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The reconstruction  
of 4QWords of Ezekiel:  
Re-assessing 4Q385, 4Q386, 
and 4Q385b

Anna Shirav 
University of Birmingham, UK

Abstract
This article re-examines the material reconstruction of the copies of 4QWords of Ezekiel 
olim 4QPseudo Ezekiel (4Q385 and 4Q386) via the use of digital tools and the Stegemann 
method. The findings evince that 4Q385 frgs. 2, 3, and 6 share the same deterioration 
patterns, suggesting that they originated in consecutive columns. The new sequence of the 
visions that emerge is as follows: “accelerating time” (4Q385 4), the divine merkabah (4Q385 
6), and the resurrection of the dry bones (4Q385 2 + 3). 4Q385b is tentatively identified a 
replacement sheet. In light of the material differences in the parchment, top-margin height, 
and orthography, 4Q385b most likely belonged to the beginning of the composition—as per 
Qimron, although on different grounds. This material proposal establishes the name of the 
composition as 4QWords of Ezekiel. The reconstruction is followed by a transcription of the 
discussed fragments.

Keywords
4Q385, 4QPseudo Ezekiel, 4QWords of Ezekiel, Dead Sea Scrolls, material reconstruction, 
Qumran, Stegemann method

Introduction

The group of manuscripts known as Words of Ezekiel or Pseudo-Ezekiel (henceforth: 
WoEzek) has long been the subject of scholarly debate. While originally identified with 
the Apocryphon of Jeremiah C (4Q385a, 4Q387, 4Q387a, 4Q388a, 4Q389, 4Q390), the 
two texts are now distinguished thanks to Devorah Dimant’s analysis. WoEzek is repre-
sented by at least three copies—4Q385, 4Q386, and 4Q388. Dated to the late Hasmonean 
or early Herodian periods, these contain a parallel textual section. Preserved in 78 small 
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papyrus fragments, 4Q391 is also very likely a copy of WoEzek: while not sharing any 
textual parallels with the other copies, its writing style resembles with 4Q385, 4Q386 
and 4Q388.

The nature and framework of WoEzek are controversial due to its poor material pres-
ervation and enigmatic context. Since the text reflects some of Ezekiel’s visions (yet not 
in their scriptural order), alongside material identified as “non-Ezekielian,” Zahn cat-
egorised WoEzek as “Rewritten Scripture.” It means that the text reworks the scriptural, 
literary inspiration by setting it in a new framework and putting it to a different use. The 
principal orientation of WoEzek appears to be apocalyptic, as can be learned from the 
eschatological notation and apocalyptic elements which embedded with the Ezekielian 
material.

While most of the material is too fragmentary to allow any conclusive identifica-
tion of their context, several of the larger fragments clearly reflect Ezekielian oracles 
and themes—the visions of the merkabah (4Q385 6), dry bones (4Q385 2 and 3), the 
temple (4Q391 65), and the third oracle regarding Egypt in Ezek 30:1–19 (4Q385b). 
Other fragments are not directly associated with specific prophecies or chapters, 
yet, their visions and events being set within an Ezekielian framework and engaging 
with its narrative. Popović, for example, has argued that the divine promise to fulfill 
Ezekiel’s visions of resurrection in 4Q385 4 (which adduce accelerating time) draws 
on Ezek 12:23 and meant to answer the doubts regarding the veracity of Ezekiel’s 
prophecies. The scroll author thus contextualizes his message within the Ezekielian 
visions even if not consistently employing rewriting of the scriptural text.

Some of the fragments mentioned above serve as the basis for the material recon-
struction of the composition. Reconstruction of the composition, which based on both 
material and thematic factors, was proposed by Dimant’s in the DJD 30, and has not 
been challenged since its publication. Dimant suggests that the reconstructed consec-
utive sequence of WoEzek (which contains 4Q385 and 4Q386) may draw on Ezekiel 
37–43. However, since the composition neither reflects the biblical text nor the order 
of the oracles within it, this setting highly doubtful.

The current paper re-evaluates the material reconstruction of the copies of WoEzek 
by means of the new images of fragments made for the Leon Levy Dead Sea Scrolls 
Digital Library and modern digital tools. In addition to the multi-spectral images, 
it also relates to the small fragment 4Q385 5 as it appears in the PAM (Palestinian 
Archaeological Museum) images as now the fragment is in a very poor condition. 
The images have been adapted (via GIMP) and placed on a digital canvas (Adobe 
InDesign).1 The methodological approach espouses Hartmut Stegemann’s work 
concerning reconstruction of fragmentary scrolls, and later elaborated by Annette 
Steudel.2

1. I am indebted to the methods for digital reconstructions of scrolls developed by Ben-Dov, 
Gayer, and Ratzon in relation to 4Q418a: see Jonathan Ben-Dov, Asaf Gayer, and Eshbal 
Ratzon, Material and Digital Reconstruction of Fragmentary Dead Sea Scrolls: The Case of 
4Q418a, STDJ 136, Leiden: Brill.

