulf of the Great Salt Sea. This
boundary goes by line of sight to the waters of this
gulf, which...” (16.16-17). Again, Jubilees provides a
similar description, moving from the outer edges of
the earth to the Me’at Sea and then into “the bosom
of the branch that faces southward” (Jub. 8:12—-13)
by way of the Tina River. It is clear that both texts
use the Tina to describe the border between Shem
and Japheth, and that the descriptions run the same
direction and employ like landmarks. The general simi-
larities, however, break down somewhat in the details.
Beyond probably not mentioning the Rafa Mountains,'”
the Apocryphon uses a form for the Maeotian Sea

18 This may, in fact, be one argument against the reconstruction
of Morgenstern, Qimron, and Sivan (and followed by Fitzmyer) at
the end of 16.14, which I have followed for the time being

1% The ancient Maeotis (Gk. Mou@dtig), equivalent to Jubilees’
Me’at Sea.

19 Based on available space at the end of 1QapGen 16.14.

that 1s morphologically closer to its Greek exemplar
Moudtig than the Me’at of Jubilees. Additionally, the
Apocryphon names the Great Salt Sea,'® rather than
the more expected Great Sea of Jub. 8:12. Mention
of the gulf of this sea directly after the Maeotis in
the Apocryphon shows that the author considered the
Great Sea to extend through the Pontus Euxinus, as
in Strabo and Jubilees.'®’

The next recognizable landmark is “the gulf of the
sea that faces toward Eg[yp]t” (16.18). Though lack of
context precludes certainty, this gulf’ probably refers
to either the entire eastern end of the Mediterranean
Sea (i.e. the Egyptian Sea of Hellenistic geographers),
or to a smaller gulf comprising only part of the Medi-
terranean (e.g. the Aegean, Pamphylian, or Issican/
Myriandric gulfs). In my opinion, the second option is
more likely, in which case this gulf equates to Jubilees’
“Branch of the Egyptian Sea” (8:14).'°® If this is the
case, the two accounts describe the same feature in a
slightly different manner.

Unfortunately, this is the last reference of any sub-
stance in Shem’s portion. The remaining seven lines
are too disintegrated to read with any certainty, but
do reveal that at line 18 the account is still less than
half finished, being roughly eleven and a half lines
long.'® It is plain that, like Jubilees, the Genesis
Apocryphon’s description moves counterclockwise on
the map. Despite the regular inconsistency in details
between the two accounts, a number of the same
landmarks are employed.

4.2.1.3. Ham’s Portion: 16.26ff

There are several indicators that a description of
Ham’s portion begins at line 26: 1) mention of Shem
receiving the “second lot” in 1QapGen 16.14, which
is preceded by Japheth’s allotment; 2) the presence of
a large vacat midway through 16.25; and 3) convinc-
ing remains of the word Dﬂ51, “And to Ham,” at the
beginning of 16.26."° Unfortunately, there is almost

1% This is apparently another way to refer to the Great Sea,
or Mediterranean, based on the later appellation “this Great Sea
of salt” (RM51 ™7 17 827 8% in 1QapGen 21.16, which clearly
speaks of the Mediterranean. The Mediterranean is simply called
the Great Sea (R27 R81Y) in 21.11-16. Cf. Fitzmyer, The Genesis
Apocryphon, 172.

167 See n. 25, above.

168 Cf. Excursus 3, above.

1 The lines in this column are irregularly short for the scroll
due to its placement at the end of a sheet of parchment (cf. also
col. 22). In a typical column the section would be closer to nine
or ten lines long

70 This reading is also tentatively suggested by Eshel, “The
Imago Mundi,” 114 n. 16.
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nothing legible remaining of this section, save a clear
gimel in line 27, which may well begin the name Gihon.
Based on the preceding descriptions, we would not
expect this description to be longer than ten to twelve
lines (and probably shorter, given the typical disinterest
in the Hamites and their allotments), situating us near
the end of the column.

4.2.2. The Subdivision among Noah’s Grandsons:
Genesis Apocryphon 17

4.2.2.1. Ham’s Sons?

Although the first five lines of col. 17 are completely
missing, there are a number of reasons to believe that
they once contained a description of Ham’s distribu-
tion of his share among his sons: 1) as suggested above,
the account of Ham’s portion likely ended around the
end of col. 16; 2) the division of Shem’s lot among
his sons begins in 17.7, and is preceded by a half-line
vacat, leaving at least six lines of text unaccounted
for at the top of the column; 3) a review of the allot-
ments of Japheth, Shem, and Ham, while plausible,
would likely not have taken up six lines; 4) Japheth’s
distribution among his sons in 17.16—19 takes up less
than four full lines; 5) placing Ham first would create a
chiastic relationship with the preceding list of Japheth-
Shem-Ham. It is also worth recalling that Jubilees’
description of Ham’s sons is very brief. Considering
that Ham has three less sons than Japheth, it is quite
likely that the last lines of col. 16 and the beginning
lines of col. 17 contained both a review of the land
distributed to Noah’s three sons, and the subdivision
of Ham’s share.

4.2.2.2. Shem’s Sons: 17.7—15

The subdivision of Shem’s lot among his sons is rela-
tively well preserved. The list begins much like Jubilees,
stating that “Shem divided his [po]rtion between his
sons” (17.7)."" The first son to receive an allotment
is Elam, “in the north, along the waters of the Tigris
River, until it reaches the Erythrean Sea, to its source
which is in the north” (17.7-8). While both the Tigris
and Erythrean Sea are cited in Jubilees, the Genesis
Apocryphon’s account is much shorter and less pre-
cise, never mentioning such exotic sites as India, the
mountains of Mebri and Ela, or Farnak. We also read
nothing of the Tina River for the allotment’s northern
border, as in Jub. 9:2. Although we gain a far less exact

71 Jub. 9:2 reads, “Shem, too, divided (his share) among his

sons.”

picture of Elam’s lot from the Genesis Apocryphon
than from Jubilees, the same basic area seems to be
in view. In general, it comprises everything east of the
Tigris River, from the Erythrean Sea in the south to
the Tina in the north. Both accounts jump from place
to place, but appear do so in a similar pattern, moving
from the Tigris down to the Erythrean Sea, and then
back up toward the north.

The portion of Asshur follows in 1QapGen 17.8,
“And affter him] there fell to Asshur (the area) toward
the west, until it reaches the Tigris...”'”* No more than
a few words can follow this mention of the Tigris,
showing that again this description is much shorter
and far more schematic than that of Jubilees. All that
we can gather from the Apocryphon is that Asshur’s
share is west of Elam, and that it involves the Tigris
River. This, of course, lines up well geographically
with the description of Jub. 9:3, although there we
hear nothing about being “to the west” of Elam, or
the Tigris River.

The third distribution falls “to Aram the land that
is between the two rivers until it reaches the peak of
Mount Ar[arat], in that region” (17.9). When paired
with the following allotment of Arpachshad, it appears
that this refers to the middle and upper regions of
Mesopotamia, continuing north into modern Kurd-
istan and Armenia. Jub. 9:5 is again longer than
the Apocryphon,'” and differs in the sites chosen to
describe the allotment. While it lists “the mountain
range of Asshur” in the north, here we appear to
have Mount Ararat instead.'” In addition, Jubilees
employs the Tigris, Euphrates, and land of Chaldea
to demarcate the specific area of Mesopotamia being
referred to. Despite these differences, the geographic
area described by both texts is once again the same,
with both narratives moving from south to north.

Next, to Lud “fell this Mount Taurus. This portion
passes to the west until it reaches Magog; everything
al[ong] the gulf...that is in the Eastern Sea, in the
north, adjoining this gulf—that which is above the three
portions to its south” (17.10—-11). Here we surprisingly
find a significantly longer and dissimilar description
than that provided by the author of Jubilees. Mount
Taurus (or Taurus Amanus; lit. “Mount of the Ox”)

172 In col. 17 of the Genesis Apocryphon the word 79121 “and
after him” commonly (but not always) signals the next apportion-
ment to be listed. For this reason, the inclusion of this part of line
8 within Elam’s portion is to be rejected (cf. Fitzmyer, The Genesis
Apocryphon, 967, 173—4).

173 Although by less of a margin than with most other por-
tions.

17" Some have read my Mt. Ararat as the mountains of Asshur
based upon Jubilees, but this is doubtful. See the textual notes.