2. The Stegemann method assumes that the scrolls stored in the caves in a single roll. 
The various vicissitudes they underwent over the years left corresponding pattern(s) of 
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Reconstruction of 4QWords of Ezekiel and transcription

The majority of the text is preserved in 4Q385 and 4Q386. These scrolls thus serve as 
the foundation for the reconstruction. All together, these scrolls preserve 5 legible frag-
ments. While three fragments are attributed to 4Q386, only frg. 1 contains a significant 
amount of text, reflected three consecutive columns. 4Q385 is preserved 6 separate 
fragments, yet only frgs. 2-4 and 6 contain more than a few letters. Since the three 
columns 4Q386 1 are fixed in consecutive order, the main challenge is to determine the 
order of the fragments of 4Q385 within the text of WoEzek and their relation to 4Q386. 
The overlap between 4Q385 2, 4Q386 1 i, and 4Q388 7,3 which reflects virtually identi-
cal version of the dry bones vision, is of particular significance in this regard.4 

Before turning to the justification for the reconstruction, let me first present it on a 
digital canvas. The fragments of 4Q385 are integrated with the text of three consecutive 
extant columns of 4Q386 based on the parallel. The similarities in shape and shared dam-
age patterns of the fragments of 4Q385 suggest that these also, stood in three consecutive 
columns.

The scrolls each attesting to their own layout, thus combining the fragments into a sin-
gle reconstruction is methodologically problematic. I therefore created a computer font 
based on the handwriting of the 4Q385 scribe, using it to insert the text of 4Q386 into 
the layout of 4Q385. This move has little bearing upon the reconstruction however, with 
only the width of the writing block being known, the proposed height of the columns 
remaining tentative. The layout here is based on Dimant’s initial assumption - the writing 
block of 4Q386 may be assumed to be longer than this of 4Q385 2, while the lines are 

damage in consecutive columns when they were placed on top or underneath one another. 
Similarities in shape and/or deterioration patterns thus suggest that the fragments belong 
to the same part of the scroll, each fragment representing a rotation (turn). See Hartmut 
Stegemann, “Methods for Reconstruction of Scrolls from Scattered Fragments,” in 
Archaeology and History in the Dead Sea Scrolls: The New York University Conference 
in Memory of Yigael Yadin, ed. Lawrence H. Schiffman, JSPSup. 8 (Sheffield: JSOT, 
1990), 189–220; Annette Steudel, “Assembling and Reconstructing Manuscripts,” in The 
Dead Sea Scrolls After Fifty Years: A Comprehensive Assessment, ed. Peter W. Flint and 
James C. VanderKam (Leiden: Brill, 1998), 516–34. For recent material reconstructions 
based on the Stegemann method which use digital canvas, see, Asaf Gayer, “A New 
Reconstruction of the ‘Wisdom of the Hands’ Unit’ in 4QInstructiond (4Q418),” JSP 
30 (2020): 60–73; Hila Dayfani, “Material Reconstruction, New Joins and Readings in 
4Q415 (4QInstructiona),” RevQ 2 (2021): 161–202. Further on the use of the Stegemann 
method see Joseph L. Angel, “The Material Reconstruction of 4QSongs of the Sageb 
(4Q511),” RevQ 27 (2015): 25–82; Mika Pajunen, The Land to the Elect and Justice for 
All: Reading Psalms in the Dead Sea Scrolls in Light of 4Q381, JAJSup 14 (Göttingen: 
Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 2013), 91–142.

3. The parallel in 4Q388 7 provides only two partial lines which precede the text of 4Q385 2. 
These are integrated into the reconstruction.

4. For the textual variants between the parallels in 4Q385 2 and 4Q386 1 i, see Jana Coetzee, “A 
Textual Analysis of Pseudo-Ezekiel (4Q385 and 4Q386): Rewritten or Merely Copies of Each 
Other,” in Scribal Practices, Text and Canon in the Dead Sea Scrolls: Essays in Memory of 
Peter W. Flint, ed. John J. Collins and Amanda Geyser-Fouché (Leiden: Brill, 2019), 108–25.
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narrower than these of 4Q385 2. Thus, the three consecutive columns of 4Q386 remain 
separate in the 4Q385 layout. 

Since 4Q385 2 shares no deterioration pattern with any other fragment in the scroll (as 
will be demonstrated below), I have placed it above the area in the scrolls that contained 
frg. 6, reconstructing 27 lines per column on a column height of 19.5 cm.5 This is on the 
small side of the large writing blocks of Qumran scrolls.6 This division of the preserved 
fragments into two groups – fragments from the upper and the bottom parts of the scroll – 
assumes that the scroll had a stress fracture at the middle. The pressure of the outer thread 
which held the scroll together is thus reflected as the two empty reconstructed lines in the 
area between 4Q385 2 (top) and the 4Q385 6 (bottom). With the lack of further evidence, 
this is, however, only a tentative reconstruction.

The stitches between the reconstructed sheets are represented in red. The fragments’ 
shared profile suggests that they formed consecutive columns rather than being separated 
by two columns as per Dimant’s initial reconstruction. The columns are unnumbered 
since the available data regarding the length of the scroll does not permit any determina-
tion of column numbers.

5. This proposal identifies a gap of 8 empty lines between 4Q385 frgs. 2 and 3, both of which 
deal with the dry bones vision. The end of frg. 2 addressing a new theme (“before those th]
ings shall be a tree shall band and shall erect again” [4Q385 2 10]), another textual unit may 
thus have stood between frgs 2 and 3.

6. Tov, Scribal Practices, 87–88.

Figure 1.  
Reconstruction of a consecutive sequence of WoEzek containing the fragments of 4Q385 and 
text of 4Q386 1 ii inserted in the 4Q385 font. Courtesy of the Leon Levy Dead Sea Scrolls 
Digital Library, Israel Antiquities Authority. Image: Shai Halevi.
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Transcription

4Q385 4

1 ]תחת דוניֿ  

2 ש̇מח את נפשיֿ ויתבהלו ה̊י̇מים מהר עד אשר יאמרו 

3 האדם הלא ממהרים הימים למען יירשו שוכני ישראל 

4 ויאמר יהוה אלי לא אש]י[ב̇ פניך יחזקאל ה]ננ[י̊ ג̊]ו[דד 

5 את הימים ואת השני]ם  [ל[ 

6 מצער כאשר אמרת ל] 

 va[cat פ̊יֿ יהוה דבר אלה]7 ]כי

4Q385 6 + 4Q388 7 1–2 (underlined)7

1 והיו עמי ה[ 

2 בלב טוב וב̇◦] 

3 יֿחבא כמעט̇ ק] 

4 ומבקיע̇י̇ם̇◦] 

5 המראה אשר ראה יחז̇ק̇]אל 

6 נגה מרכבה וארבע חיות חית8̇] 

7 אחור על שתים ת̇לך̇ ה̇ח̇יה האחת ושתי ר̇ג̊ל̊]ים 

8 [ל̇ל̇] [◦◦] [ת̇ היה נשמה ופניהם זה בעקר ז̇ה֯] 

9 הפ̇]נ[י]ם אחד אריה ואח[ד̇ נשר ואחד עגל ואחד של אדם והיֿ]תה יד[ 

10 אדם מח̊ברת מגבי החיות ודבקה ו̊ב̊]  [ו̇ה̇א̊]ופנים   [ 

11 אופן חובר אל אופן בלכתן ומשני עברי הא֯]ופנים 

12 ו]ה[יה בתוך גחלים חיות כגחלי אש] 

13 האופנ̇]י[ם9 והחיות והאופ̇נ̇י֯ם̇ ויה̇]י ע[ל̇] 

14 ]הקרח [הנור]א וי[הי קול] 

15     ]   [ל̇]        [◦י֯וכ] [◦] 

16 [ים ולא תמו 

4Q385 2, par.: 4Q386 1 i (red), 4Q388 7 (underlined)

7. The underlined text is originated in the first two lines 4Q388 7. Since 4Q388 7 overlaps with 
4Q385 2 (which located in the following column as per the reconstruction), the text of the first 
two lines of 4Q388 7 should be placed in the current position in the layout of 4Q385. See also 
note 9.

8. Following Dimant; Qimron: ̇חיה
9. With Qimron; Dimant: והאופנ]י[ם.
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Top margin

 vacat  1 ]   [הגוא̇]ל[ עמוֿ לתת להם הברית

2 ]   [ראיתי רבים מישראל אשר אהבו את שמך וילכו 

ב֯דרכי̇]כה וא[לה מתי יה]יו[ והיככה10 ישתלמו חסדם ויאמר יהוה   3

 vacat 4 א֯לי אני אראה את בני ישראל וידעו כי אני יהוה

]ויאמר[ בן אדם הנבה 11 על העצמות ואמרת ויד֯ב֯ק֯ו֯ עצם אל עצם ופרק   5

6 ]ולפרקו ויה[י כן֯ ויאמר̇ שנית הנבא ויע֯לו עליהם גדים וירקמו עור 

]מלמעלה [וי̇א̇]מ[ר שוב אנבא̇ על ארבע רוחות12 השמים ויפחו רוח֯   7

]בהרוגים [◦ ו̇י̊]חי[ו13̇  עם רב אנשים ויברכו את יהוה צבאות אש]ר[   8

9 ]    ו[אמרה יהוה מתי י̇הי̇]ו[ א֯לה ויאמר יהוה אל]י [ 

10 ]     בטרם יהיו הד[ב̊ר̇ים14 יכף עץ ויזקף]    [ 

4Q385 3

1 [◦ת֯◦◦◦] [◦ה֯◦] 