124 CHAPTER FOUR

is situated near the border between northern Syria
and Cilicia in southern Asia Minor, and constitutes
a standard landmark used elsewhere to distinguish
between the regions to its north and south.'”” The
“Eastern Sea, in the north,” must refer to the Caspian
Sea, which would be expected near Lud’s eastern fron-
tier.'’® This is confirmed by the mention of Magog,
who receives a portion that would border this area in
Jub. 9:8 (the Genesis Apocryphon is too vague to be
sure where Magog’s portion lies). That a “branch” is
referred to may hint that the author of the Genesis
Apocryphon understood the Caspian to be an inlet
of the outer Ocean River,'”” but this is not certain.'”®
The final statement that Lud’s share sits “above the
three portions to its south,” indicates that his share
runs along the tops of three allotments directly south
of it. These must be Asshur, Aram, and Arpachshad.
As in Jubilees, Lud receives Asia Minor and the land
northeast of it, but in the Genesis Apocryphon this
area is explained in an entirely different way. Interest-
ingly, despite their differences both accounts appear to
begin with a point somewhere in the middle of the
allotment and then move first to the west, and then
toward the east.

The final description is that of Arpachshad, which
stands apart from the others because of its added
length. His section begins, “un[til] it reaches to...
which turns to the south; the entire land irrigated

175 CGf. Excursus 8, above.

176 Eshel (“The Imago Mundi,” 123) considers the Eastern Sea to
be the Sea of Azov, or ancient Lake Maeotis, and goes on to argue
that this demonstrates the Genesis Apocryphon’s dependence on
a more traditional form of the Ionian map, which had Delphi at
its center (rather than Jerusalem, as in Jubilees). It is difficult to see
how this should be the case since, as Alexander has already noted
(“Notes on the ‘Imago Mundi,’” 206), an Eastern Sea exists in
Jubilees that quite clearly refers to the modern Caspian, and which
would fall along Lud’s portion. In addition, the name “Maeota
Sea” (RDVRN O') may now be read with relative certainty in
1QapGen 16.16. This sea, not the Eastern Sea, would then equate
to the Sea of Azov (Lake Macotis), and Jubilees’ Me’at Sea.

177 Alexander (“Notes on the Tmago Mundi,’” 206) argues
that in Jubilees the Eastern Sea cannot be connected to the outer
waters because of the east-west orientation of the Tina River (but
cf. Excursus 1, above). This is questionable, but would line up with
the descriptions of some Hellenistic geographers (e.g. Hecataeus
and Eratosthenes). The seemingly more common view among
Ionian-dependent geographers (e.g. Strabo, Arrian, and Pseudo-
Aristotle) was that the Caspian was open on its northeastern end
to the outer sea, thereby forming a large gulf. This is still seen
on the famous late 13th century Hereford Mappa Mundi, or the
late 14th century Higden world map. If, indeed, Jubilees and the
Genesis Apocryphon disagreed on this point (which I find doubtful)
it would be of no mean importance. However, any such difference
is impossible to demonstrate at present.

178" Alternatively, the branch may be the Aegean Sea, but this
would require a significant leap in the description, from the
Aegean to the Caspian within one or two words. This seems a
less likely option.

by the Euphrates, and all...” (17.11-12). The “land
irrigated by the Euphrates” is a technical reference
to southern Mesopotamia, approximately from Hit
southward,'” and is equivalent to Jubilees’ “Chaldean
region to the east of the Euphrates” (9:4). The follow-
ing line continues, “...a[l]l of the valleys and plains
that are between them, and the coastlands that are
within this gulf; all...un[til] it reaches...” Where
precisely the “valleys and plains” are located is unsure,
though an identification somewhere within the Levant
should be expected. The “coastlands” (XR'R) that lay in
the bosom of this gulf are likely the modern (north-
ern) Sinai, Israeli, Lebanese, and Syrian seacoasts,
but may alternatively refer to an “island” lying at the
cast edge of the “gulf” of the Mediterranean (i.e.
the Egyptian Sea). The first option is strengthened
considerably by the fact that a different, more tech-
nical word for “island” (RMIRAI) is used later in this
column (17.17).1%

The last extant segment of Arpachshad’s share
reads, “to Amana, which abuts Mount Ararat, and
(from) Amana until it reaches the Eupl[hrates |...”
(17.14). Amana is also mentioned (along with Leba-
non and Senir) toward the end of Jubilees’ account of
Arpachshad’s land. This region could be linked either
to Mount (Taurus) Amanus, in northern Syria next
to the Issican Gulf, or with the biblical district in the
vicinity of the Amana River (modern Nahr Barada),
which runs from the Anti-Lebanon mountain range
through Damascus. The following reference to Mount
Ararat, as well as the placements of Mount Taurus
and Amana in the Genesis Apocryphon and Jubilees,
argues strongly for adopting the former option. This
also advocates a southerly location for Mount Ararat,
in modern Kurdistan. As in Jubilees, the Euphrates is
among the last toponyms mentioned.

Arpachshad’s portion is among the most similar in
comparison with Jubilees. Both accounts are roughly
the same length, follow a clockwise direction, and list a
number of the same sites. Despite this general resem-

79 See the article by W. S. LaSor, “Euphrates,” in the Infer-
national Standard Bible Encyclopedia (4 vols; eds G. W. Bromiley
et al.; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1980), 2.202-204. Mesopotamia
is divisible into three basic regions—upper, middle, and lower.
The lower region was distinguished in antiquity by an impres-
sive network of irrigation ditches ciphering water away from the
Euphrates and enabling a productive environment for agriculture;
hence, the “land irrigated by the Euphrates.” This region was
also regularly inundated by flooding from the Euphrates during
the rainy season, which may also be partially responsible for the
designation here.

180 If an island is meant (which I find unlikely), then Cyprus
is certainly the best candidate. This would shed some new light
on questions about the islands of Caphtor/Kamaturi in Jubilees
(cf. Excursus 9, above).
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blance, however, there remain stark differences in word-
ing and description, such as their entirely unrelated
ways of defining the region of southern Mesopotamia.

4.2.2.3. FJapheth’s Sons: 17.16-19

The entire subdivision of Japheth’s portion between his
sons 1s, not surprisingly, more succinct than the version
in Jubilees. To Gomer, the first to receive his share,
fell “(an area) in the north, until it reaches the Tina
River” (17.16). This description is strikingly similar to
Jub. 9:8, which adds only that Gomer received what
is “eastward” in the north.

The next two sons are simply listed without further
elaboration: “And after him [i.e. Gomer] to Magog,
and after him to Madai” (17.16-17). Since we find
that Gomer is placed next to the Tina, we may
assume that, like Jubilees, the author of the Genesis
Apocryphon understands these allotments to be mov-
ing consecutively toward the west. Jubilees, however,
expands considerably upon both shares.

Javan comes next, receiving “all the islands that are
alongside Lud, and (that) between the gulf th[at] is
n[ex|t to Lud and the [se]cond gu[lf].” The words
“every island” mirror exactly the phrase in Jubilees, but
in this portion is also found one of the most intriguing
differences between Jubilees and the Genesis Apocry-
phon. While the former allots Javan only the Aegean
Islands, it is clear that the Apocryphon assigns him
the mainland of Greece as well—i.e. the land lying
between “the gulf that is next to Lud” (the Aegean
Sea) and “the second gulf” (the Adriatic Sea). Fitzmyer,
basing himself on Jubilees, has understood “the sec-
ond gulf” to go along with the following word 53315
“to Tubal,” thereby leaving Lud with only islands as
in Jub. 9:10. However, we have no other instance in
cols. 16—17 of a site related to one of Noah’s sons or
grandsons being listed before he is named. Considering
a probable second mention of “the second gulf” at
the beginning of 17.18, it is quite certain that every-
thing preceding 93115 belongs within the portion of
Javan. As in Jubilees, the reference to Lud’s share
in describing the Aegean Islands demonstrates that
Lud (and, therefore, Shem) has already received all
of Asia Minor.'"!

Tubal’s abrupt description consists of three Aramaic
words: “that which is across [the] second g[ulf]”
(17:17-18). Here too there is a discrepancy with Jubi-
lees, linked to the disagreement over Javan’s lot. While

81 As opposed to the view of Eshel, “The Imago Mundi of the
Genesis Apocryphon,” 115-116, 129; and “Isaiah 11:15,” 38-45.

in Jubilees’ lengthier account Tubal is apportioned
both mainland Greece and Italy, here he receives
Italy alone—i.e. that lying to the west of the Adriatic.
However, despite disagreeing with the scope of Tubal’s
share, Jub. 9:11 contains a phrase remarkably similar
to that of the Genesis Apocryphon, “...and the other
side of the second branch into the third branch.”

Of the last two sons, very little legible text remains.
It is clear that Meshech is listed after Tubal, although
only his name is preserved. His description was quite
short—probably four to seven words—and likely
mentioned “the third gulf” (the Tyrrhenian Sea) and
Gadir, as in Jub. 9:12.

Not even the name of Tiras is extant, although he
is undoubtedly the last son to be listed, both by default
(his is the only share not yet described) and based on
the traditional order employed by Genesis and Jubi-
lees. His account may include reference to the four
islands mentioned in Jub. 9:13, since his description
appears to conclude with a reference to “[the por|tion
of the sons of Ham,” as in Jubilees. It is worth noting
that there does not seem to be room in the Genesis
Apocryphon for Jubilees’ additional reminder that the
“islands of Kamaturi” emerged as the inheritance of
Arpachshad.

A basic parallel in structure may be observed
between the subdivisions among Japheth’s sons in the
Genesis Apocryphon and Jubilees. Beyond using the
same order of names, both texts describe the allot-
ments in two stages: first, from east to west in the
north of Europe, and then once again from east to
west in southern Europe.

By all appearances the listing of the shares of
Japheth’s sons ends the body of the earth’s division
in the Genesis Apocryphon, although it would likely
have been followed by a summary section reviewing
the actions taken and solemnizing the occasion with
the taking of oaths (cf. Jub. 9:14—15). The probability
of a summary is strengthened by the scant text that
survives in the following lines, and by a vacat four and
a half lines after the end of Japheth’s subdivision.
Unfortunately, from 17.25 until the text can be read
again in col. 19 the manuscript is completely illegible.
If extant, we would likely read of the dispersion of
peoples at the Tower of Babel and the fulfilment of
Canaan settling in the land rightfully apportioned to
Arpachshad (cf. Jub. 10:18-34), foreseen in Noah’s ear-
lier dream. Perhaps it even included the resettlement
of Madai in the region of Mesopotamia, as in Jub.
10:35-36.
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4.2.3. Summary: The Genesis Apocryphon’s Division of the
Earth and Its Relation to Jubilees

Having examined the accounts of the earth’s appor-
tionment in Jubilees and the Genesis Apocryphon,
we are now in a better position to make some com-
parative observations. To begin with, the similarities
between the two texts are striking, and compellingly
demonstrate that they are based on nearly identical
exegetical approaches to Gen 10. These similarities
only add weight to the widely held notion that the two
works are related to each other in some way—an idea
advocated even before Avigad and Yadin by Albright
and Trever. Some of the most obvious examples of
this connection are:

1. The basic, two-fold literary structure of an initial
division by Noah and a secondary division by his
three sons

2. Shared geographic terminology based on the
Ionian world map and not present in Gen 10, such

as “gulf/branch,”'® the Tina River, the Gihon
River, the Maeota/Me’at Sea, the Eastern Sea, the
Mahaq/Mauq Sea, etc.

3. Use of the Tina and Gihon rivers as borders
between the three continents

4. Similar formulae at the beginning and end of each
section in the first division, among Noah’s sons

5. The basic correspondence between the geographic
territories received by each son and grandson

6. The common apologetic background of both works,
which promotes the pre-Canaanite possession of the
Levant by the Shemite ancestors of the Israelites,
not the Hamites

These strong resemblances make it simply untenable to
maintain that the Apocryphon and Jubilees represent
completely independent exegetical traditions.

Alongside these shared traits, however, a host of
noteworthy differences emerge. Perhaps most striking
is divergence over the order in which some of Noah’s
sons and grandsons are presented. These are laid out
in the following chart:

Table 1. The Order of the Earth’s Division in the Genesis Apocryphon and Jubilees

1QapGen 16-17

Fubilees 8:6-9:15

Genesis 10

Noah’s Sons
Japheth (°—16.12)
Shem (16.14-25)
Ham (16.26-7)

Ham’s Sons
[Cush]
[Egypt]
[Put]

[Canaan]

Shem’s Sons

Elam (17.7-8)

Asshur (17.8)

Aram (17.9)

Lud (17.9-11)
Arpachshad (17.11-14)

Japheth’s Sons
Gomer (17.16)
Magog (17.16)
Madai (17.17)
Javan (17.17)
Tubal (17.17-18)
Meshech (17.18)
[Tiras] (17.18-19)

Noal'’s Sons

Noal’s Sons

Shem (8:11-21) Japheth
Ham (8:22-24) Ham
Japheth (8:25—29) Shem
Ham’s Sons Ham’s Sons
Cush (9:1) Cush
Egypt (9:1) Egypt

Put (9:1) Put
Canaan (9:1) Canaan
Shem’s Sons Shem’s Sons
Elam (9:2) Elam
Asshur (9:3) Asshur
Arpachshad (9:4) Arpachshad
Aram (9:5) Lud

Lud (9:6) Aram
Japheth’s Sons Japheth’s Sons
Gomer (9:8) Gomer
Magog (9:8) Magog
Madai (9:9) Madai
Javan (9:10) Javan
Tubal (9:11) Tubal
Meshech (9:12) Meshech
Tiras (9:13) Tiras

182 This is seen especially in a common use of the terms first
gulf] second gulf, and third gulf to speak of the Aegean, Adriatic,
and Tyrrhenian Seas and to distinguish between the allotments
of Japheth’s sons Javan, Tubal, and Meshech.
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When placed beside each other in this way two
major discrepancies in sequence are evident. The first
occurs in the initial section dealing with Noah’s sons,
where the Apocryphon, Jubilees, and Genesis each
employ a different order. The second is in the succes-
sion Asshur-Aram-Lud-Arpachshad in the subdivision
of Shem’s sons, again with three different arrange-
ments represented.'™ The question to be asked is
whether these differences are of any real significance,
or are simply arbitrary. In this case it i3 quite plain
that both the Genesis Apocryphon and Jubilees are
organized according to a central guiding principle,
and that these principles are not the same.

In the Genesis Apocryphon Noah’s descendants are
consistently listed directionally, following their place-
ment on the Ionian map. During the initial division
his sons are listed from north to south (or left to right
on the ancient map, which is literally “oriented,”
with east at the top): Japheth, Shem, and Ham. In
the framework of the secondary division, among his
grandsons, this order is likely reversed, now moving in
a chiastic manner from south to north: Ham, Shem,
and Japheth. All of the grandsons, with a few neces-
sary exceptions, are listed from east to west (i.e. top
to bottom). The placement of Lud in Shem’s list is
flexible since the author makes clear that his allotment
runs along the north edge of three portions belong-
ing to his brothers. The author of the Apocryphon
has chosen to put him in the penultimate position,
between Aram and Arpachshad. Japheth’s sons must
be listed in a two-tier structure, with northern and
southern groupings, since their allotments do not fit
as neatly into a successive east-west alignment as the
portions of the sons of Shem and Ham. Finally, Tiras
almost certainly received only islands, as in Jubilees,
and is appropriately placed at the end of Japheth’s
division.

In Jubilees the picture is quite different. Here it is
obvious that, in general, the author utilized the stan-
dard order of names as found in Gen 10, regardless
of their placement on the map.'® One exception is
Jubilees’ succession of Aram and Lud, which has
been reversed from the biblical order of Lud-Aram

'8 Tn the lower section of the table I have not listed Noah’s
sons according to their actual order for Gen 10 (i.e. Japheth-Shem-
Ham, shown in the upper part of the table), but have adapted
them to the sequence employed by the Genesis Apocryphon and
Jubilees (Ham-Shem-Japheth) for comparative purposes. From this
point, whenever referring to the biblical order of names, I am
basing myself on the genealogy of Gen 10 (//1 Chr 1:1-17). Cf.
VanderKam, “Putting Them in their Place,” 48-53.

181 Cf. Gen 6:10, 9:18, 10:1; and 1 Chr 1:4 for Noah’s sons,
and Gen 10 and 1 Chr 1 for his grandsons.

(Gen 10:22//1 Chr 1:17). While the biblical versions
unanimously place Lud before Aram, Josephus also
lists these sons as Jubilees does,'® suggesting that
Aram-Lud may once have been an alternate order
in one of the Greek recensions. For the initial divi-
sion among Noah’s sons the author chose to follow
the more common biblical sequence of Shem, Ham,
and Japheth, instead of the unique order of Japheth,
Ham, and Shem used in the body of Gen 10. The
secondary division lists all of the grandsons in their
biblical succession (save Aram and Lud), but the larger
structure of the section deviates from this trend by
presenting the groups in the sequence Ham, Shem,
and Japheth (or south to north), as appears to be the
case in the Genesis Apocryphon. In sum, while some
incoherence with Gen 10 exists, it is clear that Jub.
8:11-9:15 is based largely on the biblical taxonomy
of Noah’s descendents.

As mentioned above, this disagreement in organiza-
tional strategies is most clearly seen in the initial lists
of Noah’s sons, and the secondary register of Shem’s
sons. Most notable in the latter group is Arpachshad,
who 1s moved from the middle to the end of the list
in the Apocryphon. We find full agreement between
all witnesses for the sons of Japheth and Ham, since
here the two strategies of the Apocryphon and Jubilees
overlap—they are listed both according to the biblical
arrangement and from east to west.