2 [◦ יהוה ויקומו כל העם ויע֯]מד[ו̇ על] רגליהם 

להל[ל את̇ י̇הוה צבאות ואף אני מ̇]לל[תי15עמהם̇]   3

4 [◦ vacat ויאמר יהוה אלי בן]אדם [◦◦◦  להם] 

5 [◦תם וֿשכבו עד אשר֯] 

6 [◦ מקב[ר֯יכם ומן הארץ 

]לאשר   ◦וֿל מז̇◦16]   7

Factors relating to the material reconstruction

The reconstruction rests on the material similarities between 4Q385 frgs. 3, 4, and 6 
(Figure 2). Their deterioration patterns suggest they lay on top of one another in consecu-
tive columns—, representing each an additional turn in the scroll.17

The “pile” contains two pairs of fragments with similar deterioration patterns—4/6 
and 3/6. With the possible exception of a crack (see the arrow in Figure 2), frgs. 3 and 4 
share no damage patterns. The material affinities support several further observations. In 

10. 4Q388:;י[ככה[4   אQ386: הכה]ו.
11. 4Q386 1 i 4: הנ]בא.
12. 4Q386 1 i 8: רחות.
13. Following Dimant; Qimron: ̊וי[ק̊ו̊]מ[ו.
14. Following Qimron; Dimant: י[מים.
15. Following Dimant; Qimron: ב̇]רכ[תי.
16. Dimant: ים[֯מצר; Qimron:  ]֯מ̇ז̇ר.
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Figure 2.  
4Q385 frgs. 3 (green), 4 (red), and 6 (blue) placed on top of one another on the basis of their 
recurring patterns. The borders, cracks, and surface damage are also marked.17 

oppose to Dimant’s claim, frg. 4 has no upper margin.18 The wide space at the bottom of 
the fragment, nevertheless, likely reflects bottom margin. The lines spacing in this frag-
ment ranges between 6.25 and 7 mm, the height being measured from the rulings from 
which the letters hang. Lines 3 and 4 anomalously lie 8.3 mm apart. The gap between the 
final line and the bottom of the fragment (before the parchment begins peeling, visible 
right at the bottom) is 7.1 mm; no ink is noticeable in this area. Thus, it is plausible to 
suggest that the fragment was originated at the bottom of the column. Fragment 6, which 
shares the same deterioration pattern as frg. 4, therefore also likely lay toward the bottom 
of the column.

As reflected in Figure 3, frgs. 4 and 6 share a similar deterioration pattern, primarily 
on the right-hand side, as well as several other points of damage at the top and bottom 
of fragment 4. Frg. 6 preserves stitches throughout its right-hand margin, while the stich 
marks of frg. 4 lie on its left-hand side.19 Thus, the hole on the right hand side of frg. 4 
(which correlates with frg. 6) may result from the pressure of the thread from the right 
margin of frg. 6. 

17. In order to draw the outlines of the fragments, they were first stripped from their black back-
ground and then delineated by means of an automatic tool.

18. Dimant, Qumran Cave 4, 19–20.
19. The margin between these fragments is unusually narrow, the stitching encroaching on the 

writing column.
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Figure 4 represents the similar material profile frg. 3 shares with the middle section 
of frg. 6 (made up from several smaller pieces). The common damage points relate to the 
borders of the fragments and the cracking in the left-hand “horn.” The shared deteriora-
tion patterns between 4Q385 frgs. 3,4, and 6 suggest that the fragments stood one above 
the other in the scroll when it was rolled.

Now, we may approach the order of the discussed fragments in the scroll of 4Q385. 
Fragments 3 and 4 cannot belong to the same column (preceding or following fragment 
6) because the parchment would overlap. One fragment must thus have lain before frg. 6, 
and one followed it. The Stegemann method may help us determine the order, given we 
would know the direction in which the scroll was rolled and the distances between three 
sequential points (or two pairs) of damage in the scroll. This would allow to calculate 
the incremental growth, an expanding circumference between three points of damage 
indicating that the broadest measurements lay on the outside as the scroll was rolled.20

This calculation cannot be applied to 4Q385, however, due to missing information.
The location of frgs. 4 and 6 within their columns is fixed by their margins, and thus we 

20. Stegemann, “Methods,” esp. 199–204. Ratzon and Dershowitz have recently challenged this 
approach, contending that the margin of error is too large for the measurements to be con-
sidered valid: Eshbal Ratzon and Nahum Dershowitz, “The Length of a Scroll: Quantitative 
Evaluation of Material Reconstructions,” PLoS ONE 15 (2020): e0239831. Online: https://
journals.plos.org/plosone/article?id=10.1371/journal.pone.0239831.

Figure 3.  
Fragments 6 (blue) and 4 (red) placed on top of one another.

https://journals.plos.org/plosone/article?id=10.1371/journal.pone.0239831
https://journals.plos.org/plosone/article?id=10.1371/journal.pone.0239831
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Figure 4.  
Fragments 3 (green) and 6 (blue).

may measure the distance between shared damage point in these fragments (9.125 cm). 
However, we do not know the location of frg. 3 within its column. While the height of 
frg. 3 within its column will parallel to the height of the middle part of frg. 6, we do not 
know where within the width of the column it should be located. It may lie at any hori-
zontal point along this the assumed height, closer to the right-hand side of the column or 
the opposite. With the absence of further information (margins, or reconstructed text), we 
cannot measure the circumference between frg. 3 and its paired frg. 6.

One potential possibility for measurement of circumference is to recognise the crack 
at the left side of fragments 3 and 6 (marked with an arrow on fig. 2) as the result of the 
pressure of stitches between sheets in the scroll. Based on the observations that will be 
offered below, this identification is, however, less plausible. Since the damage on the 
recto of frg. 3 is greater than the damage of frg. 6 (see figure 5 below) the surface (recto) 
of frg. 3 received the majority of the pressure. The origin of the stitches is therefore in 
the following turn of the scroll, between the column that contained fragment 3 and the 
column that contains the text of 4Q386 1 ii in the reconstruction. Now, we can measure 
the distance between the stitches and their impressions on the left hand horn of fragment 
6 (as the placement of fragment 3 within its column is unknown) – 15.41 cm.21 This 
measurement constitutes two turns in the scroll (see Figure 5 below). 

21. This is also highly unlikely to suggest that the scroll was placed the other way around, as the 
origin of the damage on the recto of fragment 3 is the stiches between the columns of frag-
ments 4 and 6. Even if we will place fragment 3 at the very right hand side of the fragment, the 
proposed distance will measure 17.4 cm, an implausible high number compare to the distance 
between the measured damaged between 4Q385 4 and 4Q385 6.
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Figure 5.  
The measurement of the potential circumferences on two turns in the scroll. Courtesy of the 
Leon Levy Dead Sea Scrolls Digital Library, Israel Antiquities Authority. Image: Shai Halevi

As two turns, according to this proposal, measure circumference of 15.41 cm, one 
turn should have been 7.455 cm, while the other 7.955 cm (their recognition as outer 
and inner turns depends on the direction the scroll was rolled).22 These circumferences, 
however, do not allow to place fragment 3 within the width of the column, since it would 
require locating the fragment within the outlined margins. Thus, in order to determine the 
order of frgs. 3, 4, and 6 in 4Q385 I relied on further material considerations and textual 
evidence.

Both 4Q385 2 and 3 clearly relate to Ezekiel’s dry bones vision (Ezek 37:1–14).23 As 
Dimant notes, the two fragments form part of the same column, the author not being 
likely to have dealt with the same prophecy in two separate sections of the scroll.24 
Fragment 2 thus probably belonged to the same column as frg. 3.

The text of 4Q385 2 overlaps with 4Q386 1 i, while 4Q386 1 in its turn preserves three 
consecutive columns. Thus, the column which followed 4Q385 2 necessarily contained 
some text, as 4Q386 1 ii contains 11 lines. 4Q385 6 (which reflects 15 lines) must thus 
have preceded 4Q385 2 + 3. 4Q385 6 (the merkabah) and 4Q386 1 ii (a prophecy against 
foreign ruler) both relatively extensively preserved, and do not address associated topics, 
thus implausibly belonging to the same column. The merkavah vision in 4Q385 6 thus 
precedes the dry bones vision in WoEzek. It would mean that the remain fragment, frg. 3, 
which shares deterioration patterns with frg. 6 stands in the preceding column. As Figure 
1 demonstrates, the fragments follow the order: 4Q385 4–4Q385 6–4Q385 2+3 (parallel 
text 4Q386 1 i)–4Q386 1ii. 

22. The proposed incremental growth here of 5 mm corresponds with the growth in scrolls with 
thick parchment, according to Stegemann’s observations. Stegemann, “Methods,” 199–200.

23. For analysis of these fragments, see Zahn, “Prophecy Rewritten”; Evans, “Ezekiel’s ‘Living 
Beings’”; Klein, “Resurrection as Reward for the Righteous.”