A second important difference is the brevity of the
Genesis Apocryphon when compared to Jubilees.
With the exception of Lud, Arpachshad, and Javan,
the extant parts of the Apocryphon regularly contain
shorter and simpler descriptions of each allotment.
Good examples of this are the shares of Elam and
Asshur, where Jubilees includes a number of sites not
found in the Genesis Apocryphon, such as the waters
of Dedan, the Mebri and Ela mountains, and the
Wadafa River. As Werman has argued, this seems to
suggest a more comprehensive knowledge of geog-
raphy on the part of Jubilees,'® especially of those
lands in the eastern regions of middle Asia (from the
Tigris into India). This disparity cuts against the grain
of the standard view, espoused by Avigad and Yadin,
Fitzmyer, and others, that the Apocryphon is generally
more expansive than Jubilees and 1 Enoch. It also adds
another important example to Nickelsburg’s caution
that such expansion is not always the case.

Finally, there are numerous other differences between
Jubilees and the Genesis Apocryphon regarding

'8 Josephus, fewish Antiquities 1.143—45.
186 Werman, “0'9a17 180,” 281.
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geographic details, toponyms, and formulaic language.
Taken individually, most of these discrepancies are not
of great significance. However, when viewed together
they become quite impressive, and demonstrate a sus-
tained divergence in how the allotments are portrayed.
Some of the most important examples are:

1. Japheth’s portion being described in opposite direc-
tions, and with different points of orientation (Gad-
era in the Apocryphon vs. the northeast end of the
Tina River in Jubilees)

2. The direction “west” and the Tigris River being
mentioned only in the Genesis Apocryphon’s
description of Asshur’s allotment

3. The Genesis Apocryphon including Mount Ararat
and not mentioning the Tigris or Euphrates in
Aram’s portion

4. The Apocryphon’s reference to the Eastern Sea and
“three portions to the south” in its description of
Lud’s share

5. Jubilees’ absence of “valleys and plains,” coastlands,
or Mount Ararat in Arpachshad’s allotment

6. Javan’s reception of mainland Greece in the Genesis
Apocryphon

7. The variation in geographic terms, such as the
Apocryphon’s independent use of the Great Salt
Sea, the Reed Sea (10 0), “the land irrigated by
the Euphrates,” and probably Mount Taurus; or
Jubilees’ exclusive use of Farnak, Sak, Babel, Shinar,
and several other toponyms

8. Formulaic use of the phrase “and after him”
(77N3Y) in the Apocryphon to introduce most
grandsons

Based on the above observations, what are we to make
of the relationship between these works? If one were
to presume a direct literary connection between the
two texts (i.e. one had direct access to a copy of the
other and borrowed from it for its own composition)
the balance must tip in favor of the Genesis Apocry-
phon being the earlier witness. There are at least four
factors that argue for this position:

1. Regarding the differences in order, it seems more
likely that the later, dependent text would correct
toward the order of sons and grandsons found in
Gen 10, rather than away from it. Thus, it is easier
to envision Jubilees taking the “directional” account
of the Apocryphon and re-presenting it according
to the biblical arrangement than vice versa.

2. The fact that the Genesis Apocryphon is typically
shorter than Jubilees may be seen as an argument

for its priority. As noted in the first chapter, however,
respected scholars have used the relative length of
a text to argue both sides of this issue—both that
the shorter text is earlier (del Medico, Fitzmyer)
and that it 1s later (Avigad and Yadin, Vermes).
This should stand as a warning to exercise cau-
tion in placing too much emphasis on the relative
length of an account."’” It seems that in each case
a most important factor to consider is the broader
setting and goals of each text under discussion. It
is not entirely surprising, for example, that Jubilees
condenses the Enochic story of the Watchers, since
this is not a major focus or concern of his work.
One would be hard pressed to find a commentator
who argues that because Jubilees is shorter in this
case, it is also earlier than the Book of Watchers.
In the present case, however, one should be sur-
prised if a work like the Genesis Apocryphon—so
obviously focused on the topic of geography and
Noah’s role as divider of the earth throughout the
scroll—would pass over the additional geographic
and theological material of Jubilees.

3. A related matter is the greater simplicity of the
descriptions in the Apocryphon, which regularly
exhibit less geographic specificity and elaboration
than in Jubilees. A logical inference from this phe-
nomenon, given the scroll’s geographic bent, is that
its author was working with more rudimentary geo-
graphic knowledge than the author of Jubilees.

4. A relatively unexplored aspect of Jub. 8:11-9:15
is its inclusion of what may be called theological
and geographical “add-ons.” The prime example
of this is Jub. 8:17-21, which is appended to the
geographic description of Shem’s allotment and
recasts it in hyperbolic, theological terms. While
a study of this passage is beyond our purview,
it has the trappings of an authorial observation
interpolated into the otherwise orderly structure
of Noah’s distribution—an added commentary of
sorts on the blessedness and excellence of Shem’s
portion.'"® The aside about Shem’s inheritance of
the islands of Kamaturi in Jub. 9:13 may be another
such addition, as Charles assumed.'® A less certain
example is the brief statement about the climate
of each son’s region in Jub. 8:30.' It is relatively

87 One wonders if perhaps the text-critical maxim lectio brevior
lectio potior has had too much influence on some in this debate.

'8 This passage should be read alongside Jub. 4:26, which lists
“four places on earth that belong to the Lord”: the Garden of
Eden, the Mountain of the East, Mt. Sinai, and Mt. Zion.

189 Charles, The Book of Jubilees, 77.

1 T am not suggesting that these passages are interpolations
placed into a simpler form of Jubilees at some secondary stage of
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clear that the Genesis Apocryphon has neither
the first or second of these passages, again attest-
ing to the shorter, simpler quality of its account.
That Jubilees added some additional comments
to the less cluttered Apocryphon seems the more
plausible scenario.

Of course, it would be preferable to base an argument
for the priority of the Genesis Apocryphon on a firmer
foundation, since none of these points can be judged
as conclusive evidence. Added to this is the perennial
caveat concerning the fragmentary state of the scroll.
Still, when viewed together these four factors place
the onus on anyone who would argue that Jubilees
contains the earlier account. For this to be the case,
the author of the Genesis Apocryphon must have had
sufficient motive to change the biblically-based order of
Jubilees, shorten and simplify the descriptions of most
allotments, and pass over Jubilees’ theological obser-
vations, which would have suited his overall program
quite nicely. The latter points may be countered by a
supposed desire on the author’s part to preserve parch-
ment, but this seems an unsatisfactory argument, and
does nothing to address the question of order.

But should we assume that the Genesis Apocry-
phon and Jubilees are directly related? The numerous
discrepancies in order, direction, length, geographic
terminology, and other details point away from this
theory. A more plausible and satisfying conclusion
is that both works depend on a common source or
tradition, and that each drew from it in their own,
unique way. The evidence strongly suggests that this
source was cartographic, and not textual, as Alexander
and others have already supposed.'”! If both authors
obtained their information from a similar (or the same)
map, it would have been perfectly natural for each to
list the sons and grandsons according to different prin-
ciples, or to describe allotments in different directions,
with different starting points, and in slightly different
ways. This explanation would also lead us to expect
the large extent of agreement exhibited between the
Apocryphon and Jubilees.

One discrepancy that remains unaccounted for by
the common map theory is the variation and inde-

the book, but that the original author may have included these
comments as further explanation of an earlier, less adorned version
of the earth’s division, akin to that in the Genesis Apocryphon.

91 Alexander, “Notes on the Tmago Mundi,”” 197; idem,
“Geography and the Bible,” 2.982; Schmidt, “Jewish Representa-
tions,” 127-28; Scott, Paul and the Nations, 23—24. For some of the
evidence for early maps see Chapter 3, n. 31.

pendence in geographic terminology. Perhaps each
author had access to a different map (but drafted
according to the same basic scheme), each of which
used slightly alternate terms for certain features. Most
disagreements, however, can be explained by the sup-
position that Jubilees either supplemented the map’s
sites based on a more extensive knowledge of (primar-
ily eastern) geography, or simply included more of the
map’s information in his account. The Apocryphon’s
distinctive terms (with the exception of Mt. Taurus)
can be explained as originating from elsewhere in
the Bible (e.g. 90 D), or by common reasoning or
idiom (e.g. “the land irrigated by the Euphrates”). In
any case, there is no doubt that theorizing a common
map, or map tradition, behind both of our texts best
accounts for the pastiche of similarities and differences
laid out above.