24. Dimant, Qumran Cave 4, 18.
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The sheet containing 4Q385 6 and 4Q385 2 remains problematic. The stitches pre-
served on the right- (4Q385 6) and left-hand (4Q385 2) margins suggest that at least one 
sheet of the scroll contained two columns. While this sheet size diverges from the aver-
age at Qumran (3–4), it is not impossible.25 Similarly, Targum Job from Cave 11 (11Q10) 
contains two sheets with two columns per sheet, alongside seven sheets which contain 3 
columns each, and three sheets with four columns.26 4QNumb (4Q27) also reflects one 
sheet with two columns, while the majority of the sheets contain four or five columns.27  
Another possibility is that these fragments (4Q385 frg. 6 and 2), despite their material 
similarities, may have been separated by an unpreserved column. A wider gap is yet less 
likely, as fragments that share similar deterioration patterns belong close together.

Another matter is the placement of the small fragment 4Q385 5, although it contains 
no significant text. As noted by Dimant and attested on PAM 42.508, Strugnell inserted 
handwritten numbered notes next to 4Q385 frgs. 5 and 6, indicating the order in which 
they were peeled off from one another—frg. 5 from the verso of frg. 6.28 Depending on 
the direction in which the scroll was rolled—from the outside in or inside out—4Q385 
5 may belong to the column preceding or following frg. 6. Here, I follow Dimant’s pro-
posal, placing the small frg. 5 in the column preceding frg. 6.29

4Q385b (4Q385 7?)

According to the official edition, 4Q385b contains a single fragment. The text of the 
fragment contains a rewritten version of the third prophecy against Egypt which attested 
in Ezek 30:1–19.30 Although the fragment preserves no overlaps with the other copies 
of  WoEzek, it is assigned to our composition on the strength of its use of first-person 
speech and naming of the prophet.

While the theory that 4Q385b constitutes a fragment of WoEzek has been broadly 
accepted, the question of whether it forms an additional copy is still debated. 
Distinguishing 4Q385b from 4Q385, Dimant adduces significant paleographical dif-
ferences between the two, in particular the tet, zayin, final mem, final nun, ayin, and 
qof. Since it is less likely that 4Q385 was initially written by two scribes, she identi-
fies 4Q385b as a separate copy.31 Dimant further notes that while the skin of 4Q385b 
is bright, the ink and rulings from which the letters hang being clearly visible, that of 
4Q385, is significantly darker and less well preserved. Her microscopic examination 
also suggests that the two scrolls come from different skins. Qimron rejects these paleo-
graphical disparities, arguing that 4Q385b is another fragment of 4Q385.32

25. Tov, Scribal Practices, 81.
26. Florentino García Martínez, Eibert Tigchelaar and Adam S. Van Der Woude, Qumran Cave 11 

II. XXIII: 11Q2-18, 11Q20-31, DJD 23 (Oxford: Clarendon, 2001). 83–84.
27. Nathan Jastram, “4QNumb” in Qumran Cave 4.VII: Genesis to Number, ed. Eugene Ulrich et 

al., DJD 12 (Oxford: Clarendon, 1994). 207. 1QS also preserves 2 sheets with two columns 
each. However, this is a relatively short scroll and contains only three other sheets – two 
sheets with three columns each, and one sheet with a single column.

28. Cf. Dimant, Qumran Cave 4, 42. For the notes, see Ben-Dov, Gayer, and Ratzon, Material 
and Digital Reconstruction.

29. Dimant, Qumran Cave 4, 129–30.
30. Dimant, Qumran Cave 4.
31. Some scrolls were indeed written by different scribes: see Tov, Scribal Practices, 20–21.
32. Qimron, The Hebrew Texts, 84.
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I concur with Dimant’s conclusion that 4Q385b differs from 4Q385. As we shall 
see below, however, it may still form part of 4Q385, originating in a replacement 
sheet. Arguments in favour of distinguishing between 4Q385b and the fragments of 
4Q385 are largely based on material aspects and the orthography of 4Q385b. While 
4Q385b exhibits a clear preference for a fuller orthography (e.g., יפולו / תואבד), this 
style is virtually absent in 4Q385.33

Another factor favoring the separation is the height of the top margin. While the top 
margin of 4Q385b is 21.8 mm, that of 4Q385 2 18 mm. The difference is thus approxi-
mately one written line. Even if 4Q385 2 has shrunk, this disparity is significant.34 
Although not serving as a conclusive argument, the skins of 4Q385b and 4Q385 also 
present a different appearance: while the 4Q385 fragments are mostly dark, and the text 
occasionally being legible only with the assistance of infra-red images, 4Q385b is bright, 
and the ink being clearly visible.35

According to Qimron, the wider top margin of 4Q385b and the phrase that appears 
in the first line דברי יחזקאל (“The Words of Ezekiel”) and likely serves as the title of the 
work, indicate that this fragment forms the opening of the composition. The height of the 
top margin in other scrolls that preserve the opening column rarely differs from the top 
margin of other columns, however.36 Such disparities are even less likely in scrolls with 
consistent line markings (e.g., 4Q385 [4Q385b]). The lack of orthographical uniformity 
and divergences in top-margin height further suggest that 4Q385b is not another frag-
ment of 4Q385.