If one accepts that an actual map lay behind both
the Genesis Apocryphon and Jubilees, it is worth
asking what this map may have looked like. As in the
reconstructed map provided earlier in this chapter and
the earlier reconstructions of Holscher, Alexander, and
Schmidt,'* it seems safe to assume that the earth was
depicted as a circle (or, less likely, an oval) surrounded
by an encompassing body of water. That is to say, the
basic design of the map was Ionian. The terrestrial
disk would have been penetrated in its center by the
Great Sea, from which branched the Tina and Gihon
rivers to the northeast and southeast respectively,
dividing the circle into three roughly equal portions.
Onto this basic layout the sons and grandsons of Noah
from Gen 10 were likely inscribed, each in the general
geographic region corresponding to his (re-)assigned
allotment. It is clear that a number of major land-
marks must have been indicated by an illustration and
an accompanying written legend. These would have
included features such as the Maeota Sea, Mt. Taurus,
Mt. Ararat, Karas, the Erythrean Sea, and others.
These points of orientation were then used by our two
authors to convert the map into a written account by
way of an organized description of each heir’s allot-
ted territory. As Alexander has observed, there were
plenty of discrepancies between this map and Gen 10,"”
and the former must be understood as a remarkable
example of theologically and politically motivated
biblical exegesis rather than an attempt to accurately
portray the biblical Table of Nations (for which one

192 All three may be found in either Schmidt, “Jewish Repre-
sentations,” 122-23; or VanderKam, “Putting Them in Their
Place,” 64-65.

19 Alexander, “Notes on the ‘Imago Mundi,”” 200.
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should look to Josephus or the Targums). Ironically,
this was achieved with the extensive aid of Hellenistic
geographic science. The influx of Greek knowledge,
influence, and domination following the campaign of
Alexander the Great in late fourth century BcE must
have laid the groundwork for this creative fusion of
the Tonian conception of the earth, Judean politico-
religious ideology, and the esteemed book of Genesis.
With the Greeks must have come their maps, and it
was only a matter of time before some disgruntled
groups in Judea utilized these toward their own ends
by producing a cleverly revised adaptation.

With the common map theory in mind we may
readdress the question of which text might be earlier.
Of the four factors leading to the above suggestion
that the Genesis Apocryphon should be considered
earlier if a direct relationship is assumed, at least two
still apply here. The fact that the Genesis Apocryphon
is shorter and simpler continues to bear some weight,
especially considering the scroll’s interest in geographi-
cal matters (at least as they relate to the Israelites).
Related to this are the additional, and rather exotic,
toponyms included by Jubilees that are not present
in the Apocryphon. As suggested by Werman, these
seem to reflect a more developed geographic lexicon
on Jubilees’ behalf. Of course, it is entirely possible
that two contemporaneous authors in slightly different
situations had varied levels of geographic knowledge,
or even that the author of the Apocryphon wrote
after Jubilees but was simply less educated in distant
eastern topography. Yet the fact that both authors
wrote exegetical treatments of Genesis, in Judea, and
harbored some of the same concerns lessens this pos-
sibility appreciably. At present it seems best to assign
this part of the Apocryphon chronological priority.

A concluding point worthy of brief comment is the
divergent portrayal of the portion of Javan in each
work. Is it of any significance that the Apocryphon
apportions Javan mainland Greece while Jubilees
does not? This certainly appears to mark Jubilees
(or, perhaps, its source) with a greater disdain for the
Greeks—an unsurprising deportment if its author
was writing in the wake of the recent Antiochean
persecutions and during the ongoing upheaval of the
Hasmonean revolt and expansion efforts. Should the
fact that the Apocryphon’s author does not deprive
Javan of the Greek Peninsula cause us to place him in a
different social or historical situation? The very premise
of the earth’s division and its presupposed map belies a
concern over Israelite rights to the Levant, and foreign
domination would lead naturally to this position. But

foreign domination was not an infrequent occurrence
in Judea. A date in the Roman period (after 63 BcE) 1s
quite unlikely for a number of reasons, which will be
enumerated in the concluding chapter. A date preced-
ing Antiochus IV Epiphanes and the Hasmoneans is
more tenable, but the question persists whether this
would provide a setting more amicable toward the
Greeks. Ultimately, a date either before the Antiochean
persecutions (perhaps the post-Ptolemaic feudal wars
between the diadochor [c. 223—187 BcE], during which
the Judeans must have felt entirely helpless?) or after
their memory had faded somewhat under Hasmonean
rule seems slightly preferable, but must remain little
more than an educated guess at present.

As a final caveat, it should be stated that an earlier
date for the Genesis Apocryphon’s division of the earth
section does not necessarily imply that the work as a
whole is earlier than Jubilees. Flusser has argued that
the authors of works like these drew freely from a
variety of traditions, adding or subtracting from each
as their purposes and preferences dictated,'”* and this
seems a valid enough statement. Hence, the author
of the Apocryphon may easily have adopted an early
version of the earth’s division and left it relatively
unchanged. Yet until proven otherwise, and in lieu
of other case studies of the sort undertaken here, the
parallel passages treated in this chapter point toward
the Apocryphon as the earlier of our two works.

19 Flusser, review of Avigad and Yadin, A Genesis Apocryphon,
382-83.



CHAPTER FIVE

CONCLUSIONS

In light of the preceding chapters, we may now close
with a reappraisal of some of the issues surveyed in
Chapter 1. The topics to be covered in this chapter are:
1) the exegetical nature of the Genesis Apocryphon,
and 2) its provenance and date of composition. An
ancillary goal is to provide a summary of the main
points that have emerged in earlier chapters.

5.1. Tue ExeEcETicAL NATURE OF THE
GENESIS APOCRYPHON

The author of the Genesis Apocryphon rewrote at
least parts of the book of Genesis, in Aramaic, guided
by a demonstrable modus operandi and influenced by
several distinctive topics of interest. While some por-
tions of his rewriting overlap with elements of the
Enochic corpus (e.g. 1 En. 106-107 and the Book of
Giants) and the Book of Jubilees (e.g. the chronology
of Abram and Sarai in Egypt and the division of the
ecarth), the fruit of our author’s labor is unique, and
almost never matches these other works precisely.

5.1.1. Relationshap to Genesis

Much of the scroll reflects a rather free reformulation
of what would later be called ‘canonical’ Genesis,
guided by a number of theological, ideological, and
stylistic concerns. Some might contend that such
exegetical flexibility calls into question the shape and
authoritative status of Genesis in the few centuries
preceding the Common Era, but this notion does not
appear to gain support from the Genesis Apocryphon.
As argued in Chapters 3 and 4, both Noah’s dream
and the earth’s division among his children are best
understood as interpretive reworkings, intended to alle-
viate difficulties in Genesis. That is, the Genesis Apoc-
ryphon is seriptural interpretation. 'This is most evident in
the way that the above two episodes “straighten out”
perceived difficulties with Canaan (not Ham) being
cursed in Gen 9:25, Shem apparently not receiving the
coastal Levant in Gen 10, and the nominally justified
obliteration of the Canaanites exhorted in the books
of Deuteronomy and Joshua. All of these factors
impacted the Apocryphon’s exegetical deportment,

and were woven together with its strong conviction
about an exclusive Israelite right to the land. All of
this presupposes a form of Genesis at least akin to
our major versions (LXX, MT, SP), which was vener-
ated enough to warrant an interpretative rewriting. In
addition to these larger interpretive issues, the scroll
appears to make exegetical adjustments at a more
detailed level, such as its explanatory substitution of
a1ph for MR in 1QapGen 21.32 (Gen 14:9) or the
clarification that Salem (Gen 14:17-18) is Jerusalem
(1QapGen 22.13).!

5.1.2. Exegetical Unevenness: Noah and Abram

There is wide variation in the extent to which the
Apocryphon treats different parts of Genesis. This is
most evident in its dissimilar handling of the Noah
and Abram narratives. In fact, were these two parts
of the scroll preserved on different manuscripts, and
in two different scribal hands, it is quite conceivable
that they would be considered two different works by
modern scholars.

The Noah section is supplemented with an astound-
ing amount of extra-biblical material, to the point
that the narrative as we know it from Genesis nearly
disappears (although the fragmentary state of the
scroll likely contributes to this perception). The Abram
columns, however, contain much less expansion, inti-
mating that traditions attached to this patriarch were
less developed at the time when the scroll was writ-
ten, at least within the particular circles in which the
Apocryphon was produced. Whatever the situation,
the scroll’s author pays far more attention to Noah.
Significantly, almost all of the extra-biblical informa-
tion pertaining to Abram is unique, and did not find
its way into later traditions. The same cannot be said
for the Noah section.

The question of different sources for the two sec-
tions is one deserving of further study.” Significant
differences beyond the extent of exegetical expansion

' Cf. Fitzmyer, The Genesis Apocryphon, 44, 245.