It being difficult—albeit not impossible—to argue for the existence of another manu-
script of the composition in Qumran based on one fragment, I propose that 4Q385b may 
be a fragment from a repaired sheet of 4Q385. This explains the difference in the parch-
ment, top-margin height, and palaeography without assuming the existence of another 
copy of WoEzek.

As attested elsewhere in Qumran, a replacement was made for a scroll when a sheet 
was damaged beyond repair—by human touch, dust and dirt, or humidity.37 This was 
most frequently the first sheet of the scroll, due to its position on the outer edge of the 
scroll (when rolled with the end inside).38 The poor current condition of the 4Q385 frag-

33. Cf. Dimant, Qumran Cave 4, 71. The fuller orthography of 4Q385b differs from all the copies 
of WoEzek. 4Q385, 4Q386, and 4Q388 all evince defective orthography.

34. Although Ratzon and Dershowitz (“The Length of a Scroll,” 6–7 [esp. n. 12]) maintain that 
some scrolls shrink up to 40 percent of their original size, the degree and areas of shrinkage 
differ in each fragment, thus precluding their precise determination in each case.

35. This is especially true of 4Q385 2, 3, and parts of frg. 4.
36. For scrolls that preserve the first column and whose top margin is consistent, see 1QS, 1QM, 

1QpHab (the first line of which is partly reconstructed, however). Following Milik, Tucker 
and Porzig have recently demonstrated that the first column of 4Q266 commences one 
line lower than the other columns: James M. Tucker and Peter Prozig, “Between Artefacts, 
Fragments, and Texts: An Analysis of 4Q266 Column I,” DSD 25, no. 3 (2018): 335–58.

37. Tov, Scribal Practice, 125.
38. Tov (Scribal Practice, 123–25) cites 4QJuba (4Q216), 11QTa (11Q19), and 4QDeutn (4Q41). 

Tigchelaar proposes that 4Q418* may be a repaired sheet: Eibert J. C. Tigchelaar, To Increase 
Knowledge for the Understanding Ones: Reading and Reconstructing the Fragmentary Early 
Jewish Sapiential Text 4QInstruction (STDJ 44; Leiden: Brill, 2001), 61–64. Cf. also Drew 
Longacre, “Scribal Approaches to Damaged Manuscripts: Not Just a Modern Dilemma,” in 



Shirav 15

ments (e.g., 4Q385b) may be the culmination of a process of wear and tear that began 
as soon as the scroll was put into use. If so, the need for a repaired sheet is quite plausi-
ble. Recognition that 4Q385b was produced separately, also explains the orthographical 
disparities (defective orthography in 4Q385, fuller in 4Q385b). While we do not have 
further material evidence for the matter, the identification of the fragment as the begin-
ning of the composition may support the proposed theory.

4Q385b as the beginning of the composition

If 4Q385b is a replacement sheet for 4Q385, it likely belonged to the beginning of the 
composition. This theory supports Qimron’s recent proposal that the characteristic title 
(“Words of Ezekiel”) indicates that it forms the opening column. Many of the Qumran 
scrolls not preserving their beginning or end, only partial information is available regard-
ing the name of texts and their representations. According to Tov, the majority of the bib-
lical psalms and non-scriptural compositions give the title of the work in their opening 
words, employing no special format (see Figure 6 below).39

The Dead Sea Scrolls and the Study of the Humanities: Method, Theory, Meaning (ed. Pieter 
B. Hartog, Alison Schofield, and Samuel I. Thomas; Leiden: Brill, 2018), 141–64.

39. Tov (Scribal Practice, 119) notes that this is also characteristic of Ugaritic texts.

Figure 6.  
4Q385b reconstructed within a column. The width of the column is based on the proposed 
material reconstruction and constitutes 8.3 cm. Courtesy of the Leon Levy Dead Sea Scrolls 
Digital Library, Israel Antiquities Authority. Image: Shai Halevi. 
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Transcription
Top margin404142

1 דב[ר̇י יחזקאל ויהי דבר יהוה֯ א֯ל̇]י[ ל̇א̇מ̊]ר בן אדם 

2 הנב[א ואמרת הנה בא יום אב̇דן גוים ]בנפל חלל 

3 במ[צ֯רים ותהי חלחל]ה[ בפוט ות̇הי חרב במ̇]צרים 

4 ות[תקלקל וכוש יֿ]פו[ל̇ ואדירי ערב וגם מן ◦] 