2 See the early comments of P. Winter, “Das aramaische Genesis
Apokryphon,” TLZ 82 (1957): 257-62 [260]. Cf. Fitzmyer, The
Genesis Apocryphon, 34.
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appear to exist, such as variation in Aramaic syntax
and the use of divine epithets.” There are, however,
numerous connections as well, such as the employment
of symbolic dreams and the shared geographic con-
cern discussed in the preceding chapters. If different
written sources do underlie the text (which I suspect is
the case), they have been carefully woven together by
our author with overarching strategies in mind.

5.1.3. The Exalted Status of Noah (and Abram)

Noah’s impeccably righteous status is a striking fea-
ture of the Genesis Apocryphon.* His exaltation is,
in fact, unrivalled by any other work from the second
temple or rabbinic periods.” The one event that is
either omitted, neutralized, or understood negatively
by nearly every other ancient Jewish exegete (Noah’s
drunken episode) is creatively turned into a positive
by the Apocryphon through converting the story into
a locus for the divine revelation of heavenly mysteries.
Even Enoch’s presence in the scroll seems to be sup-
portive of Noah, pointing forward to the “righteous
planting” to come (cf. 1QapGen 6.1-2). It is clear that
messianic expectations and an Urzeit-Endzeit typology
are at play in Noah’s depiction, with his setting in an
utterly corrupt generation and divinely mandated role
as a righteous remnant foreshadowing things to come
again in the future.’

While Noah’s premier status is among the most
distinctive aspects of the scroll, he is not the only
patriarch to receive a makeover. Abram is also the
beneficiary of a very positive image, a fact evident
in his reception of a symbolic dream on the cusp of
entering Egypt. The dream is quite plainly intended
to clear Abram of all selfish or malicious intent in
asking Sarai to act as his sister during their stay by

* The former point has been suggested to me by Dr. Randall
Buth (Hebrew University, Jerusalem) in personal communication,
and the latter is argued convincingly by Moshe Bernstein in his
article, “Divine Titles and Epithets and the Sources of the Genesis
Apocryphon” (forthcoming; Journal of Biblical Literature). 1 thank
him for kindly sharing his work with me.

* Exciting new work is being done on the figure of Noah by
two scholars; Dorothy Peters and Matthias Weigold. For a sample
of Peters’ work see her article “The Tension between Enoch and
Noah in the Aramaic Enoch Texts at Qumran,” Henoch 29/1
(2007): 11-29. The work of Weigold has been largely confined
to presentations at professional conferences thus far, but I look
forward to his publications on the topic in the near future.

> For the sources see VanderKam, “The Righteousness of
Noah;” and my article, “Noah,” in the Dictionary of Early Judaism
(eds J. J. Collins and D. C. Harlow; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans;
forthcoming).

% For similar motifs in Jubilees see Scott, Geography in Early

Judaism, 35 (esp. n. 53).

attributing the impetus for this move to the Lord
himself. One might justifiably ask the author if the
decision reflects any better on the Lord than it does
Abram, but at least all culpability is removed from the
latter (and we may safely assume that such a divine
mandate was considered well beyond questioning). In
general, then, the author of the Genesis Apocryphon
was interested in presenting all of the patriarchs, and
especially Noah, in a most blameless light.

5.1.4. Apocalypticism and Heavenly Wisdom

The messianic and Urzeit-Endzert themes in Enoch’s
prophetic portrayal of Noah have already been noted.
These and other factors indicate that the author and
authorizing community of the Genesis Apocryphon
embraced an apocalyptic worldview.” This is perhaps
seen most clearly in Noah’s dream-visions in columns
6—7 and 13—15, both of which may be properly
termed “apocalypses.” The outlook was one that
viewed history as moving imminently toward a (sec-
ond) cataclysmic judgment and placed a premium on
the divine “mysteries” (817),% which were revealed to
a succession of righteous individuals through angeli-
cally mediated visions. A cache of heavenly wisdom
figured prominently in these dream-visions, and was
identified by the author with true righteousness in
the eyes of the Lord. In a number of second temple
Jewish works this wisdom was viewed to have passed
through an eminently pedigreed chain of individuals,
within which Enoch, Noah, Shem, and Abram were
important links. In 1QapGen 19.24-29 Abram is
depicted as a purveyor of this divine wisdom to Pha-
raoh’s courtiers, which may have been an attempt to
attribute any useful wisdom found in Egyptian circles
at the time of the scroll’s formulation to the Israelite
hero. This reserve of knowledge was apparently broad,
notably including calendrical, sacrificial, and medical
(apotropaic) teachings.

5.1.5. Dreams

Dream-visions are the preferred mode of divine revela-
tion in the scroll.” They are often, but not always, sym-
bolic. Both Noah and Abram experience such dreams,

7 So Lignée, Les Textes de Qumran, 2.211-12.

8 For a thorough study of the mysteries see the recently com-
pleted doctoral dissertation of S. I. Thomas, The Revelation of the
raz in the Dead Sea Scrolls: Cosmic and Earthly Dimensions (Ph.D. diss.;
University of Notre Dame, 2007).

 See 1QapGen 6-7; 13-15; 19.14-21; and 21.8-14.
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although Abram’s pair is of a slightly different type.
In the first dream (1QapGen 19.14-21) he does not
receive an angelic interpretation, as in both of Noah’s
visions, but rather deciphers its meaning himself. His
second vision is neither symbolic nor interpreted by an
angel, relating directly the dimensions of the Promised
Land. More generally, Abram’s dreams do not deal
with the transcendental divine mysteries, as Noah’s
do, but rather the more pressing, mundane exigencies
of his physical wellbeing in Egypt, and the allotted
borders of his land (cf. the connection to Noah in
1QapGen 11.15-20). The complete absence of these
dreams in Jubilees constitutes a considerable departure
from the Apocryphon, and attests to Jubilees’ reticence
to embrace this mode of revelation.

5.1.6. Rughts to the Land of Israel

The right of Israelites to inhabit and rule over the
Land of Israel—i.e. the region allotted to Arpach-
shad during the earth’s division—was of extreme
importance to our author. Chapter 3 outlined the
breadth of this motif in the Genesis Apocryphon,
and its truncated presence in Jubilees. Indeed, the
Apocryphon is peerless in its emphasis on Noah’s
authorized position as apportioner of the habitable
earth. The stress placed on original rights to the land
seems most plausibly to reflect a social situation where
the authorizing community felt either threatened by
foreign domination and/or criticism, in which case it
fills a retaliatory and paraenetic function, or a need
to justify and propagandize its own right to rule. Of
course, these two options are not mutually exclusive,
and could have operated at the same time.

5.1.7. Hellenistic Influence

Like Jubilees, the Genesis Apocryphon displays a
considerable amount of Greek influence. Most signifi-
cant in both works are a heavy indebtedness to the
Tonian world map—a dependence explored at length
in Chapter 4. Other possible examples occur during
Abram’s exploits in Egypt and Canaan, such as use
of the name Hyrcanus (W1pAN) for one of Pharaoh’s
nobles,'” the description of Sarai’s beauty in 1QapGen

1" 1QapGen 20.8. See the important discussion of Fitzmyer,
The Genesis Apocryphon, 197-99. J. H. A. Hart (in The Encyclopedia
Britannica; 11th ed.; Cambridge: Cambridge University, 1910,
14:210) suggests that Hyrcanus (‘Y pkavdg) is “a Greek surname, of
unknown origin, borne by several Jews of the Maccabaean period.”
That the name 1s of Greek origin is uncertain, especially since the

20.2-8,"" and the association of King Arioch with
Cappadocia (7I082) in Asia Minor (21.23)." These
factors speak to an interaction with Hellenistic science
and culture, and, together with the preceding points,
reveal a composition far from the unbiased, fresh, and
simplistic work described by Vermes and others."* The
presence of these Greek elements provides a very early
terminus post quem for the scroll of approximately the
early 3rd cent. BCE. Presumably, this is the earliest
we could expect significant penetration of Hellenistic
geographic science into Judea (probably via one of
the outlying Greek cultural centers, such as Samaria,
Gaza, or Alexandria).

5.1.8. Purpose

Why was the Genesis Apocryphon written? As men-
tioned earlier, one might ask whether works now
dubbed rewritten Bible, or parabiblical, were originally
intended to supplant, or at least be on equal footing
with, their eventually victorious canonical counter-
parts.'"* If so, books like Jubilees and 1 Enoch might
be considered “canonically challenged,” failing to
ultimately succeed in their allotted task (at least over
the long run). Of course, it is now virtually impossible
to affirm or deny such a question, but in response
we might ask what biblical interpretation looked
like before the method so familiar to us now—i.e. a

lexeme ‘“ur’ (‘vp) is not typically found at the beginning of Greek
names. Contra Hart, Hyrcanus seems to be a primary or alternate/
secondary name rather than a surname. In Josephus there are three
individuals bearing the name: 1) Joseph the Tobiad’s son, simply
named Hyrcanus (c. 200 BCE; born, interestingly enough, out of
an Alexandrian affair; Antiquities 12.186); 2) the Jewish high priest
John, son of Simon, who was “also called Hyrcanus” (high priest
c. 135-104 BCE; now often referred to as Hyrcanus I; Jewish War
1.54); and 3) Hyrcanus, son of Alexander Jannaeus and Alexan-
dra (high priest c. 79—40 BCE; now typically called Hyrcanus II;
Jewish War 1.109). Fitzmyer and others favor John Hyrcanus II as
the most likely historical allusion in the Genesis Apocryphon, but
this is highly questionable. All of the individuals listed above had
connections to the Ptolemies of Egypt, causing one to wonder if
the name is actually Egyptian in origin, rather than Greek. The
entire topic is deserving of further study.

" See S. J. D. Cohen, “The Beauty of Flora and the Beauty of
Sarai,” Helios 8 (1981): 41-53. Others have noted the Ancient Near
Eastern setting of the description. See the summary of this view
in M. Popovié, Reading the Human Body: Physiognomics and Astrology in
the Dead Sea Scrolls and Hellenistic-Early Roman Period Judaism (STD]
67; Brill: Leiden, 2007), 286—87.

2 The Apocryphon is apparently the first to make this asso-
ciation, although there are grounds to believe that the Hebrew
exemplar of the LXX once read TIN5 as well. See Fitzmyer, The
Genesis Apocryphon, 231-32.

¥ See section 1.2.2.1. in Chapter 1 (esp. p. 6).

* Cf. the discussion of literary genre in section 1.2.1. in
Chapter 1.
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lemmatized scripture passage followed by a discrete
segment of commentary (or “midrash” in the rab-
binic sense). The first sure instances of this type of
exegesis are the Qumran Pesharim, which appear to
be later than most (but by no means all) examples of
rewritten Bible.

The historical first of the Pesharim, with their
distinctive lemmatized structure, presents us with at
least three alternatives regarding their place within the
development of biblical interpretation: 1) lemmatized
commentaries existed before the Pesharim, but we
simply lack any surviving examples of the genre; 2)
interpretive texts preceding the Pesharim (e.g rewrit-
ten Bible) were not considered commentaries on the
authoritative text of Genesis, Leviticus, or the like,
but were intended as a new and equally authoritative
version of it; or 3) the so-called rewritten Bible genre
was actually what biblical interpretation looked like
before lemmatized commentaries were introduced,
and audiences simply knew the difference between the
authoritative text (e.g. Genesis) and the text interpret-
ing it (e.g. the Genesis Apocryphon). I tend to view
the Genesis Apocryphon, and the rewritten Bible
genre more generally, as a combination of points 2
and 3. The Pesharim, and even moreso the rabbinic
midrashim, attest to the concretization of what may
be termed Scripture, or Bible—a text which claims
ultimate authority over all others (or under which all
others are subsumed). Here the distinction between
Scripture and interpretation was fairly sharp, and little
ambiguity existed aside from that which arose from
versional or geri/ketiv disagreements. The line was
much fuzzier with works like the Genesis Apocryphon,
Jubilees, and Pseudo-Philo’s Biblical Antiguities, but this
does not mean there was no line at all. Rewritten Bible
seems to be an interpretive genre standing between
the halcyon days of “inner-biblical exegesis,” when
the scriptures were still relatively open to change,
and the dawn of lemmatized commentary with
pesharim-type texts.

The Genesis Apocryphon, then, is an exegetical
work based on the book of Genesis. Standing at a
crossroads in scriptural interpretation, it was meant
to be read alongside the authoritative text, and not
instead of it. It filled perceived gaps in information,
addressed interpretative perplexities, and drew explicit
connections between varied events or persons in the
narrative. Based on its particular theological and ideo-
logical concerns, it also emphasized certain themes,
characters, or events, and even revised certain stories.
In short, the scroll provided its constituency the proper
lens through which to read Genesis. While the nature

and purpose of the Apocryphon greatly resemble the
Book of Jubilees, the preceding chapters have shown
that its characteristic methods and concerns have less
in common. Of course, it is understandable that works
like this—obviously taken to be divinely revealed and
authoritative in their circles of composition—could
have come to rival or effectually replace the text of
Genesis in practice.

5.2. PROVENANCE AND DATE

A number of factors have exerted considerable influ-
ence on the now standard dating of the Genesis
Apocryphon to the Ist cent. BCE. Several of these
are founded on false or outdated assumptions, and
so the time is ripe to readdress the topic in light of
our findings.

5.2.1. The Judean Compositional Setting

The Genesis Apocryphon has commonly been con-
sidered a product of Judea. For some this was rooted
in an assumption that the scroll was written by the
Essenes at Qumran, but this has rightly been ques-
tioned and rejected (see below). A more solid reason
for locating the scroll’s composition in Judea is the
geographic knowledge that it contains. Noteworthy
in this regard is the double mention of Ramat-Hazor
in 1QapGen 21.8-9, which Bardtke justifiably labeled
“paléstinisches Lokalkolorit.”"> Other toponyms
suggest an intimate familiarity with the geography
of this part of the Levant, such as the unique use
of “the Great Valley” (RN27 RNON) to refer to the
Jordan Valley in 1QapGen 22.4,'° the mention of
an unknown people group (the Zumzam) in Ammon
in 1QapGen 21.29," and the qualification that “the
Valley of Shaveh, which is the Valley of the King”
in Gen 14:17 also goes by the name “the Valley of
Bet-Hakerem.”'® That the author knew the hitherto

15 H. Bardtke, Die Handschriftenfunde am Toten Meer, 150.

'® Cf. Fitzmyer, The Genesis Apocryphon, 241.

7 Ibid., 236. This name is used instead of the biblical Zuzim
(@MT; Gen 14:5). This may, however, be viewed as merely a ver-
sional discrepancy.

'8 Perhaps modern Ramat-Rahel, situated just east of the
main road between Jerusalem and Bethlehem. See Y. Aharoni,
“Beth-Haccherem,” in Archaeology and Old Iestament Study (ed.
D. W. Thomas; Oxford: Clarendon, 1967), 171-84. This has been
challenged, however, by Gabriel Barkay, “Royal Palace, Royal
Portrait?” BAR 32:5 (2006): 34—44. Barkay argues that ancient
Bet-Hakerem is in fact modern Ein-Kerem, which seems quite
plausible given the evidence.
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unattested name of the easternmost branch of the Nile
Delta (the Karmon [R117273];1QapGen 19.11) is also
striking, and together with the possibly Egyptian origin
of the name Hyrcanus may suggest some familiarity
with Lower Egypt as well. One might also call atten-
tion to the observation of Kutscher and Fitzmyer that
the Aramaic employed by the scroll shows affinity with
other Western dialects,'’ or the many connections with
other Jewish works widely regarded to be of Judean
origin (e.g. Jubilees and the Enochic literature). When
we add that the scroll was discovered in the Judean
Desert there is every reason to believe that the scroll
was composed in Judea, and none to contradict it.

5.2.2. A non-Qumran (but Qumran-friendly) Work

The Judean origins of the scroll make it theoreti-
cally possible that it was composed by the faction
of Essenes still considered by most scholars to have
resided at Khirbet Qumran.”® As noted in Chapter
1, a number of early commentators took this stance,”’
but it has subsequently been almost totally abandoned.

Y Fitzmyer, The Genesis Apocryphon, 36; idem, “Aramaic,” in
the Encyclopedia of the Dead Sea Scrolls (2 vols; eds L. H. Schift-
man and J. C. VanderKam; Oxford: Oxford University, 2000),
1:48-51 [50]; and M. Sokoloff; “Qumran Aramaic in Relation to
the Aramaic Dialects,” in The Dead Sea Scrolls Fifly Years afler their
Discovery: Proceedings of the Jerusalem Congress, July 20-25, 1997 (eds
L. H. Schiffman, E. Tov, and J. C. VanderKam; Jerusalem: Israel
Exploration Society/Shrine of the Book, 2000), 746-54 [747]. Cf.
the statements of Kutscher to this effect in “The Language of the
‘Genesis Apocryphon,™ 15.