5  ב[חרב40 יפולו בשער41 מצרים ]ת[ואבד ] 

6 ב[חרב מצר̇]ים [ת̊צ̊וֿד̇ד42̊] 

 [◦◦] 7

The title of a composition customarily identifies its literary genre—compare, for 
example, Serekh (“Rule”).43 The heading “Words of . . .” is employed in various types of 
compositions, while Tov defines this type of heading as “authorship” or “attribution.”44 
4Q298 (= 4QCryptic A Word of the Maskil), for example, opens with the phrase  
שחר[ בני  לכל  דבר  אשר  משכיל    The word]s of the Instructor which he spoke“) דבר[י̊ 
to all sons of dawn”).45 The Aramaic Words of Michael (4Q529) is similarly titled  
 46.(”The Book of the Words of Michael to the Angels“) מלי כתבא די אמר מיכאל למלכיא
The notation דב[רי יחזקאל (“Words of Ezekiel”) may well thus represent the heading of 
the work, formatted in the running text.

The phrase “Words of . . .” may also indicate a new textual unit within a text, however—
as in 1QSb דברי ברכה למשכיל (“Words of Blessing of the Maskil”).47 Dimant thus contends 
that the formula in 4Q385b marks the beginning of a new section (cf. 4Q385 6 5 [“The 
vision Ezek[iel] saw”]). She suggests that the formula, which is absent from the biblical 
Ezekiel, being based on a model known from other prophetic texts (cf. Jer 1:1, Amos 1:1 
and Neh 1:1).48 The location of the formula in the scriptural prophetical works, however, 
rather supports the identification of the phrase “Words of Ezekiel” as the composition’s 
title, claiming prophetic attribution. The formula “Words of Ezekiel” and the suggestion 
that 4Q385b constituted part of a repaired first sheet of the scroll support Qimron’s pro-
posal that this fragment formed the first column of the composition. The title “4QWords of 
Ezekiel” should therefore be preferred over the more commonly used “4QPseudo Ezekiel.” 

WoEzek Opens with a rewritten version of the oracles against Egypt known from 
Ezek 30:1-19. While Dimant argues that the exegetical interpretations of this vision may 
rest on a historical core, I suggest that the decision to open the composition with this 
prophecy is due to its eschatological nature and interpretation.49 The oracle in Ezek 30:1–
19 is unique among the seven prophecies against Egypt in Ezekiel 29–32. Unlike the 

40. Following Qimron; Dimant: ע̊רב].
41. Following Qimron; Dimant: בשער̇]י.
42. This is a new reading. Dimant: ת̊ש̊דד. Cf. Ezek 13:18: לעמי תצודדנה  הנפשות  נפשות    לצודד 

(“in the hunt for human lives. Will you hunt down lives among my people?” [JPS]).
43. Tov, Scribal Practices, 119.
44. Scribal Tov, Practices, Scribal Practices.
45. The title is written in square script, however.
46. Tov also attributes 4Q543 and 4Q545 (Visions of Amram) to this genre: פרשג כתב מלי חזות 

.(”copy of the book words of visions of Amram“) עמרם
47. The headline of the composition is identical, however: see 1QSb i 1.
48. The majority of biblical incidences are titles of texts, an exception being 1 Sam 23:1: see 

Dimant, Qumran Cave 4, 73.
49. Dimant, Qumran Cave 4, 75.
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other prophecies in this scope, it remains undated.50 According to Joyce, Ezek 30:1-19 
many be understood as a reference to an indeterminate eschatological day.51 Embracing 
this reception of the oracle, the author of WoEzek may have chosen to imbue his work 
with eschatological overtones.

Conclusion

This article proposes an alternative reconstruction of 4QWords of Ezekiel. Based on the 
new multi-spectral images made available by the Leon Levy Library, it evinces that the 
pattern of deterioration the fragments of 4Q385 share, indicates that fragments 3, 4, and 
6 of this copy are originated in consecutive columns. This new material evidence allows 
us to propose a new sequence for the visions in the composition as a whole, and 4Q385 in 
particular: accelerating time (4Q385 4)—the divine merkabah (4Q385 6, Ezek 1)—the res-
urrection of the dry bones (4Q385 2 + 3, Ezek 37:1–14). Finally, 4Q385b (associated with 
Ezek 30:1–19) is identified as another fragment of 4Q385, constituting a repaired opening 
sheet of the scroll. This finding yields two significant insights concerning the nature of the 
composition—namely, its title and opening vision. I hope to explore the implications of 
this reconstruction for the understanding of the text of WoEzek in a separate contribution.
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