% T stand in the camp of E. M. Cross, J. C. VanderKam, E. C.
Ulrich, D. Dimant, E. Tov, and many others, who consider most
of the so-called “sectarian scrolls” to have been produced by a
faction of Essenes (either celibate or married, it is difficult to
tell for certain) living at Qumran. This hypothesis, however, has
been repeatedly questioned, most recently by Yizhak Magen. See
Y. Magen and Y. Peleg, “Back to Qumran: Ten Years of Excava-
tions and Research, 1993-2004,” Qumran, the Site of the Dead Sea
Serolls: Archaeological Interpretations and Debates: Proceedings of a Confer-
ence Held at Brown University, November 1719, 2002 (STDJ 57; eds
K. Galor, J.-B. Humbert, and J. Zangenberg; Leiden: Brill, 2006),
55-113. Cf. H. Shanks, “Qumran—the Pottery Factory,” BAR 32:5
(2006). Magen and Peleg have been subsequently refuted, however,
by Jodi Magness, review article of K. Galor, J.-B. Humbert and
J. Zangenberg, eds., Qumran, the Site of the Dead Sea Scrolls: Archaeo-
logical Interpretations and Debates, RevQ 22/88 (2007): 641-64. The
debate is somewhat tertiary to the present discussion, since the
real question is not whether the Genesis Apocryphon was com-
posed by monk-like Essenes along the shore of the Dead Sea,
but whether it was written by those who produced the sectarian
literature (e.g. the Community Rule texts, the War Scroll, the Cave
4 Instruction texts, etc.).

2l See the discussion of the scroll’s literary genre in Chapter
1. This also appears to be the opinion of F. Garcia Martinez
(Qumran and Apocalyptic, 140—-41), when he says the mention of
Mt. Lubar “here [#QpsDan’] and in the narrative of the deluge
in 1QapGn XII, 10-13, gives the impression that it constitutes a
Qumranic tradition.”

There are at least two sound reasons for this retreat.
First, as Fitzmyer has argued at some length, “there
is nothing in this text that clearly links it with any of
the known beliefs or customs of the Qumran sect.”?
One might add that a work not originating with the
group responsible for the Qumran sectarian litera-
ture does not necessarily mean that it is not Essene,”
since the Essenes appear to have been a rather large
parent group of those who cordoned themselves off
at Qumran. Still, Jubilees and the Enochic literature
were found at Qumran and are not typically consid-
ered sectarian, and Fitzmyer is justified in placing the
Apocryphon alongside these as an imported work.

A second reason to doubt a Qumran origin is the
scroll’s language of composition. The Aramaic litera-
ture from the Qumran caves simply does not seem to
share the same theological and ideological outlook
as the Hebrew sectarian literature. This has already
been argued by Segert** and Lamadrid,” and was
later affirmed by Fitzmyer,”* Dimant,” and others. We
could add to these points Dimant’s observation that
the sectarian literature lacks any apocalyptic visions of
the type found in the Apocryphon,® or that the scroll
does not exhibit the traits argued by Tov to belong to
a Qumran scribal school.”

Although the Genesis Apocryphon was not com-
posed by the Essenes of Qumran, it was certainly read
and used there. When considering the theological and
ideological tenets underlying the scroll one can see
why this was the case. The Apocryphon’s apocalyptic
perspective, emphasis on exclusive Israelite rights to

2 Fitzmyer, The Genesis Apocryphon, 23. This is a marked depar-
ture from the position held in his earlier edition (1966), where he
favored Essene authorship. Cf. Dimant, “The Library of Qumran:
Its Content and Character,” The Dead Sea Scrolls Fifly Years afler their
Discovery, 17076 [176], for a similar view.

% This, however, is the assumption of Fitzmyer, The Genests
Apocryphon, 22. My understanding of the “sectarian literature” is
essentially synonymous with that of Dimant, “Qumran Sectarian
Literature,” Jewish Writings of the Second Temple Period (CRINT 2/
II; ed. M. E. Stone; Assen: Van Gorcum/Minneapolis: Fortress,
1984), 483-550 [esp. 487-89].

S, Segert, review of J. A. Fitzmyer, The Genesis Apocryphon of
Qumran Cave 1: A Commentary, 7SS 13:2 (1968): 281-83 [282].

» A. G. Lamadrid, review of J. A. Fitzmyer, The Genesis Apoc-
ryphon of Qumran Cave 1: A Commentary, Estudios biblicos 28 (1969):
168-69 [169].

% Fitzmyer, The Genesis Apocryphon, 24.

¥ Dimant, “Qumran Sectarian Literature,” 488. Cf. idem,
“The Library of Qumran,” 175.

% Ibid.

» E. Tov, “Further Evidence for the Existence of a Qumran
Scribal School,” The Dead Sea Scrolls Fifly Years afler their Discovery,
199-216. In further support of the Genesis Apocryphon’s differ-
ence regarding scribal practices is its unique placement of suc-
cessive letters in the upper, right-hand corner of each parchment
sheet.
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the Land of Israel, concern with the esoteric divine
mysteries, interest in calendrical issues (evident in the
scant remnants of col. 8), exaltation of the patriarchs,
and perhaps even its penchant for dreams and their
interpretations, line up with interests present either
in the sectarian literature or outside descriptions
of the Essenes more generally (e.g. in Josephus or
Pliny the Elder). Hence, there are plenty of elements
in the scroll that could have been embraced by the
sect, even if all of its details may not have suited their
needs or tastes.

5.2.3. Is 1Q20 the Autograph of the Genesis Apocryphon?

Some scholars have speculated that the single manu-
script on which the Genesis Apocryphon is preserved
(1Q20) may, in fact, be the composition’s autograph.
This notion was first proposed by Fitzmyer,” and
received guarded votes of confidence from Moraldi®!
and Kaufman.?? If this were the case, dating the
scroll would become much easier, since we could
then depend directly on the relatively reliable tools
of paleography and Carbon-14 or Accelerator Mass
Spectroscopy dating.

There are, however, multiple reasons to reject this
claim.” Armin Lange suggested that the Apocryphon
could not be an autograph based on what he consid-
ered a gloss in the description of Sarai’s beauty in
1QapGen 20.6,* but his case was somewhat deficient.”
More convincing are the comments of Hammer-
shaimb® and Wise,”” both of whom give numerous
reasons to doubt that any of the scrolls from the
Qumran caves (and, in Wise’s case, especially 1Q20)

% Fitzmyer, The Genesis Apocryphon (1966), 12, 16 [cf. 2004,
24-25].

3! L. Moraldi, I manoscritti di Qumrdn (Turin: Unione Tipografico:
Editrice Torinese, 1971), 609.

2 S. A. Kaufman, “The Job Targum from Qumran,” 70AS
93:3 (1973): 317-27 [327, n. 62].

¥ Some criteria for whether to consider a particular manuscript
an autograph have been proposed by Tov, but none are particu-
larly helpful in connection with 1Q20. See E. Tov, Seribal Practices
and Approaches Reflected in the Texts from the Judean Desert (STD] 54;
Leiden: Brill, 2004), 28—29.

* A. Lange, “1QGenAp XIX,;~XX;, as Paradigm of the
Wisdom Didactic Narrative,” Qumranstudien: Vortréige und Beitrige der
Teilnehmer des Qumran seminars ayf dem internationalen Treffen der Society
der Biblical Literature, Miinster, 25.—26. Fult 1993 (SIJD 4; eds H-. J.
Fabry, A. Lange, and H. Lichtenberger; Goéttingen: Vandenhoeck
& Ruprecht, 1996), 191-204 [192].

% In my opinion, he does not adequately counter the earlier
conclusions of VanderKam, “The Poetry of 1QGenAp XX,
2-8a,” Rev(Q 10 (1979-81): 57-66.

% E. Hammershaimb, “On the Method, Applied in the Copying
of Manuscripts in Qumran,” V7T 9:4 (1959): 415-18.

57 Wise, Thunder in Gemini, 121 n. 58.

are autographs. Based on their argumentation, the
numerous supralinear additions, scribal corrections,
and particularly fine manuscript execution of 1020
show beyond doubt that it is not an autograph.®®
Especially determinative is Wise’s recourse to known
autographs from the Cairo Geniza, which exhibit
very different characteristics than any of the scrolls
from Qumran. To this could be added that those
documents from the Judean Desert that are undoubt-
edly original compositions are written in cursive, not
formal, square scripts. This suggests that composition
was typically done in cursive and then converted by
a professionally trained scribe (in a formal hand) into
a scribal copy. Considering these points, it seems safe
to assume that 10Q20 is a copy of an earlier work. Of
course, the distance between the composition and its
copy is another matter.

5.2.4. Date of the Present Manuscript (1020)

Fitzmyer has already gathered most of the relevant
information for dating 1Q20 by paleographic and
other technological means.”” The various opinions
regarding the date of the Apocryphon’s script specifi-
cally, or the Herodian scripts more generally, are:

Author(s) Date
Avigad and Yadin®  End of 1st cent. BCE-First half of

Ist cent. CE
Avigad*"! 50 BCE-70 CE